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Abstract

In modern conditions the word 'strategy’ is inciegly used, by both nations and institutions,
to refer to a published declaration of policy irterovering a wide range of security
challenges. The importance of a strategy variesrdotg to the scale of a country's problems,
including the difficulties of reaching internal g®ansus. It may be designed to preserve the
nation by indirect as well as direct means, fotdanse by embracing the programme of a
potential protecting power or institution. Smalitsts are more likely to have to employ this
tactic but may also pay a higher price of adaptafio the cover they gain. A test-case study
of the five Nordic states shows that all publisk #yguivalent of a comprehensive strategy
(though not in a single document) and all echostingtegies of major European institutions.
In some cases the instrumental logic of the styategd the willingness to adjust it to
changing problems and opportunities, is clearem tlthers. The more indirect and
instrumental the strategy becomes, however, thetgréhe risk that public understanding and
‘buy-in' may lag behind the reasoning of the élite.

1. Aims of this Paper

This paper has two aims: first, to re-examine threcept of state ‘strategy’ from an empirical
standpoint, reflecting current international preetand focusing especially on the possible
dichotomy of 'deep’ and 'declared’ strategies @imet below); and secondly, to apply the
resulting analysis — expressed as a critical path state choices — to the particular
predicament of ‘small’ states. It is far from bgithe only recent attempt to link these two
topics but tries to be original, principally, in its cansusly non-theoretical and practitioner-

oriented approach.

! See for instance Anders Wivel, 'The Grand Strategf Small European States', paper presented at
the annual meeting of the International Studies8isdion's 50th Annual Convention, New York, Jan.
2009, available at http://www.allacademic.com/nmE3a/A749_index.html; Jean-Marc Rickli,
'European small states' military policies after @dd War: from territorial to niche strategies’,
Cambridge Review of International Affairs Vol 2Ekle 3 2008.
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When is a state to be considered ‘small’? The #Xjperature suggests several criteria above
and beyond crude population numbers, GDP size, iitamp assets. Smallness can be
measured in relative as well as actual terms: hargsh Korea with its 24 million people is
‘small’ within the North-East Asian region but wdube medium-to-large in Europe. It can be
explained as a shortage or lack of certain ‘norra#ttibutes of state power, autonomy and
international standing. Finally and quite convitgly, it can be argued that a state is ‘small’
when it feels and acts small — implying that it Icolbecome smaller or less small at different
points in its history.

The first, generic half of this paper cites exarapé small states from all around the world,
taking account of all these criteria but generfilyussing on the challenges facing those with
a population of 5 million or less. The second legplies the emerging findings to a case
study of the five Nordic states and their soverggmtories, a group that ranges in size from
over 8 million (Sweden) to ¢.300,000 (Icelafidihough differences of size are influential
and keenly felt within this group, all its membersuld commonly be thought of as small by
other Europeans and by their North American ancdsRuseighbours. The paper ends with a

summary of findings and with some tentative do'd don’ts for small-state strategy-making.

2. What is 'a’ Strateqgy?

Annoyingly for purists, the word 'strategy' hasratent years acquired a meaning in the
practice of international relations that deviates its original, military-grounded definition.
In the military context or in the discipline comniprdefined as 'strategic studies’, strategy
concerns the application of military forces (andititer concrete implements of power) to the
achievement of a major goal of more than passiggifiiance — typically defined by or on
behalf of a nation-state, or its historical equivaf Strategy provides the starting point or

foundation from which more detailed, local, andeaftmore flexible 'tactical' actions can

2 3ee eg Baldur Thorhallsson, 'The Role of SmalieSta the European Union', Ashgate: London,
2000.

® For further discussion of definitions see e.giv€Archer and Neill Nugent, ‘Introduction: Small
States and the European Union’ in Current Polditd Economics of Europe 11 (1): 1-10,, 2002, and
Baldur Thorhallsson and Anders Wivel, ‘Small Statethe European Union: What Do We Know and
What Would We Like to Know?’, Cambridge Review ofdrnational Affairs, 19(4), 2006, pp 651-
668.

4 For an earlier and much more substantial treatmftfite topic see the six articles in a speciaieuli
of Cooperation and Confligfvol. 40 No. 1 of March 2005) on 'Nordic Strate@ialtures’,
downloadable atttp://cac.sagepub.com/content/vol40/issyedpecially Darryl Howlett and John
Glenn, 'Epilogue: Nordic Strategic Culture'.

® See for instance Hew Strachan, 'The Lost Mearirgfrategy' inSurvival Vol. 47 (2005) pp 33-54.
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proceed. Even when transferred to different cdstexch as 'business stratéfgthie word
has generally kept the sense of a specific, tiglethsoned plan founded in self-defined

interests, and providing a basis for rational aggpion of resources over a sustained period.

Since the turn of the ?rentury the USA, Russia, and institutions like @®CE, NATO and
EU have all adopted public documents called 'sgre$® that resemble the traditional variety
in being unilaterally adopted by the state or orzmion in question, in pursuit of its own
ends, and in being politically rather than legddipding. They differ, however, first and
foremost in their publicly declared quality whichrpaps brings them closer to the concept of
a 'statement of intent'. They are also wider amddo in the issues they cover, in how they
deal with them, in the nature of the directivesythentain and in the range of aims they seek

to achievé.

Figure One: Threats/Challenges from Major 'Strategipocuments 1999-2003

NATO 1999 Russia 2000 USA 2007 EU 2003 OSCE 2003
Tensions€onflicts State of economy [Human Dignity] Terrorism Conflicts
Nucleathi-tech Weaknesses in Glotkorism WMD proliferation Terrorism
state power+society
Vulnerabilities to: flenalconflicts Regionatonflicts Organized
Terrorism Crimetterrorism, crime
Sabotage inter-ethnic tensionhreats fromVMD  State failure
Organizeccrime Discrimination
Disruption of ‘Aggravation of [Gal growth] Organizedtime +intolerance
supply international
Uncontrolled relations’ e.g. [Development] Migration
Migration Weakened global
order+balance [Partnerships] Economic+
Nearbyonflicts envir't probs
Cyber-threats [Transformation of
Military threats ingtions] Pol-mil threats
Espionage

Key to documents cited:
NATO 1999 = NATO'’s Strategic Concept adopted aMfashington Summit, April 1999

® Other common usages in hon-governmental as wejbasrnmental contexts are media
strategy/information strategy/PR (public relatiossategy, development strategy/fund-raising
strategy, exit strategy, etc.

" For a direct critique of these 'non-strategictiess see eg Francois Heisbourg, 'The European
Security Strategy is not a strategy';AnEuropean Way of WaiGER Pamphlet, Centre for European
Reform, London May 2004, for further details, Alys@dK Bailes, 'The European Security Strategy: an
evolutionary history', SIPRI Policy Paper No 10meb. 2005, text at
http://books.sipri.org/files/PP/SIPRIPP10.pahd Roland Dannreuther and John Peterson (eds.),
'Security Strategy and Transatlantic RelationsytiRoge, London July 2006.

The US strategy document is mostly structuredrimseof positive goals to work foA revised
version of March 2006 has the same headings phitedges connected with Globalization.
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Russia 2000 = Concept of National Security of toedfan Federation, January 2000

USA 2002 = National Security Strategy of the Uniitdtes, September 2002

EU 2003 = ‘A Secure Europe in a Better World’, Epean Security Strategy, December 2003

OSCE 2003 = ‘OSCE Strategy to Address Threats ¢tarfg and Stability in the Twenty-First Century’,
December 2003

All the strategies listed here, and others adofedmaller powers or on narrower issue
ranges, review a variety of challenges arisinghie present international system that are
relevant to the survival, values and aims of thatsgy's 'owners' but also to the fate of the
world community in general. In ‘post-modern’ stytegy extend their analysis far beyond the
traditional military field, or even sideline thetkr, to focus instead on a wide range of issues
from different fields of public affairs which thegither relate explicitly to an extended
definition of security or implicitly place in that context by includirtbem in the 'strategy’ at
all. They tend also to recognize the significatésdfor good or ill) of non-state actors, more
than earlier strategic definitions would; and tretsess the centrality afhange— national
regional, and global - as an apparently enduringrastteristic of the post-Cold War
environment. Figure One above illustrates thi#t simd broadening of agendas by listing the
main 'threats' or ‘challenges' discussed in fivedacuments.

The public nature of these 2tentury strategies hints at their multiple aims &mctions.

Internally, that is within a nation or vis-a-visethmembers of an institution adopting a
collective strategy, they can be designed to creatdidence in leadership and/or unity
around a new policy consensus; and to promote gwaiidn of actions serving the strategy's
purposes in perhaps widely varying fields and flicsons. Towards the outside world they
offer transparency, signals of determination, amskfbly more specific promises, inspirations
or warnings. For neither of these purposes do tieegd to be very specific on actions to be
taken and resources applied, and it is in faceratére to find — usually at national level, as in
some parts of the Russian document of 2000 and &t®mal Security Strategy of 20692

prescriptions that could be translated more ordiggstly into executive action. Also, none of

them has anything like a budget plan attactied.

° A review exercise on the EU Strategy in Dec. 2fi@gher highlighted the topics of energy security,
climate change, cyber-security and piracy, andittks between security, development and arms
control among others. 'Report on the Implementaticthe European Security Strategy: Providing
security in a Changing World', Council document 588 of 11 Dec. 2008 at
http://www.consilium.europa.eu/ueDocs/cms_Data/imessdata/EN/reports/104630.pdf.

9 These do contain some instructions and definitafrmompetence relating to particular organs of
state, including the armed forces.

 This is no doubt, among other things, because nbtieese nations or institutions has an executive
that can determine financial allocations completelyits own (without parliamentary and/or inter-
governmental process).
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The opinion-shaping function of this new breed wategy document also means that the
document itself is an instrument, a signal, andnemtessarily a direct and sincere expression
of what its drafters think. A state or institutioan proclaim a strategy without really having
one — using it as a cover-up for lack of unity aesblve, or as a pious vision of how things
oughtto be. It may proclaim one strategy while knowiing] well that its real intent is
different. It may not proclaim any strategy at &liit still possess one for its own use and
guidance. This latter aspect of what the statenstitution 'really’ thinks, wants and intends
comes closer to the traditional meaning of a sgsatevhich links the concept to the definition
of basic national interests and the creation afigiples and plans to serve those interests —
including but not necessarily limited to the usemdfitary power.'Grand strategymay be a
useful term to capture this concept, as it undeslithat abiding issues of national survival are
at stake and may demand mobilizing of all relevaational resources across multiple
dimensions. Another much used and discussed nigtitstrategic culture’ hinting as it does
at parameters evolved over time that unconscicaslwell as consciously guide judgements

both on what the nation needs, and on who is ingehaf providing it:*

For purposes of this paper, which is firmly plaieeé 2£' century context and adopts a broad
multi-functional approach to security, the two kiodlevels of strategy mentioned in the last
paragraph will be distinguished with the followitegms:

- 'declared' strategy will be used for the kind of documents summarired-igure
One, and for other open national/institutional estegnts of intent, allegiance, etc
which have a similar function (range of functions);

- 'deep’ strategywill be used for a nation's true strategic intehich may or may not
coincide with what is 'declared’. The term 'déepghosen (rather than ‘grand’, for
instance) to underline that a nation's strategy rbaycovert or to some degree
unconscious and instinctive, and may or may nostbengly grounded in popular
views, not just élite calculations. This openswey for many further complications
— can different 'strategies' exist within a natifferent levels, in different regions,
economic sectors, social classes and ethnic oessigial groups?— and some of
the implications of an absent, divided or confusksbp' strategy will be returned to

below. For the moment, however, the presence aflemifiable 'deep’ strategy may

2 0n 'strategic culture' see for instance Ken Bodthe Concept of Strategic Culture affirmed’ in C G
Jacobsen (ed.ptrategic Power: USA/USSRlacmillan: London, 1990; by the same authoratetic
Culture, Validity and Validation' in the Oxford Jmal of Good Governance Vol. 2 No. 1 of 2005, text
athttp://ocgg.org/Fileadmin/Journal/OJGG_Vol_2_No df,jand the resources mentioned in note 3
above.

13 One interesting discussion of the last point iEbkth Aggestam and Christopher Hill,
‘Multiculturalism in European foreign policyhternational AffairsvVol 84 No 1, Jan. 2008 pp 97-114.
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be taken to mean a reasonably ordered and petssstenf ideas within the nation

about national identity, survival, aims, and polysialues.

Finally, it should be obvious that the existencd awen the quality of a 'deep’ and/or declared
strategy may bear little relation to the resultatth state, or an institution, achieves when
pursuing its interests and ambitions in practfce the first place, execution may be marred
by internal dissent, misunderstandings, misjudgéspémcoherence and lack of resources. In
the second place, the results achieved on thenatienal scene will be affected by interplay
with other actors and by changes in the generaegbiior which the strategy was designed.
These two sets of factors are in feedback sinaiatry needs to correctly assess which of its
assets, 'image’ features etc are most likely teghsest results in the outside environment, and
trial-and-error and environmental shifts can bdtkerathe answers. Rigid adherence to any
kind of strategy over a period of time is thus ljkeespecially in today's fast-moving
conditions, to be a handicap rather than a sourstrength. More subtly, when a state's or
institution's declared strategy differs from iteég@’ one and has an instrumental, ie secondary,
significance, the logic of survival may dictateibdefatelynot achieving the stated aims of the
declared strategy or at least, not accepting mégks and sacrifices for its sake. This set of
considerations would lend itself to very interegtistudies of the relationship between
strategy, performance and results — for small staeong others — but it must be left outside

the scope of the present paper.

3. To have or not to have a strategy?

Do all states need to have a strategy, of eithéotr kinds? Two different questions may be
distinguished: whether a state needs a strategV, @nd whether it needs onéits own.On
the first point, a strategy might not seem absbluiecessary for a state which lives in benign
and stable security circumstances, without too moecfear and with no pressing wants to
remedy, especially if its system of governancefiigient and capable of rapid consensus-
based action. Reacting to events as they come may rational choice in this caSe.Not

adopting a strategy does not necessarily preveft awstate from having security tools like

4 Thus Ken Booth, in the second work cited in ndealhove: ‘A strategic culture...helps shape but
does not determine how an actor interacts withrettrethe security field'. See also the discussion
theoretical approaches to the distinction betwéetegic 'cultures' and 'behaviour' in lver B Neama
and Henrikki Heikka, 'Grand Strategy, Strategict@, Practice: The Social Roots of Nordic Defence’
in Cooperation and Confligt40.1,2005), as note 3 above.

51t is tempting to remark that such conditions haaedly ever existed anywhere, but it is easier to
find examples of states that are well enough ptetknot to require a strategy as a response tafispec
military problems. That is true to a great extent of Irelaftedr NATO's creation, or Luxembourg after
the EU's creation, of some small island statekérrémote Pacific, etc etc.
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an army, intelligence system or whatever, but il wormally imply keeping these to a
prudent minimum (with no surplus for interventiom other people's affairer designed
primarily for peace missions); tailoring the defenestablishment also for social and
economic purposes such as support for employmehpeosvincial economies; and generally
limiting the 'securitizatio®® of society and political culture.

Of course this theoretical case is rarely seenracttite, because most states have some
potential security deficit that they worry aboudpee potential security task that they need to
prepare for, and/or problems in coordinating al #ctors (organs of government, political
parties, civil and military, private sector actovghose inputs are needed to secure national
goals. When coordination and unity of purpose issane, implying that all national actors do
not already instinctively share a 'deep’ stratéigg,case is stronger for making the strategy a
'declared’ one and/or using the strategy-draftprigcessto create a formerly absent
consensus. Finally, in the other extreme case wh@aion has neither a stable and tolerable
strategic environmenhor unity among the relevant internal actors, it may be able to
create a meaningful strategy even if it wantedR®eal examples of this are found among the
world's most chaotic states, like Somalia or Sutbaihthe scenario may also develop towards
a North Korean (or former Cambodian) model wherdicatorial regime seeks both to
suppress internal enemies and defy external onexjuging a 'strategy’ of an hyper-
aggressive and ultimately dysfunctional kind. Aibanodel derived from the discussion thus

far is in Figure Two:

Figure Two: The Need for and Role of National Steagy under Different Scenarios

BENIGN ENVIRONMENT SECURITY THEATS OR TASKS

NO COORDINATION Not strictly needed Need for (at least) 'deep’
PROBLEM strategy
COORDINATION Needs to be 'declared’ Doubly necessary but
PROBLEM may be dysfunctional

(eg multiple strategies,
extreptmices)

'8 The concept of 'securitization' is especially aised with Ole Waever of the 'Copenhagen school'
(seehttp://cast.ku.dk/people/researchers/éav a current research profile) and such semimaings

of his as 'Securitizatioand Desecuritization', in Ronny Lipschutz, ed.,&&curity. New York:
Columbia University Press 1995, pp 46-86. Vergtyithis approach stresses that issues in public
policy and social experience can be defined aratddeas 'security' challenges, or not, accordinbeo
interests of those who have the opportunity tordefhem. Its original message was that it is better
including for democracy, not to 'securitize' tooainu
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Applying the second question, about whether a stagels a strategyf its own brings us a
step closer to the complexity of real life. The @i alternatives to an autonomous, national
owned strategy are:

(i) To adopt, voluntarily or under compulsion, #teategy of a larger national power;
Examples: 'satellite’ states such as the Sovietotsismaller neighbours in the
Warsaw Pact, partner states that adopted the Up#gs-9/11 agenda

(i) To work within a group, either a limited grougf neighbours or a larger institutional

entity, that owns or is building a collective ségy - sometimes aimed at balancing or

containing a large national power or powers;
Examples: [small-scale]the Visegrad grdfivhen working for enlargement, GUAM
attempting to balance Russia[large-scale]the EU and NATO, the African Union
and ASEAR, etc

(iii) To adopt a model of strategy that is shargdther states of a similar kind and/or similar

convictions, not necessarily geographically linked.

Examples: members of the Cold War non-aligned memttnon-European states
adopting Communisft, small island states campaigning on the dangersliofate

change®®

The cited examples underline that these modelgamedy seen in an absolutely pure form

either. When a number of states declare their adlcerto or adoption of the same strategy,

" One way to define the second group referred to imte the countries joining the US-led ‘coalition
for the invasion of Iraq in March 2003: for thistlsee http://georgewbush-
whitehouse.archives.gov/news/releases/2003/03/3X¥300.html. Many of these states were also
helpful to the US in other aspects of the 'globaf wn terror' over the period 2001-8.

18 This group was originally formed by Czechoslovakiangary and Poland after their emergence
from Communism and was designed to further thét jentry to the EU and NATO as well as
cooperation between them. Despite the split-upzasfchoslovakia and phases of non-enthusiasm by
both its successor states, the grouping is stiflmimegful today.

¥ GUAM is a grouping of Georgia, Azerbaijan, Ukraaed Moldova which briefly also included
Uzbekistan, and which seeks the support of Wegtewers and institutions in order, i.a., to allow th
member countries to resolve the conflict issuescaifig them on their own terms rather than under
Russian pressure.

%0 On security-related roles of such institutions Aeson JK Bailes and Andrew Cottey,

'Regional security cooperation in the early'2&ntury’, inSIPRI Yearbook 2006: Armaments,
Disarmament and International SecuriQUP 20086, text at http://www.sipri.org/yearbod¥B/04.

%I The Non-Aligned Movement (http://www.nam.gov.za8s founded in 1956 bring together states
not wishing to align themselves with either the ld8-or the USSR-led bloc. Its leaders were as
diverse as India, Yugoslavia, Ghana and Egypt.

22 Notably the People's Republic of China, Cuba, Mdiag North Vietnam, North Korea — none of
which had a political/intellectual tradition comphte to the one that produced Marx and Engels, thus
their interpretations and application of Communizgcame significantly divergent in practice.

2z plliance of Small States, http://www.sidsnet.oags/.
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each state almost certainly has different motieesifaking this choice; and when adherence
is forced, the weaker state may actually becomeenaware of its own identity and
distinctive ‘deep’ wishes as a result. The roleheatate plays within the strategy or the
sincerity with which it applies it also varies fother reasons of size, capacity, traditions and
internal politics. Besides such national variatiogr®upsof states within a larger strategy-
making entity may also have different emphasese it discussion of 'new European' vs
'old European’ attitudes in the EU and NATO atttime of the Irag war, or the region-based
differences in strategic outlook between North&uwowthern and Eastern member-states of the
EU2* Further, in the modern international system stafésn belong to several institutions
each with its own, non-identical strategy (eg EUSpNATO plus OSCE plus a sub-regional
group), which gives the individual state some rdommanoeuvre in how it emphasizes and

prioritizes each set of rules - or each facet®ositategic 'identity'.

The last level of complexity is added by recallthg distinction proposed above between a
state'sdeep and its declared'strategy. Not every state has to have both, anehvithdoes,
they may be completely consonant so that the 'oetlaersion simply manifests the ‘deep’
intention in appropriate language. However, tlaeeseveral scenarios in which the two may
diverge in content as well as expression — with'teep' level reflecting the true national
imperative, and the 'declared’ level typically i@y an instrumentalor tactical role. For
example, to go back over the scenarios in Figure:Tw
- A state enjoying benign circumstances and with resgng external goals may stress
its independence, non-alignment and availabilita &®nest broker, i.e, a 'strategy of
no strategy'. But it might also choose to adopbldective strategy (of the benign
sort, eg dedicated service to the UN, EU membeysiipa ‘'why not' basis, to carry
out altruistic tasks more effectively by poolingoerces and/or to reinsure against its
circumstances worsening;
- A state that has a fairly united 'deep' perceptbmational interest but also faces
serious security challenges or burdens may be mrigeadhere either to a group

strategy, or to the strategy of a single strongswey: not necessarily because the

24 The then US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeldactenized the 'new Europeans' (recent
EU/NATO members) as being more supportive than ads (eg France and Germany) in the US
action of 2003 in Irag and the War on Terror gelherdn the EU policy making process, concerns
about Mediterranean security (migration, crime ate) typically pushed forward by the Southern tier
of members, concerns about terrorism by the UKnEe, Spain etc, concerns about the environment
and human rights by the Northern European memhbarsso forth. Peripheral members of the
EU/NATO in the North and East are naturally enotilghmost concerned about handling Russia, and
Eastern members (who often import their oil andfga® Russia) about energy security. For more
background see Alyson JK Bailes, 'DifferentiatedkRind Threat Perceptions and their Impact on
European Security Cooperatiobis-Politika/Foreign Policy(journal of the Turkish Foreign Policy
Society) Vol XXIX nos 3-4, 2004, pp 35-55, see httypww.foreignpolicy.org.tr/periodicals.html.
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content of that strategy is natural or attractioeif, but because it holds out hope of
the necessary protection and burden sharing;

- A state that has internal coordination problems nadgo hope that adopting
someone's else, or a group, strategy will creaeetternal discipline needed to pull
itself together; some states will make the same emas part of a willed self-
transformation, often in preparation for formal niesrship of a larger group (as EU
and NATO in Europe), and/or in order to curb theiwn perceived tendencies
towards, eg, aggressive nationalism as experieindaigtory;

- Sometimes adhering to a group may even overcomedhwined difficulties of
unstable security status and internal disunitys ikithe logic of post-Yugoslavian
states like Bosnia-Herzegovina striving to join tBg and NATO, thus pledging
themselves to adopt or even pre-adopt ‘civilisedllective strategies as a part of
their self-transformatioon the understanding that their problematic neiginsowill
also do so The expansion of ASEAN in South-East Asia tdestdike Vietnam,
Cambodia, Laos and most recently (and problematjc@urma offers a certain
parallel®®

Figure Three below summarizes some of the naticimaices and variants discussed so far in

the form of a critical path. It obviously cannotatievith all the subtleties such as who defines

and 'owns' strategy at the two levels; whether eaded strategy uses one or more key
solutions - eg seeking U&hd EU protectiorand being an independent mediator; or how we
would tell the difference between a state that§dMATO because that is where its deep
strategy and sense of identity tell it it ‘belongahd one that does so out of conscious
reasoning about current security needs. (Somleesktissues will recur in the Nordic section

below.)

Figure Three: A critical path for some basic chois®n national strategy

Declared strategy

Deep strategy Present—»  Same as deep str Independent/benign
OR OR OR
Absent Instrur@n———— > Greater power/

/ \ / group/institution

% ASEAN is the Association of South-East Asian NasioOn its security role and related history —
including its direct involvement in the Cambodiazape process — see
http://www.aseansec.org/92.htimhe extension of ASEAN's membership and its osecurity
functions since the end of the Cambodian conflag boincided — to put it no more strongly — with a
clear shift from inter-state conflict to a situatiof exclusively intra-state conflicts arising hetSouth-
East Asian region.

10
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(Ideal conditions) (Danger or disunity)

Not essential, Import from other power oyup

free choice

Indeed, the last distinction mentioned above Hfis dubious one because adopting someone
else's declared strategy to serve distinct, de@pnah purposes may — over time — result in
new national experiences and changed perceptioie tpoint that the deep sense of identity
and strategy also changes. A good example is file@ guotedremark that it is in other
Europeans' interest to accept a 'more German Eurnepthe integration of Germany as a
central member of the EU and NATO (making majgouts to both institutions' strategy), in
order to achieve a 'more European [less natiomgligtss threatening] Germany'. The clear
assumption here is of a transformative feedbackvdert Germany's deep and declared
strategies. The ‘price’, however, is that when asdhe EU progresses towards a collective
'deep’ strategy, this strategy will have importamd perhaps decisive German inputs

embedded in it.

To take a more recent case, smaller central Europed Mediterranean states joining the EU
or NATO must embrace the whole range of thesetin&ins’ collective strategies which
cover many global regions and issues alien to thexfore. They may not only find
themselves having to contribute materially in sgfithat once meant little to them (eg, to a
peace mission in Afghanistan or mediation with lomWMD), but also developing strong
opinions on the pros and cons of these new isshahw at least to the elite — can start to be
felt as matters of national interest also at theefger’ level. In cases where a small state has
gone a long way in 'internalizing' an outside @gitstrategy that was first adopted for
instrumental reasons, it is of course vulnerabléooutside power suddenly changing tack: a
quandary currently facing several small states wibd themselves very closely to the US
agenda under President George W. Bush, given theemng changes his successor is
introducing in several field€.

4. Choices for Small States

The Basic Alternatives
When a state is 'small' — as defined in the intetidn to this paper — it does not have a
radically different set of options regarding thetigvels of strategy, but it does find the 'box’

for its choices shifted in a specific direction. $tart with, it cannot have an aggressive

%6 A topical example is the Polish and Czech auttestitlecision to accept US missile defence bases
on their territory, in face of considerable populesistance: which will leave them in an uncomfolea
position if, as seems possible as of mid-2009,iéeas Obama decides to freeze or abandon the basing
programme under a bilateral deal with Russia.

11
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agenda of going out to impose its strategic will athers, nor can it expect to lead or
dominate any group that it engages with. If it vgatd have some impact on the world its
options are thus limited to:
() using nationalinfluence and authority which may be based on specialized ‘niche'
knowledge, and/or can be grounded in its very ptessness (giving its proposals a non-
threatening, enlightened or selfless quality) —pa&cg&l case of the independent/benign
alternative in Figure Three above;
(i) seeking protection from or partnership witimajor national power; or
(iii) joining a group or groups with collective pewand/or influence.
It is not hard to think of situations where elenseof all three can be combined: thus a small-
ish Nordic country can look to the idto NATO for defence cover, using NATO also as
some kind of balance and constraint on unalloyedot\8er, but may still credibly pose as a

disinterested international mediator for other oegf’

How important is it for these various purposes dweha deep and/or declared strategy? It is
natural to suppose that the smaller the statemthre it needs such a conscious and coherent
plan. Its limited resources, including of influenablige it to prioritize and probably to
mobilize several different assets to achieve ewmitdd objectives. The smaller it is, the
larger its problems are, and the more limited d@teptial niches, the more it is likely to have
to 'leverage'its declared strategy — as part of such a mulli-&pproach - to achieve its true
national ends by indirect or even unpalatable meaks a minimum, a small state has an
existential interest in influencing the regionaldaworld environment in a direction that
makes it easier for small states (as a minority antypical group in most regions, the
Caribbean and Pacific aside) to survive. Theeevary few parts of the world so free from
security competition and tension that a small statéd be sure of achieving this while taking
the minimalist option in Figure Two. In fact, inses where very small states seem to adopt a
'non-strategic’ or 'anti-strategic' stand of novslmement it will often be found that they are
actually being manipulated by some other playebgitloften a non-state one (business
interests, campaigning groups &tcpr are trying to keep flexibility to be profitabtourted

by different stronger players at different timeshich is a kind of strategy in itself.

" Denmark and Norway are the real-life cases thatecto mind.

28 Examples would include small states that let ttedmes be used by business interests as offshore tax
havens, those whose economies are dominated hyisttmdustry requiring major external

investment, and those that have let their sedtednhternational Whaling Commission be used to
further the aims of anti-whaling NGOs. The most owon example of exploitation by a state partner is
where the small state provides basing facilitiegrimops, ships, listening posts etc.
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Thus, even if the primary choice of such a statdoisgo it alone’ on a platform of
inoffensiveness plus benign influence and nichéaity (option (i) above), it will do well to
formulate this course as a conscious strategy rétiae ‘muddling through’ on the basis of
traditions, other people’s expectations and schforAmong other things it should identify,
test and update its stances and 'niche’ contribstin the light of timeliness, reactions of the
audience, comparative advantages over competitirs—eas well as in terms of their
relevance to national interests. If working witlitside partners including non-state ones, it
should have a realistic understanding of who isla@tpg whom and of any risks
accompanying the benefits. It should have someonstiin ‘deep’ if not declared form, on

where it would turn if circumstances became lesgdrethrough no fault of its own.

More typically, however, small states today arelifig themselves impelled towards less self-
sufficient strategi€d that involve declaring allegiance to a large poweften called
‘bandwagoning’), or joining an institutional grogmossibly designed i.a. for 'balancing’ a
large member or non-member country), or even bbtimae®* This redoubles the need for
conscious strategy-making and very commonly leads tivergence of deep and declared
strategies, where the latter — adopting much or oéllthe doctrines of the protector
nation/institution — becomegstrumental and (in non-judgemental terms) increasingly
artificial.** In this situation too, a small state that wantgriafile itself through making niche
contributions, including altruistic ones, must thimard about what ideas to put forward, and
where and how, for the desired impact on groupcpoformation. Starting with a size
disadvantage within the group and limited manposret resources, what allies might it find
for the purpose and what trade-offs might it needdcept? When is it necessary to take the
larger risk of a unilateral veto - as Malta didtla¢ Helsinki CSCE conference in 1976,

29 Jean-Marc Rickli has shown how this applies eweiliropean states maintaining a formal stance of
‘non-alliance’; J-M. Rickli, ‘The Military Policie®f European Neutral and Non-Allied States after th
Cold War’, forthcoming from University of Oxford (i thesis).

% As noted, a small state may use NATO primarilyhasinstrument to gain strategic protection from
the US superpower, but at the same time as a atelll restraint on and balance for US
nationalist/unilateralist tendencies. Among otlinéngs this avoids the extreme asymmetry of a purely
bilateral dependence; and there are interestimg sifjsmaller states moving away from bilateral
towards multilateral security frameworks in othentinents now besides Europe (Africa and its sub-
regions, ASEAN as already mentioned, South Komgiport for the China-led Six-Party talks on
North Korea, etc).

% Like all member states, small states may also ldifferent kind of dual game by invoking the
demands and obligations of the big partner/ingtituin order to justify policy and practical chasge
that the national elite judges necessary for ita purposes.

%2 Malta threatened to veto adoption of the HelslBkial Act' of the Conference on Security and
Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) in 1976 unless a Medihean chapter was included, this being the
aspect that Malta saw as most crucial for its ogeusty. For a good discussion of this episodetisee
PhD thesis of Michael W Mosser, 'Engineering Infice: the Subtilesic] Power of Small States in the
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Liechtenstein did on the expansion of the EEA agesg of May 1992 and Cyprus has
lately done in the EU on matters concerning Tutkeyand what is the long-term net cost of
such tactics? Can a small member state still gsideithe group policy framework to offer
some more novell/idealistic ideas to the world awhmle, precisely because no-one can
mistake it for the group’s leader or spokesman?

Finally, any really small states that might go dowhre North Korean road of trying
simultaneously to defy the world and sustain aifficietl domestic regime will need very
clear and determined strategies, ruthlessly exptpguch assets as they have and bargaining
without scruple vis-a-vis both enemies and partn@iteey are potentially also very dangerous
actors, being tempted to use the strongest meayscdm (such as WMD or complicity in

terrorism§® to correct the obvious power asymmetries.

Unity and Identity

It may be less obvious that problems of internddesion or lack of a natural 'deep’ strategy
can also be an influencing factor for small stat®sitside observers tend to expect the élite of
such countries to act as a team with minimal comoafion difficulties, and some
experiences — such as the way that Ireland or Lbwemy handles an EU Presidency — seem
to bear this out. However, there are also fagbaiing the other way. Politics in a small
state can be more personal, less professionaldailsawhere: differences can be pushed to a
sharp pitch precisely because the stakes do not sedigh and/or the outside world does not
care enough to exert a disciplining pressure. Mangll states are young and have recently
emerged from colonial control or from larger, mordess oppressive state frameworks (like
the Soviet Union or Former Yugoslavia). While thagy have had a clear and fairly united
strategy of gaining independence and defining tledras in contradistinction to the former
‘owners’, it does not follow that they will automeatly have clear and united deep strategies
about what to do with independence once achieviedlly, small states by definition have

limited expert and professional resources, whiclm ¢temper them in mustering the

CSCE/OSCE!, published by the Austrian armed foates
http://www.bmlv.at/pdf_pool/publikationen/05_smaitates_07.pdf, pp 59-60.

% Liechtenstein had in 2003 indicated it would refts sign the extended EEA agreement with the
new EU members because of a disagreement withzbehRepublic about the confiscated lands of
the Liechtenstein ruling family in the Czech Repaibbee ‘Liechtenstein will sign EEA agreement’
News of Radio Pragug November 2003, dittp://www.radio.cz/en/news/47089#3

% The Republic of Cyprus became an EU member in 2@fbut having full territorial control of the
divided island, and has had a policy of objectm@U decisions both on relations with the Northern
part of Cyprus and on some other EU-Turkey quest{orcluding Turkish accession) so long as the
issue of reunification has not been solved.

% The People's Democratic Republic of Korea (Nortiigé) declared in Feb. 2005 that it had
manufactured a nuclear weapon and would produce.mohas only recently been removed from the
USA's official list of states directly supportingdausing terrorists.
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information and skill needed to construct a stratégspecially of the declared sort) for

themselves, let alone finding tools to achievgdals on their own.

All this may help to explain why so many small Epean ‘new democracies’ in the laté"20
century set their course almost instantly for Ed BIATO membership. In combination, the
two institutions not only provided a comprehensiweilitary and non-military) strategic
prescription, but supported applicants in adoptihg- and tested and verified their
achievement - as part of the accession processe&ar nation, joining these institutions’
collective strategies was at the same time a mlogtrategic protection and a statement about
values and identity, shutting the door both upoa @ommunist period and nationalistic
excesses of the past. All these points made aoceafso (at least in the early days, before
the full ‘price-tag’ was clear) a relatively easiaform on which to achieve domestic cross-
party and popular consensus. The internal transftiveneffect of adopting the new strategies
was correspondingly large, helping to explain wayrgany people now see the same process
of double accession as the only hope of escapiagvitious historical circle of violence

among South-east European states.

Wider security challenges

Much of the analysis so far could be read in teahgaditional power and counter-power
logic. Small states are, however, also expgsedexcellenceo all the factors of non-military,
non-traditional threat and risks that figure smmsgly in the leading Zicentury strategies
(Figure One above). Indeed, in their cases sutforimare more likely to take on a life-and-
death significance than for nations with more esiem territories and more complex
economies. A rising sea level caused by globalmiag could mean the end, literally, of
several small island states. Attention was dralerdy in the 1980s (though incidents in the
Seychelles and Maldives) to the risk of small stddeing taken over by military, terrorist, or
criminal coups involving just a handful of peopMontenegro is often accused today of
having become a ‘Mafiocracy’ by less violent meamsl some Caribbean leaders have
allegedly been in the pocket of drug trad8Both the remoter small states, and those that are
surrounded by large neighbours and integrated & ldtters’ energy, transport and
communications systems, could be hit disproportielgehard by infrastructure failures and
the cutting of lines of supply, including importézbds. Volcanic eruptions have also forced

major evacuationsjide most recently Montserrat. Estonia has becomedirigaxpert nation

% In a further example, the support of dictator Mefloriega for drug smuggling was one of the
justifications given by the USA for invading Panaaral deposing him in 1989.
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on cybersecurity, the hard wiyA global pandemic like avian influenza could hihal
states especially hard because of the greateihdad that all experts in some given vital

function would be out of action at once.

Last but not least, small nations face a Catchi2@tson on financial and economic security.
If they take a conservative approach of exploitithgir most obvious resources (like
phosphates in Nauru or fish for Iceland), they wild up with narrow economic profiles that
are very vulnerable to changes in world prices tastions, and/or to the exhaustion of
assets. The corollary is an over-specialized $poehere even a small economic or
environmental change can hit a large proportiothefpeople with obvious consequences for
internal stability. However, a small state thakes the opposite course of embracing
globalization and complexity, often by developinself as an offshore financial centre or a
major capital investor (like Iceland more recenthyjll carry all the risks of an economic
personality that is ‘too big’ for its natural patial base and socio-economic resilience and is
highly exposed to external changes beyond its obritfuch the same is true of dependence
on tourism as a major income factor, since the fdéwisitors depends not just on the ‘image’
of the small-state destination (itself prone todard change) but on much wider trends in
consumer confidence and disposable income, transpsts, concerns about travel security

and so on.

These are hardly new perceptions but they now nedse integrated into the question of
strategy requirements. What they imply is that e¥ensmall state appears to have minimal
need for a strategy iconventional securityerms — enjoying a situation of little military é&an
political threat and/or easy protection from a éargtional/ institutional power — it very much
needs one to cover tlother dimensions of riséffecting its territorial, economic, social and
even ‘moral’ survival. Moreover, its task in criegt such a multi-dimensional strategy will

be harder than for many modern states in that

(i) its ‘risk profile’ in non-military dimensions iskely to be an unusual, skewed one
making many text-book prescriptions inapplicable,

(i) its degree of vulnerability to the main risks iseof extreme,

i) the dynamics of these risks are typically beyosdctintrol or perhaps even its

comprehension, and

3 NATO and several individual Allies helped Estotoaestablish a ‘centre of excellence' for
cybersecurity in 2008, following cyberattacks oapparently originating from Russian territory lire t
previous year. See 'NATO backs cybersecurity defeentre in Estonia’,
http://www.scmagazineuk.com/NATO-backs-cyberseygttitfence-centre-in-Estonia/article/110198/.
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(iv) its resources for coping are by definition limiteden if not so dramatically as in

the military sphere.

Further, turning back to the internal rationale $trategy-making: experience suggests that it
is by no means as easy to produce a natural, ‘d#egiegy or a negotiated consensus among
power-holders in a small state nan-military issues as it is omaditional securityquestions
like whether to side with or stand out against @ fmwer. As a small state is not itself a
wielder or broker of power, it should be possild@pproach the latter kind of question with a
certain detachment. But when it comes to econ@mdtfinancial, social, environmental and
perhaps cultural choices, there can be genuinalydaeply divergent interests and values

held even within the smallest society.

Last and not least, when it comes to possible egfi@tgoals and solutions, the option of
making one’s ‘declared’ strategy identical withttb&a large power or institution in order to
get the latter’s protection inon-military dimensions carries a heavier price tag than most
traditional security alignments do. Being a militasatellite or supporter affects one
particular dimension of public affairs but need éditle effect otherwise on national life —
one need only consider the very different regimed kinds of behaviour seen among the
range of small states that sided either with thé\@8the USSR during the Cold W¥rpr
the small states that give strategic recognitiolaiovan today® But remedies for economic,
financial, social, environmental and other funcéibrsks demand actionithin a society, and
the international actors that at present offer rinast powerful shared strategies in such
dimensions — above all the EU — demand a very Hegree of intrusive harmonization and

legally enforceable compliance.

Thus, while a small state may only have to selsdisliers or bases, and possibly compromise
on some of its ethical preferences, to achieve rategfic aim of military/hard power

protection, it may only be able to secure covahaother fields by surrendering much larger
parts of its sovereign discretion, its initiatiy@erhaps its national distinctness and identity.

While just about every state today, not excludimg largest, has to accept some limits on its

38 The smaller states allied with the US and/or offgiit military facilities included El Salvador,
Bermuda, Taiwan, Bahrain and Iceland. Sovietsiliethe same sense ranged from Algeria, Guinea-
Bissau and Mozambique to Cuba, North Vietnam andiNi$orea. Somalia was at one stage a US
proxy in the conflict with Soviet-backed Ethiopia.

39 Nations currently recognizing the Republic of GhifTaiwan) are: Belize, Burkina Faso, Dominican
Republic, Gambia, Guatemala, Haiti, Holy See, HoaduKiribati, Marshall Islands, Nauru,
Nicaragua, Palau, Panama, Paraguay, Sdo Tomé amipBr St Kitts and Nevis, St Lucia, St Vincent
and the Grenadines, Solomon Islands, SwazilandalliuvThe only obvious linking factor is that many
are small and rather poor states benefiting fronvamese aid.
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singularity for the sake of survival, the smalltetenay find the trade-off even more painful in
two ways. First, the small state can be muchdesdident that the amount of power it gains
to sway decisions within the larger group or paghg will balance what it has given up.
Secondly, the likelihood of shared strategies ‘fegdack’ to transform the way the state
defines itself and its interests in the first placas discussed above in the case of Germany
and smaller ‘new Europeans’ — must be far highan iin the case of a large, ancient, diverse
and historically influential nation-state. One dhg nation may not even remember what
were the national goals that led it to merge ihedreater identity in the first place.

5. The Nordic Nations as a Test Case

The five nations engaging in Nordic CooperatlonDenmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and
Sweden — together with their semi-autonomous teieis of Aland, Svalbard, the Faeroe
Islands and Greenland can all be considered adl'stades in a global or even European
comparison. Sweden, the largest, has a populatbexceeding 9 million. More importantly
for the present argument, since th& t&ntury when an age-old Swedish-Danish rivalry fo
leadership in the Baltic ended, Nordic internatldrehaviour has shown many characteristic
features of the most basic and benign small-staideiidentified above. These states are
strongly associated today with limited and restedimilitary policies, lack of aggressive or
hegemonic intentions, non-interference and an ‘Bbheker’ stance on other states’ affairs,
and policies that seek to build a peaceful enwiremt as much by working for external
(local, global) peace and development as by sthemgtg the nation’s own defences. Indeed,
Iceland has no armed forces of its own, while #misautonomous territories mentioned are
de facto(and in some cases formally) de-militarized, asiden the US air and radar base at
Thule in North Greenland and one NATO radar posheFaeroes. Sweden and Finland are
well known as non-Allied states (this being theimigbn they currently prefer to 'neutrality’)
and in Sweden's case the no-war tradition goes bawkfor two centuries. All Nordic states
have made substantial and altruistic contributiomsnternational ‘public goods’ such as
development aid, humanitarian aid, private charityediation, and peace operations
worldwide. Finally, they are all committed to aneopand democratic approach to policy
making, with substantial parliamentary powers,udahg in the external policy field — which
ought to make the development of their strategmsh in formulation and in action,

relatively easy to trace.

“0 This term is used here in its specialized serfeerieg to membership of the Nordic Council and
linked institutions, see http://www.norden.org.

18



Centre For Small State Studies Publication Series
University of Iceland

Occasional Paper 2-2009
At the same time, like many small states aroundytbke, the Nordics must survive in a geo-
strategic environment that is anything but simpld aafe. Since at least the™@entury the
main strategic reality in their neighbourhood hagrbthe asymmetrical strength and often
hostile intent of Russia, including in its Sovietarnation. At times, especially in World War
Two, German expansionism has also become a dineeatt After that war when Soviet
power absorbed the Baltic states and much of Ba&erope up to the inner-German border,
the US and NATO set up a strategic counterweiglokds by nuclear deterrence that in
practice assured a stable environment for all tloedNs, including neutral Sweden and
Finland, throughout the Cold War. However, thetietes even of the three Nordic NATO
members with their Western protectors were nevepld, owing among other things to the
region’s strong anti-nuclear sentimefitgind since the great changes of 1989 and 2001 the
five states have become increasingly varied andeilvin their reactions to US policies such
as the ‘War on terrorism’ and invasion of 1f8qOn top of this, the region faces a range of
non-military hazards, from natural disasters, ctenehange and air/sea pollution through to
international crime, smuggling and trafficking, ttha while somewhat narrower than the
typical European spectruff- creates real challenges for their limited resesiand (with the
newer ‘globalized’ threats) limited experience. dérof the states in their modern form are
relatively young (created during the"™6entury), and each of the five has its own interna
divisions, party- or province- or sector-based, roexternal and/or domestic security
priorities. The environment for security policy general is made no easier by the limited
tolerance of most Nordic citizens (military servibeing somewhat of an exception) for

‘impositions’ on their resources and liberty insety’s name?*

“1 Denmark formally disassociated itself from someTAnuclear-related policies with ‘footnotes' in
the 1980s: see Klaus Carsten Pedersen, 'Denmarttkarftliropean Security and Defence Policy' in
Alyson JK Bailes, Gunilla Herolf and Bengt Sunds|iiThe Nordic Countries and the European
Security and Defence PolicyOxford University Press: Oxford, 2006.

2 Denmark up to the present has strongly and coslgretipported the US, also with forces in Iraq;
Iceland sent a symbolic contribution to Iraq buthdrew it in 2008; Norway gave more guarded
political support; while former Swedish Prime Mit@is Goran Persson called the invasion 'illegal’ and
Finland was also opposed. All five Nordics have deer (up to now) been willing to support the UN-
mandated, NATO-coordinated Western action in Afgstan.

3 Of the Nordic states, only Denmark has had toglepith significant terrorist threats and none has
faced significant internal conflict or group violnsince Finland's civil war in the early"2€entury.
Migration and minority problems are also at a ey low level, with the highest concern about non
European immigration again to be found in Denmark.

4 As an illustration, according to the SIPRI MiligaExpenditure Database (http://milexdata.siprijorg/
no Nordic country in the last decade has devotekri@an 2.1% of its GDP to military expenditure
and the current range is from 1.5 to 1.2% (seerEigour in the text). More generally, thé"20
century strategies of all Nordic states have bemfyaed as reflecting a tendency to ‘desecuritizati
whereby as few phenomena as possible (even theskiimg Russia) are treated overtly as ‘threats' or
addressed primarily by military means. (‘Desetaiion’ is the opposite of 'securitization' on @i
see note 15 above.) During the recent developnididimpean and Atlantic policies against
transnational threats like terrorism, internatiocréine, and cyber-offences, Nordic public debatageh
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By this showing the Nordic states ought to provédgood set of examples for testing some

issues that emerge from the above analysis andiepérom section 4:

- Do declared strategies exist at national level?

- How wide a range of security challenges and sahstiio they cover?

- Do these states follow the options of aligning vadmtributing to a ‘'larger' external
strategy (regional, institutional, and/or linkedhwva great power) to help supply their
own deficiencies and master their challenges?

- How do the declared strategies (national or mudjiglrrespond to what are known
or assumed to be the 'deep’ strategies or agehdastostate?

- How far can they be seen actually to solve or ssgfaly manage the underlying

problems of (a) external challenge and (b) intedistinity?

Given theprima faciesimilarities among these states, it will also batv briefly reflecting
on whether and why they diverge in their use, fdation, and implementation of strategies —
an issue which should in turn shed light on thesjiiities for variation within the whole

'small state' class.

Figure Four: Size Comparison of the Five Nordic S&s

Denmark Finland  Iceland Norway Sweden

Area in sg.km 43,000 338,000 DO® 324,000 450,000
Population (est.2009) 5.5m. 5.2m. 0.3m. 7M. am.
GDP in US$ bn 205 195.2 12.15 256 348.6

(2008 estimate,
Purchasing Power
Parity)

Military expend-

iture 2008 3,541 2,782 Nil 4,821 5,205
(US$ m., constant

prices)

-andas % of GDP 1.3 1.2 Nil 15 14

Sources: CIA Factbook 2009 lttps://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/print/sw.html
Facts in International Relations and Security TrefBIRST) database attp://first.sipri.org

Is there a declared national 'strategy'?

shown a particularly high level of popular concewuer associated risks of eroding civil libertieslan
changing the longstanding features of nationalllsgstems which protect them.
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The practice of producing single, comprehensivstrategy' document is in fact not common
in the Nordic region, where the word is more comipamsed for statements on specific
aspects of foreign, defence and security policyjusTiNorway has published a 'strategy' for
the High North (in February 2007), defining theuissas the single highest priority for
national security® One of the series of reports (‘utredningen’) fribla Swedish Defence
Commission in 2006 called itself a 'Strategy forefen’s security’, but the great bulk of its
proposals were about internal administrative cowtibn to reflect a wider and more multi-
functional approach to the concéptOther Swedish documents using the word include the
Government’s ‘National strategy for participatiom peace-support and security-building
operations'’ and a ‘Strategy to combat terroristfi’both from 2007. Perhaps the widest
coverage of different dimensions of security ireaemt official document with ‘strategy’ in
the title is provided by Finland’'s ‘Strategy for cseing the Functions vital to Society’,
published in November 2008:but even this was conceived as a supplement diititnaal
(external) defence and thus did not discuss theai role, size, etc of the armed forces.
That task was fulfilled by a Ministry of Defence aonent of July the same year called
‘Securely into the Futuré® which described itself as the Ministry’s own ‘segy’ looking
forward to 2025.

This fragmented picture with its dearth of trulyrgarehensive 'strategies' does not mean that
the Nordics have failed to articulate their ovedgfence and security policies, or to make
them available for parliamentary and public debd&ather, the process is carried on through
a combination of longer-term, underlying, defencel @ecurityconcepts,and of periodic
policy reviewswhose results are conveyed in public documentedctaleports' and —in
Denmark's case — in a four-yeattlefence agreemendgidopted by the ParliametitThese
larger reports or agreements would be expectedubsusne any preparatory or sectoral
‘strategies’, as seen e.g. in Finland’s 2009 Reparfinnish Security and Defence Policy

5 See http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/Docum&epbrts-programmes-of-action-and-
plans/Action-plans-and-programmes/2006/strategytHerhigh-north.html|?id=448697

“6 As explained below, the Defence Commission is alseliberative rather than an official policy-
making body; its purpose in this report was paudlfighlight the new wider range of threats to
Swedish society, partly to advocate new intra-gonental coordination links. The report is avaiéabl
in Swedish at http://www.regeringen.se/sb/d/30&22%.

" See http://www.regeringen.se/sh/d/10766/a/108095

8 Summary and text at http://www.sweden.gov.se/30@i0/a/97770

9 Summary and text at http://www.defmin.fi/index piitl=en&s=335.

%0 Summary and text at http://www.defmin.fi/index piif?l=en&s=318.

*1 For an English summary of the agreement for 200@92see
http://www.forsvaret.dk/FKO/eng/Defence%20Agreenfeages/default.aspx.
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which re-capitulated the earlier ‘Vital Functiorstrategy in some dozen of its 125 payes.
They have the important practical function of preipg — and in Denmark's case, giving
binding form to — the multi-year guidelines for éiete spending, together with any necessary

structural change in defence and security services.

In all four of the Nordic nations possessing arrfades, the underlyingonceptduring the
Cold War was 'total defence' which implies the rfinaiion of all national resources under
military command in an existential emergentyThis still provides the notional framework
above all for these states’ military planning, thbuSweden and Norway have tempered it
with the introduction of a broader 'societal setgtifi concept where civilian, including non-
state, roles are becoming more central. Finlandetham its 2009 policy report (mentioned
above) towards a concept of 'comprehensive settinidgy is quite close in content to the
Swedish-Norwegian model, while still retaining @ater emphasis overall on military roles;
while Denmark has an over-arching 'preparednessemt where support for civil authorities
in non-war emergencies has become one of the forsesmain tasks®> To produce the
periodicpolicy reportsthat not only reflect doctrinal evolution but offguidance for future
resource allocations, Denmark, Sweden and Finldhduse the device of a Defence
Commission, where state servants (civilian andtanil) work together with parliamentarians
and/or independent experts. The precise policy mi@nand ground to be covered may vary
from one iteration of this process to another, eisfly in Sweden? but the results are

invariably published and open to debate in parlimén between such major exercises,

®2 This report was published Jan. 2009 in FinnishRetol 2009 in English: latter version available at
http://www.defmin.fi/?l=en&s=443.

%3 A definition from the Danish MOD website (at
http://www.fmn.dk/eng/Total%20Defence/Pages/The%R08try.aspx): 'The Danish concept of Total
Defence stems from the time of the Cold War wheeeedible defence was not seen as an isolated
military matter. Total Defence was focused towdtascoordinated employment of all resources in
order to prevent war, defend the country, and ptdte civilian population. After the end of thel@o
War, the focus in connection with civilian prepareds planning has changed character.

The civilian preparedness planning no longer digtishes between war and peace, but must cover all
accidents and catastrophes, including acts of war.'

% ‘Samhallssékerhet’ in Swedish and ‘Samfunnssikéih Norwegian. This concept focuses on the
preservation of society, its structures, libertied values rather than merely on the state’s pawer
territory. Policies to safeguard societal secugipjically focus on a wide range of threats andsigke
‘all hazards’ approach), and seek to involve sagialips and individuals in their own protection and
preventive work. There is a large research litesabn the topic but a useful introduction in Eslglis
Mark Rhinard and Arjen Boin, ‘Building Societal $eity in Europe: the EU’s role in managing
emergencies’, European Policy Centre, Brussels 2887 at
http://www.epc.eu/en/pb.asp?TYP=TEWN&LV=187&see=y&&PG=TEWN/EN/detailpub&l=12&
Al=846

% The other being to contribute to peace missions.

% The Swedish Commission is not in permanent sedsiois periodically reappointed to produce one
or more reports on specific questions.
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public reporting continues usually through annualiqy statements by the defence and/or

foreign ministers (as well as the ad hoc, singbetiés'strategies’ mentioned above).

Iceland, as so often, diverges from these commaulibl@ractices: not just because it has no
military forces, but because of the historical ddods that allowed the newly created nation
effectively to outsource its strategy-making to th8 and NATO after World War Two.
Iceland entrusted its military defence to statiokk®i forces with the Defence Agreement of
1951 and these forces also provided many civil iyciunctions, such as search and rescue,
right up to the moment of their unilateral withdavin 2006. Both NATO membership and
the US presence were, however, opposed all along Isjzeable segment of Icelandic
opinion, and this fundamental disagreement wasopute rather than resolved in the post-
war decades. Thus when the US withdrawal of 2066gmted both the opening and the need
to re-build a national security poli@p initio, the process was complicated not just by lack of
security information and experience but also byitigal disunity. Generally speaking, while
the option of creating an army is still out of bdanpoliticians of the right and centre have
tended to look for ways of re-providing basic naitit cover (including air and sea
deployments by friendly nations under a NATO aegM)ile the left and extreme left (‘Left
Greens’) would like to shift the spectrum — and lpubpending - wholesale towards ‘softer’
security concepts such as the protection of thiaricéc economy, natural resources, society
and the environmenit.

As one attempt to bridge this gap and seek commaumng for the eventual building of a new
national strategy, the right-left coalition unde [BSeir Haarde in 2008 commissioned a ‘risk
assessment’ exercise for Iceland from an indepdngamel of experts and political/social
representatives. As it turned out, however, theontefbelatedly) issued by this group in
March 2009 mirrored both the split in opinions owdlitary issues, and the new shock of the
global economic crash in 2008-9 - which left Icelasrtually bankrupt not just in cash, but in
reputation and foreign friendshipsMost recently the Icelandic internal debate hafieshto

the issue of applying for EU membership, whichésrsby at least some of its advocates as
an all-round strategic shelter, but by opponentviakting a basic strategic principle of

national autonomy. The implications of this conitiguicentral void of strategic consensus, at

" For more on the Icelandic background and opinasesSilja Bara Omarsdéttir, ‘An Undefined
Security Strategy: The case of Iceland and its logieg security identity’, paper Presented at the
ECPR General Conference, Potsdam, September 1ZB09, and Alyson JK Bailes and bréstur F
Gylfason, 'Societal Security and Iceland'Sitiornmal og Stjornsysléwveb journal of the Institute of
Public Administration, Reykjavik), Summer 2008 étfit at
http://www.stjornmalogstjornsysla.is/index.php?opticom_content&task=view&id=368.

%8 The report which includes an English summary ilable at http://www.mfa.is/speeches-and-
articles/nr/4823.
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a time when national decisions of existential int@oce are urgently needed, will be reverted

to below.

Why have Nordic states not done as so many othegsiiope and issued one or more public
documents called ‘strategies’ with truly comprelremscoverage? The most likely
explanations (not necessarily in order of impor&grare:

- The words ‘strategy’ and ‘strategic’ in their lasges still carry a certain military
connotation: so at a time when all Nordic elites taying to widen and diversify their
security concepts beyond the old base of ‘totakwed’, they may prefer a more
neutral or ‘civilian’ denominator (policy, concegtiinciples etc) for national aims at
the highest level;

- Three Nordic nations belong to the EU and are thaidy to the EU’s Security
Strategy first published in 2003; Sweden’s Foréifjnister Carl Bildt indeed sought
quite a prominent role in the 2008 process of feivig it.>° Three Nordics are party
to NATO's Strategic Concept’ of 1999 (now scheduled revision), while all five
states are party to the OSCE’s 20@rategy to Address Threats to Security and
Stability in the Twenty-First Century’ (incidentall drafted under a Danish
Chairmanship-in-Office$®  Nordic elites may well feel that they have pjeof
‘strategic’ guidance and guidelines to comply witbm these different — and not
always easily compatible! — sources, without tryity build some ambitious
conceptual alternative of their own;

- Conversely, because no Nordic state is currenyiingr actively to join the major
institution (NATO or EU) that it does not yet betpto — with Iceland’s possible
exception as noted — these states lack the ineestiared by many nations further
South and East in Europe, who have prepared opraparing model ‘strategies’ to
advertise their adherence to specific institutiomalwider Western values. Regime
change, also a common reason for preparing a neavegy, is not a Nordic
phenomenon;

- Resembling many others in the ‘old West’, Nordiitesl (other than the Icelandic)
have generally sought a maximum cross-party consens defence, which they like
to present as a matter of national values and \&lrvather than of competing
ideological or philosophical visions. So long aegarving this impression is seen as
important, writing a complete strategh initio may be seen as redundant on the one

% Sweden hosted, in September 2008, one of threer paplic seminars coordinated by the EU
Institute of Security Studies to debate the issmesived.
89 Full details of the documents mentioned heremfégure One above.
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hand (because everyone knows the answers), andidop — in case cherished
concepts and the supposed consensus are probddumadwanting in the process —
on the othef!

- Finally, there could be differences of opinion witsome of the states as to who has
the right and responsibility to issue a ‘stratedgpyding upon all, military and
civilian, departments of government. Only in Fidehas the Prime Minister’s office
made a clear bid to assume such coordinating atyth@artly as a function of its
gradual takeover of former Presidential pow&sind even here the key security
policy texts are drafted and initially published g Defence Ministry. The Swedish
system has moved administratively in the same tilineavith the creation of a large
emergency coordination office within the Prime Mber’s department in 2008, but it
is not (yet) clear whether this also implies a leal® for that office in moulding
overall strategic doctrine. In Norway, Denmark doeland, the reduction of direct
military threat since 1990 and the broadening ofional security agendas has
involved some degree of shift of authority awaynirthe Defence (and/or Foreign)
Ministry and towards the Ministry of Justice, asoaal point for internal and non-
military security; but these processes have noagbwbeen harmonious and have
nowhere reached a clear final balafite.

If this analysis has merit, it means that all fiNerdic states have declined to follow the more
obvious tactics outlined earlier in this paper foeking ‘instrumental’ use of a single
declared strategyto gain external and/or internal advantages. llcde that the various
national elites are seeking similar benefits by mseaf declared policies and actions that they
choose not to call strategies; or that they haye kee freedom to send different strategic
‘messages’ to different audiences (and keep cepiaints deliberately ambiguous?) to serve a
single ‘deep’ concept of national needs; or that they are instulte and inadvertently
pursuing several different strategies at once. s&tg/potheses will be applied in more detail

to individual countries in a later section.

® The issue of consensus, divided opinions and mewésrof opinion is more fully explored later in
this section.

®2 The Finnish President is the nation’s supreme cantter and traditionally seen as responsible for
national unity and survival. In recent years ththarity of the post has been diminished by the Brim
Minister’s central role in EU policy and perhapsaby the ‘cohabitation’ of a left-leaning Presiden
with more pro-defence, centre-right governments.

% |t is arguable that the only logical solution fhese countries too is to move the level of stiateg
decision and emergency coordination up to the Pifise. A recent Icelandic civil emergency law
actually created a ministerial coordination comegitthat would have that effect — but it has neeer y
been activated. Denmark and Norway could also be as in a transitional stage with a multi-purpose
emergency management agency in Denmark's case ga@onirently under MOD control and in
Norway, under the Ministry of Justice.
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What do Nordic (non-)strategies cover?

Figure Five on the next page compares the issugdigtited in some recent Nordic official
(or officially commissioned) policy statements tio#fier a reasonably full and varied account
of national 'strategic' concerns and aims. Compinch a set has been difficult precisely
because of the problems in finding any single cahensive document (see above), thus for
most nations more than one source has had to @ toitarrive at a representative outcome.
Readers should also be warned not to make too murcltomparative or absolute terms — of
the apparent orders of priority reflected by eadué-set, as the presentational conventions of
the different types of document concerned will hairengly influenced this. (Details of the

documents used for each country are in the foostjote

With all due caveats and cautions, some intriggagimon features can be found in these
five Nordic strategic agendas. First, they areceptually all up to date (even in Iceland's
case!) in terms of the wide and comprehensive digfin of security which they apply.
Whether the foreign or defence ministry is the folaor of a given list, every statement
contains a number of subjects for which neithahete ministries holds direct competence or
has lead responsibility, even in dealing with alggpartners. The approach is thus implicitly
both a 'whole-spectrum' and a 'whole-governmerg: &econd, direct military threats to the
homeland play no clear or prominent role even & Erefence Ministry-authored examples,
and the Danish and Swedish documents include éxgliatements that their respective
nations do not face a direct military threat in tloeeseeable future. (This is also the
conclusion of the independent Icelandic Risk Assess exercise of 2008-&)As might be
expected, territorial concerns are closer to thitasa in Norwegian and Finnish texts - both

Figure Five: Challenges listed in typical Nordic ti@nal statements on defence, security
and international policy

Denmark®® Finland’® Iceland’ Norway?® Swedef?

® Source ii) in note 66 above.

® Sources: i) Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmafnual Report 2008, at
http://www.um.dk/NR/rdonlyres/301B5F0C-C11F-4683385
C68623B01880/0/AnnualReport2008.pilf Danish Defence Commission Report of 2008, 'Danish
Defence, Global Engagement', summary in Englisbl (her versions) at
http://www.fmn.dk/ENG/DEFENCE%20COMMISSION/Pagesi®&e%20commission.aspx
% Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009, Goveminoé Finland, English version published Feb.
2009 as report 13/2009 of the Prime Minister'sceffitext at
http://www.vnk_fi/julkaisukansio/2009/j11-turvallisis-j12-sakerhets-j13-finnish/pdf/en.pdf.
%" Sources: i) Report of the Icelandic Foreign Mieidb the 136 Session of the Alpingi, March 2009,
text (in Icelandic) atvww.utanrikisraduneyti.is/media/Raedur/Skyrsla dithingis _2009.pdfii)
English-language summary in 'A Risk Assessmentdeland: Global, Societal and Military Factors'
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i) Globalization Globalization i) Fineial i) Northern i) Terrorism
+ power shifts New technology isisr regions WMD
Terrorism, other Crises/conflicts  Agfifish Crisis/conflict Drugs
non-state actors, Military force Mémie management Crime
WMD WMD+arms poi Societal security  Environrmhen
Conflicts+weak control gHiNorth Energy
states Terrorism Milit.coopn. i) Financial anms.+IT
Arctic/climate Human rights, Dexpiment crisis High Nort
change rule of law  Climate change Globalization Baltins.
Marine safety Disease nefgy Trade obstacles witls§ta
Disasters+ Climate change  Bise Conflicts
accidents Energy shortage dMocoopn.  Human rights, i) Sustaireabl
Cybersecurity Demography Humights rule of law globalizati
Security of suppi@onflicts Development Clitmaolicy

i) Conflicts Baltic regional Refugees Weak states Human rights,
Setbacks in EU issues, Arctic Shipping safety  densoy
integration Crime+smuggling iinficrisis High North EU coopn.
Terror attacks Infrastructure, litdry sec'ty  Relations with Baltic 4gc
Afghanistan transport etc ighHNorth Russia Gsiglanagement
Development Pandemics
Climate, energy Natural dis-
Financial crisis asters, climate

Terrorism,WMD

Crime/trafficking

Cybersecurity

Migration

Transport

Food sec'ty

Energy, Infrastructure

countries having direct borders with Russia. Néw@ess, the balance in all five cases is very
strongly tilted towards non-military concerns fdretnation, society, and the individual;
towards the use of national armed forces (wherdicgtye) for external missions of crisis
humanitarian assistance and

management, recomsitrucand towards ‘civil-military

cooperation' as a general good.

Other features more directly relevant to the presemuiry are (a) the stress placed in all
cases on the impact gfobalizationon small, open states and economies such as ttgchlo

represent; (b) the free mixing of internal, natiomgional and global concerns in the way the

(original title: 'Ahaettumat fyrir sland: Hnattreensamfélagslegir og hernadarlegir beettir', Miryistr
Foreign Affairs March 2009, see also note 58 above.

% Sources: i) Norwegian Defence 2008, Ministry ofd@ee brochure, text in English at
http://www.regjeringen.no/upload/FD/Dokumenter/E08 _eng.pdlii) Norwegian Foreign
Minister's address to the Storting, 10 Feb. 2004,ih English at
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/about_mfa/mamnsf-foreign-affairs-jonas-gahr-s/Speeches-
and-articles/2009/address_storting0902.htmI?id=8453

% Sources: i) 'Svensk sakerhetspolitik' (Swedishisgcpolicy), section of Prime Minister's website,
http://www.regeringen.se/sb/d/19911/124a6cessed Aug. 2009); ii) Foreign Minister's Fomei
Policy statement to the Riksdag, 17 Feb.2009, mli&m at
http://www.regeringen.se/content/1/c6/12/07/58/&eB®. pdf.
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agendas are constructed; and (c) the similar ldatear segregation between geographical
subjects (local regional security, specific crismsd conflicts abroad) and generic or
functional ones. For each country, at least onthefstatements cited takes time to explain
how a smaller country, its people and interests immffected by trends of a global nature
over which it has limited control. Typically, thegament is made for the nation to take an
interest in, and contribute materially to, secudhallenges outside its shores (i) because of
the direct or indirect impact these developmentg hreve on its own circumstances, (i) for
the sake of the wider values it believes in inabgdinternational peace, human welfare,
democracy etc, and (iii) because of its collectirsponsibilities within institutional
frameworks like the UN, EU and/or NATO (more orsthist point in the next sectioff)The
consequence is that many passages in the documémbsigh this is less true of the Finnish
one and the Icelandic Risk Assessment — fail tbrdjgish and prioritize clearly between the
general evils of the challenges they describe,thachature of any direct impact these may
have on the country and its people; or betweersélfeinterested objectives and the altruistic
ones of actions taken abroad. These features stigddirst sight, that while no individual
Nordic document plays the purelystrumental and tacticatole of a 'strategy' designed to
please others and/or win entry to an instituticee (st section), none of these examples can
easily be read either as td&ect expression of a true, 'deep' national st But if so,

what are the various issue-lists actually refleg2in

Alignment with/adoption of other powers' stratedieational, institutional)

The first observation to be made here is that thted agendas of all five nations are in line
with those ofboth NATO and the EU (according to the latest currastiiutional strategies
cited in Figure One above), as well as with OSC&tsgy and with such United Natioltgi
classicias the Secretary-General's global security préapg4a Larger Freedom') of March
20057* It has already been suggested that at least éolatiyer Nordic states, the process of
contributing to and implementing collective stragsghas to some extent displaced or
reduced the need for independent national stratiegiting. These states would no doubt
argue that their role in EU/NATO strategy debateslves both give and take: they have
helped to make sure that the collective documesiltsat such deep-rooted Nordic values and

concerns as individual rights and democracy, nnjliteestraint and altruistic intervention,

" An interesting example will be found in the onlimeticle 'Darfor strider svenska soldater i
Afghanistan' (This is why Swedish soldiers are fiigdpin Afghanistan) dated 29 July 2009 by Defence
Minister of Sweden Sten Tolgfors, [#tp://www.regeringen.se/sb/d/10171/a/130004.

1 Kofi Annan, “In Larger Freedom: Towards Developmeecurity, and Human Rights for All,”
Report of the Secretary-General of the UN for deniby heads of state and government, 2005,
Document A/59/2005, Para. 183. <http://www.un.@ngerfreedom/ >.
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sustainable development, environmentalism, fredetraon-zero-sum regional cooperation
and so forth. The lists given here also suggestieler, that the trade in the other direction
has included Nordic take-up of issues like WMD {fepation, terrorism, crime, migration
and refugeeism in positions of greater prominemaa tthe actual impact of these hazards
within Northern Europe would imply. More subtly @faise it is hard to measure a negative),
the published agendas of Norway and Finland iniqdsr may be playing down and
nuancing their respective Russia-related concerres ot to diverge too obviously from the
careful balance struck by both the EU and NATOHairt collective approaché$.As for
other influences, the recent closeness of the DBaGisvernment to the George W. Bush
Administration is not too obvious in the Danish sms cited, even though they were
published in 2008 before Bush's election defeatvéi@r, when looking at the Danish texts
in more detail it is possible to see a relativeljghh and consistent stress on
terrorism/extremism on the one hand, and a veongtdownplaying of traditional territorial
defence on the other hand, that are likely to cefbth US and UK influence - as well as

Denmark's objectively higher exposure to extrewiistence’

What can be learned from the documents about Namdareness and use of institutions like
the EU and NATO for strategic cover? Figure Six panes some short but characteristic

statements taken from the range of documents sutéat.

Figure Six: Nordic Formulations on the significancef the UN, EU and NATO

UN NATO EU

Denmark A need is seen for an active Danish effort to enbhahe multilateral cooperation, particu-
larly in the international institutions that hathe greatest significance for global security,
namely the UN, NATO, the EU and OSCE. Due to th@mon values shared with the USA,
the EU will have good opportunities to influence thSA in a multilateral directioff.

2 During the Cold War Finnish statements about Rusgire similarly muted as part of the
phenomenon called by outsiders 'Finlandizatiort itthe present author's view it would be wrong to
see a direct line from that past to current practi®lore striking is the parallelism between Fidlan

and Norway's current public stances on the issuit, &f which balance prudence and readiness for
territorial defence on the one hand with positiespecially economic) engagement with Russia on the
other.

3 Intriguingly, the Danish Foreign Minister's annuaport cited as the first source in note 47 atisve
almost an exact structural copy of the correspan@iritish product.

4 Danish Defence Commission Report 2008, source iipoite 64 above. For more detailed references
to the institutions see ‘Official Denmark — Intetioaal relations’ (MFA website) at
http://www.um.dk/Publikationer/UM/English/Denmarkafid/1-15.asp.
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Finland Finland emphasizes the Finland consid&x$®Is Membership of the EU is an integ-
role of the UN as thest  objectives in promoting int-  ralraknt of Finland's security
comprehensive mulétal  ernational stability and policy. EU membership has
cooperation mechanidm security to be compatible opened up new dppdres for

with the foreign andsec  Finland to influence the security
ity policy goals of Famd environment in its immediate
and the EU. surroundings.

Iceland Since the foundation of Iceland has been a menfldoxth Atlantic Treaty
the Republic, multilateral Organization (NATO) sinits foundation in 1949.
cooperation has been the Relations between NAWdte European Union (EU)

cornerstone of Iceland's have recently becomeobttee principal issues of the
foreign policy. Iceland be-  Organization. It isalehat the European states need to
came a member of the contribute more to their comsseurity... Iceland has

United Nations in 1948  expressed its support for increased responsiloffithe
European states in security and defence cooperdtitin
at the same time emphasized the necessity of piregehe
unity of the member states of NATO.

Norway The UNO plays a key ...NATO provides Norway isiady seeking to
role as an anchor point the cornerstone of Norwglay a part in the EU's security
for Norwegian security gian security and defenceand defence cooperation...It is
policy.”® Policy...NATO is import-  of fundamental importanto

ant not least in providing Norway that cogiem bet-
a means of developing the  ween the EU and QAT

transatlantic dialogue. should be constructive
Sweden Swedencontinues to be In the area of emergency... the European Union provides
a staunch supporter of the managernose cooper-  the best platform for Sweslen'
United Nations. The UN ation with NATO is of foreign policy ach.

...Is in a unique position  trategic importance to Sweden.

to unite the couasrof

the world behind sustain-

able solutions to the global

challenges of ounei’®
It should first be admitted that at any given tingeiotations could be found from each
country which celebrate the importance of eachiturigin in more absolute or ideal terms.
However, what jumps out from all the recent examgi®en here is the impliadstrumental
reading of institutional roles and effects, mordess expressly linked to the self-interest of
the small state concerned. This is least cleart-smqrisingly — in the case of the Icelandic
official statements; but any survey of that coustnational debate since autumn 2008 would

show keen awareness in many quarters both of ttemipal 'shelter’ role of the EU, and of the

"> Finnish Security and Defence Policy 2009, as Batabove.

® From the Ministry of Foreign Affairs websitkttp://www.mfa.is/international-relations/int-
organizationsaccessed Aug. 2009

" MFA website http://www.mfa.is/foreign-policy/securifyaccessed August 2009.

8 All Norwegian quotations from 'Norwegian Defend8', source i) in note 67 above.

™ All references are from the Foreign Minister'destaent to the Riksdag, source ii) in note 68 above.
Interestingly, the last quotation on the EU dingcépeats a sentence in the Defence Commission™s
report Ds 2008.48, ‘Férsvar i Anvandning’ (DefemcédJse), text at
http://www.regeringen.se/sb/d/10206/a/107277.
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extra burdens and existential changes it couldtexam Iceland in returf® The quotations
from Finland and Sweden are the most forthrighthen strategic instrumentality of the EU
and have some interesting parallels, explainabl¢hbyfact that both states are non-aligned
and may thus feel logically impelled to relate tenefit of any given institution directly to
the nation's own need5.A corresponding common feature in the Norwegiad Bxanish
statements is the clear hint that the benefits 8T® and/or the EU include the 'influencing'
(or more broadly speaking, balancing) of the ineisgable national power for Nordic
security, the USA. Several countries refer toitherplaybetweerorganizations, hinting that
the grounds for membership of or close relationth wach group include the need for the
nation concerned to influence them from the indmlgards productive relations with each
other®? Finally, it is interesting but not surprising tees‘multilateralism’ and ‘multilateral
cooperation’ referred to by several countries déesedent goods. All these are nice
illustrations of the way that small state studieggest such countrieshoulduse multilateral
institutions; even if it would be imprudent to drafve conclusion that the five nations’

policiesdo consistently follow this logic and bring optimaisults in real lifé?

Connections with ‘deep’ strategy

All Nordic states are quite straightforward in déig self-regarding, defensive aims as the
starting points of their published security polgieven if the definition of national survival
has moved on from a purely territorial formulatibtere are some typical quotations:

Denmark 'The goals of Danish Defence are the followingtdl.counter direct and indirect threats to
the security of Denmark and allied countries, 2)naintain Danish sovereignty and the protection of

Danish citizens, 3) to work towards internationebpe and security in accordance with the principles

8 There is long-standing, parallel debate betwegint and left in Iceland over whether belonging to
NATO imposes more risks and burdens on an unarmmed state than it offers net national benefits.

8 The current Finnish and Swedish doctrine of ndiedibtatus (‘Alliansfrihet’) applies in peacetime
and is synonymous with non-membership of NATO. Fmmish Defence Report 2008 (note 40 above)
discusses membership openly and concludes (p 8n‘lRow on, strong grounds exist for considering
Finland’s membership of NATO. As regards a deaisio possible membership, broad political
consensus is essential...”. The Swedish debatesi®atlier stage and popular opinion more hostile,
but Foreign Minister Carl Bildt in his speech qubsbove (see note 55) promised that a governmental
report on relations with NATO would be laid befqgrarliament in Spring 2010.

8t is a typical feature of Nordic policies to seggod EU-NATO relations, essentially because it is

no Northern state’s interest to be made to choss $etween the two institutions — or at a deeper
level, between the Atlantic framework and Eurofee e.g. the chapters by Gunilla Herolf and Teija
Tiilikainen in Bailes, Herolf and Bengt SundelitiBhe Nordic Countries and the European Security
and Defence Policy, as note 36 above. The pombbkan less well grasped in Iceland but will demand
further attention as and when the country goesdodwowards EU membership and full participation

in ESDP.

8 For a comparison of Nordic and Baltic responsehemew security agenda in the context of ESDP
and elsewhere, see Clive Archer (ed.), 'New sacigsues in Northern Europe' (Routledge: London,
2008), as well as the work cited in note 41 above.
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of the UN Charter, specifically through conflict epention, peacekeeping, peacemaking, and
humanitarian operation$.'

Finland: ‘Finland’s most important foreign, security andfehce policy goals are safeguarding the
country’s independence and territorial sovereiggtyaranteeing the basic values, security and well-
being of the population and maintaining a functimnsociety®

Iceland 'The security policy of Iceland is founded on tprincipal pillars: membership of NATO and
defence agreement with the United States from 1&51.

Norway ‘The principal national security policy objects/are: to prevent war and the emergence of
various kinds of threat to Norwegian and collectdezurity; to contribute to peace, stability, ahd t
further development of the international rule ofvjao uphold Norwegian sovereignty, rights and
interests...; to defend...Norway and NATO against dssend attack; to protect society against assault
and attack by state and non-state actors’

Sweden ‘Sweden’s security policy is aimed at preservpgpce and independence for our country,
contributing to stability and security in our neligluring region, and strengthening internationalcpea

and security®’

Again, Iceland stands out as having difficulty withnceptualization. Only Norway mentions
possible 'attack' (though other passages in theistimpolicy corpus are forthright about the
need to repel military aggression and use forcenagdorce if necessary); and Denmark,
Norway and Sweden all blend quasi-altruistic indional aims with national self-
preservation in the manner already commented oen Ew, these statements do not give the
impression of countries that have any qualms abeserting the nation itself as a good. As
such, they echo and help explain the themes ofomaltiindependence, identity and
singularity that on the one hand have guided the Nordics edieg outright strategic
takeover either by their large Eastern neighboulange Western friend; and on the other,
have made them more parsimonious than most Eurspaaralculating how much binding

institutional integration they want or ne¥d.

8 From the Defence Agreement 2005-9 (unofficial $tation by the US National Defense University,
under 'Denmark’ at http://merin.ndu.edu/whitepajéms).

% Defence Report 2008, as note 65 above, p 10.

% page on 'Iceland's Security Cooperation' at tHesite of the Icelandic delegation to NATO, see
http://www.iceland.org/nato/the-delegation/iceleamii-nato/security-policy/nr/207%celand's latest
Civil Protection Act (L6g um Almannavarnir, 2008$a more goal-oriented formulation, stating its
purpose as to 'prevent and limit, to the greatetsting possible, the public from suffering physioal
health related problems, damages to property dr@amwent caused by natural disasters, human
action, pandemics, military action or other reaso@unofficial translation by Silja Bara Omarsdiott
but it is symptomatic that this was drafted by anigtier of Justice rather than on behalf of the
government as a whole.

87 Author’s translation, from the original: ‘SverigBskerhetspolitk syftar til att bevara fred och
sjalvstandighet for vart land, bidra til stabiliteth sakerhet i vart naromrade, samt starka intierrell
fred och sékerhet’.. From the webpage ‘Sverigkersietspolitik’, as source i) in note 68 above.

% The same features go far to explain the relatbs=ace of 'hard’ strategic cooperation within the
group of five Nordics themselves. For more of théhar's arguments on these points see e.g
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Does this point to a rather simple duality, whergogservation of the nation as a unique
value in itself — even if now more often societatan territorially defined — represents the
Nordic 'deep' strategy, and the complex jigsaw oblijg statements are used both to
communicate and reinforce such secondary, instrtahernoices as allegiance to other
nations and institutions plus global do-goodffigPhat would fit well with the model of
generic small-state options outlined in Figure Bhaad elsewhere above. It would also seem
to explain episodes in Swedish, Finnish and Noraregnodern history when elite decisions
were made to take actions for national survival toauld not be revealed to the country's own
citizens — let alone the outside world — for feércontradiction with 'declared' policiés.
Thirdly, the hypothesized ‘deep’ strategy could laekpcases when Nordic behaviour seems
to outsiders to conflict with the countries’ praot@d high ideals, such as Sweden’s large
(and heavily state supported) defence induStrgnd perhaps Norwegian and Icelandic
commitment to whaling if the latter is seen asgnééto national identity. The same goes for
cases where the apparent conflict is with legalitg constitutionality, such as Finland’s and
Sweden’s stretching of ‘non-allied’ status to allawtimate association with NATO, or all
Nordics’ willingness to send forces to the origindbsovo mission in the absence of a

completely watertight UN mandateFinally, the thesis of a simple survival-basedenying

'Europeiske bglgeslag mot en nordisk kyst' in 'Metas’, Festschrift for Olav Riste, Cappelen: Oslo,
2003, and 'Is Norden a Region (in the security sgtisHandlingar och Tidskrift No. 3/2007, Swedish
Royal Academy of Military Science, Stockholm, textilable at http://www.kkrva.se/.

8 See the next sub-section for more on this. Nigdstice can be done here to the question of Nordi
global activism, its origins and true purpose(sit & typology of European motives for participating
peace missions, which might also be adjusted tdlthrelic states’ cases, is suggested in Alyson JK
Bailes, ‘Motives for Overseas Missions: The Gob, Bad and the Ugly’ inCrisis Management in
Crisis?, ed. Susanna Eskola, Research Report seriesA® ndational Defence University of Finland,
Helsinki, Dec. 2008.

% Neumann and Heikka, in footnote 4 to the artictectin note 13 above, cite the historical work of
Wilhelm Agrell (eg 'Alliansfrihet och atombombekontinuitet och forandring i den svenska
forsvarsdoktrinen fran 1945 till 1982' (Non-allisthtus and atom bombs: continuity and change in
Swedish defence doctrine 1945-1982) (Liber, Stobkhl985)) and Ola Tunander (eg 1999. ‘The
Uneasy Imbrication of Nation-State and NATO: Thes€af Sweden’, Cooperation & Conflict, vol.
34, no. 2, June 1999, pp 169-203; and 'The SecaetAlyainst Sweden — US and British Submarine
Deception in the 1980s', Frank Cass: London & NeskY2004) as highlighting such still
controversial topics as secret Swedish-Norwegiah@medish-US dealings and possible Allied
infringements of Swedish neutrality during the C@ldr. Finland's whole behaviour in the period of
so-called 'Finlandization' was another case intpoin

o According to Sam Perlo-Freeman and Elisabeth §ké&nms Production' ii5IPRI Yearbook 2008
(OUP 2008), table 6.A.2 pp 281-288, Sweden is thddis fifth largest arms exporter with a turnover
in 2006 of 2.3 billion US dollars, accounting fai7@ of total world arms trade.

92 Nordic forces were attached to NATO’s KFOR missistablished in June 1999, which was
authorized to use force against Serbia-Montenegtmowut a fully explicit UN international-legal
mandate. Nordic constitutions typically providetthational forces may not be sent on missions using
force abroad, other than in self-defence, excefit wiUN (and in some cases, OSCE) mandate. For
more detail see Inger Osterdahl, 'The neutral tily:European Security and Defence Policy and the
Swedish ConstitutionNordic Journal of International Laywol. 78 no 1 2009, pp 95-132.
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strategy could make sense of many of the obseriféeteshces in Nordic states’ strategic
choices and declared affiliations at the level odcfical politics. Pace all the parallel
elements in Nordic public statements — especiallgmit comes to international/global aims
— it would not be logical to expect close corregpante in concrete solutions between a small
state that has to survive in the mid-Atlantic with armed forces, one that has a border of
1313 kilometres with Russia, and one (Denmark) whate has as often been bound up with

continental politics and German nationalism as \&itli hazards further North.

Once geographical basics have been mentioned, lowievs hard to ignore the other kinds
of factors that analysts have seen playing a miverditious role in Nordic strategic cultures
(= ‘deep’ strategy) and practical choices: notabstorical experiences, economic and social
drivers, regional interests and centre/provincati@hs, parliamentary and party systems,
military traditions and civil-military relationsna styles of political governance in genéral.
These are of great help in building a more realistodel of each country’s policy dynamics,
and also in explaining why Nordic behaviours and success of those behaviours may
diverge fromprima facieaims. However, they badly complicate the defimitof a ‘deep’
strategy and the distinction between this and dwaded level, because they underline that in
an advanced democracy many actors play a part d¢ididg both what the nation needs
(indeed, what the nation is), and what range dbastare politically feasible and permissible
in pursuit of those needs. In turn, politiciangenest groups and ordinary citizens alike will
have assumptions abobbth the deep and declared levels of strategy thatsaseyed by
subjective as well as objective, short-term anddaedal as well as long-term factors: and the
play of such factors may push either towards grastional consensus, or towards a two-
way or multi-way division of opiniof? Facing up to such complexity raises once more the
guestions formulated above as to how far any Nardign truly has a single ‘deep’ strategy
and knows what it is. As Iver B Neumann puts itoWiH conscious are elites about the
distinction between the declaratory doctrine ard'teal’ doctrine? How can we evaluate the

causal relevance of strategic cultures, if thel*rdactrines are not published?’ A final

% See for example the chapters by Lee Miles andt@atitite (on domestic political factors) and
Pernille Rieker and Tarja Cronberg (Nordic parallehd contrasts) in Bailes, Herolf and Sundelius
(2005), as note 41 above; as well as the artiéted i note 3.

 Howlett and Glenn (note 3 above) refer to sevemnah internal divisions such as home-based realists
and internationalist idealists in Norway, cosmoamiism and defencism (Denmark), and supporters of
hi-tech military forces versus believers in a @tig’ army (Sweden). However, their article does no
probe into whether such differences were aboutpdsteategy or about instrumental choices or both —
see more below.

% Neumann and Heikka, 'Grand Strategy, Strategitu@jlPractice: The Social Roots of Nordic
Defence', as in note 13 above, p 8.
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effort will be made to shed some light on this peaf in the next and final section of this

part

Coherence and functionality in Nordic strategies

The generic model outlined in the first part okthaper (Figure Three) allowed for a nation’s
‘deep’ strategy to be absent, confused or multiphel pointed out that one way to overcome
this problem is for the state concerned (or in ficac its elite) to adapt for its own use a
strategic frame taken from some authoritative ansiipportive player outside. Further, these
choices — and indeed, any ‘instrumental’ use oéeated strategy — have to be made and re-
made in a setting of constant internal and extechahge. Internally, the balance may shift
between different policy-making and —influencingnstituencies, or people may simply
change their minds (especially as generations sdceach other). Externally, concrete shifts
take place in the availability, strength and iniemé of different national/institutional
partners; while new trends in strategic concepisyifies, values and language may impinge
especially strongly on smaller, dependent actors are idea-'makers' only across a narrower
front, if at all. It was stressed in the first paftthis paper that such influences can play back
upon even the ‘deep’ level, let alone the instrualechoices, of a nation’s strategy and
indeed they should, if it is to be kept relevantd arp to date. Thus a ‘deep’ strategy
predicated on something that sounds as simpleeagdtional interest can be malleable and
multiple to start with, if citizens have differemtews on what the national identity and
interests are; and driven to evolve by both intearad external influences, of both the
concrete and conceptual kind. Finally, the evolut both the deep and the declared levels
of strategy may be (too) fast or (too) slow depegddn the flexibility of national minds,

institutions and policy processes.

This more dynamic version of the model perhaps mowleser to something that could
explain the common trends in relevant Nordic pebcand the differences between them. It
underlines that any one policy feature may be plagifferent roles for different people in
different states, and is also likely to changerdke over time. To take the well-known
example of Nordic engagement in peace missionslaiackto national territorial security,

this could be:

- something that all citizens understand as patheaf identity (historic duty?), hence a
solid part of deep strategy;
- something that one school of thought sees that tuatythat others see as competing

with and detracting from territorial security (ddion over deep strategy);
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- something that all schools of thought can agreewam if they have other differences
over national identity and interests (outside eleimgrought in to improve deep
strategic unity, and to distract from/paper ovéiedences);
- a choice made by [part of?] the elite, not necdlgsam line with the deeper
consensus, for instrumental purposes such as hadngaps’ skills, gaining the
approval of potentially protective powers or gaqistatus and influence within an

institution.

Adding the dimension of change: if the outside Watarts calling for more European inputs
to peace missions and if this type of engagemantssto pay more obvious strategic ‘returns’
than before in terms of US and/or institutional rapl, a Nordic nation that earlier engaged
in such work for altruistic identity-linked reasoand/or for the sake of national consensus
may start shifting towards the fourth of these aces. This will mean, however, that the
choice of which operations to join is more extesnglictated than before and their nature
may become more risky, morally or legally questldaaand costly — in the process upsetting
earlier balances between resources used (andwstsaesigned) for this purpose and those
meant for direct self-defence. Both to manage thessions and confusions, and in line
with the dictates of underlying strategic cultutes elite is likely to formulate new ‘declared’
policies that justify the change of practice withmg mixture of abiding normative principles,
reference to the authority of institutions whictertselves carry some normative clout, and
more honest explanations of how such sacrificesnaeant to serve a concrete national
interest. Here the model fits back neatly into @bserved current practices and discourse of
Nordic countries, offering a good explanation oé teometimes disorderly mingling of
international and national arguments, referencesetbinterest and principle, switching of
local/regional and global frames that occurs in ynah the statements quoted above on
national defence and security todayThe following figure (Figure Seven) tries to cagtu

% One indication of the challenge governments fae Imay be the finding in the 2008 report of the
Swedish Psychological Defence Board (now subsumieda new emergency management agency,
report available dtttp://www.psycdef.se/templates/Publicationltem_382.aspy, that fully 48% of
Swedish respondents said ‘Don’t know’ when askedttér the number of Swedish participations in
peace missions should be higher or lower.

" Though space is lacking here, it should be passibivork through a similar set of strategic vaisan
- and show the impact of recent environmental ceangnational practice - in regard to each Nordic
state’s behaviour and discourse on European irttegrdroadly speaking, the raising of the EU’s
security profile and share of strategic responyhiih Europe should and does increase the predsure
each Nordic elite, both to work more closely witlaéross the security spectrum (including peace
missions under an EU flag), and to explain thisiodin terms of existential security interests eath
than just profit in one sphere (economy) or themwof multilateralism. The resulting conflict imig
case is between the benefits of integration anditigerlying dictates of independence, singularity,
limited liability etc. Current national solutiomase patently diverse with Finland opting for theplest
and most frankly self-interested integration, paftthe Icelandic elite trying to take a short-twthe
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some of these elements of strategy developmenttoverin a simplified way that could in
principle be tested against the choices of othesllsstates trying to cope with local and

global security challenges over time.

Figure Seven: Elements for a dynamic model of $&gy evolution in small states
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The question still remains whether each of the figrdic nations really knows what it is
doing in its own contemporary context and has magpropriate choices, including as
regards the speed of change at both strategicsleVle quality of choices may, again, be
measured both in terms of the material and nonsahtewards gained in the international
field, and in terms of success in maintaining/inMimg internal strategic unity, or at least
widespread popular understanding and acceptanadiferpolicies and the costs they entail.
On this last point, simple yardsticks such as apirpolls are not enough. A population may
offer high approval rates for what it understandsbe the establishment’s policy — for
instance, non-allied status in Swetfer without being fully aware of or willing to
acknowledge how complex the interpretation of #t@nce has become in practice (arms
industry, cooperation with NATO, industrial and Heological cooperation with the USA,

etc). Gaps between the ostensibly agreed stratedjyelite actions have hardly been rare in

same solution, Sweden and Denmark forced by poped@rvations to maintain opt-outs that the
dominant elite may think strategically misplacea éhe Norwegian elite so far unable to overcome
popular resistance.

% In the period 1997-2005 Swedish public supporstaying outside NATO was regularly found to be
around 63%, though it now seems more divided. latest (2008) official findings are: 38% stay out
of NATO, 26% don’t know, 36% join now or sometimethe future. Figures from the Psychological
Defence Board Report 2008 (as in note 96 above27g®, which also provides figures on Finnish
opinion.
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Nordic history?® but they carry an obvious risk of consensus ceitapand practice perhaps
being pushed backwards if the contradiction is sggdo Conversely, as has often been argued
about Finland, free citizens may express to pa#isteeir own scepticism about the BU
while accepting the national leadership’s authaigtghoose the strategically correct level of
integration. The Nordic countries, like any othdese the basic political dilemma as to how
far an elite can and should induce changes in pofdlief —including the views held on deep
and declared strategy - and how far they shoulteteand restrained by it. Each Nordic

polity in turn might offer different answers to tH&

The closing passage of foreign minister Jonas Gatlre’s address to the Norwegian
parliament (Storting) on 10 February 2009 is soosfip in this context as to be worth

quoting at some length*?

‘Finally, | would like to add that in recent yeare have had an increased focus on Norwegian
interests in the formulation of our foreign polick sharper focus on interests makes it easier to
distinguish what is important from what is not, aad priorities.

Norway’s central interests remain unchanged. Tdreyrelated to our role as a coastal state, our
rich resources and our position in the High Noghd they are closely tied to our ability and
responsibility to show international solidarity.

... They are safeguarded through transatlantic satydand our close integration with the EU
and our Nordic and European partners.

The EEA Agreement and our broad cooperation withER are important ties for Norway as
we meet the forces of globalizatiolf® One of Norway's foreign policy priorities is to
safeguard these ties at a time when the EU isdi@hging and being enlarged.

A striking feature of globalization is the expamsiof Norway'’s interests. We must look ahead
to new points of contact that will influence Nonieg interests and entail new challenges, new

responsibilities and new opportunities.’

% Cf. note 90 above.

190 As of autumn 2008 only 30% of Finns had a positinage of the EU (EU-wide average is 45%),
with 52% considering the EU's image neutral and t®¥sidering it somewhat or very negative. See
Eurobarometer edition 790, executive summary fafdfid, at
http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/eb/ée@o0_fi_exec.pdf.

191 0n these last points see again the sources is Baad 93 above. Anotherima faciemeasure of
unity or disunity would be the voting patterns affges in parliament on defence and security issues
but again, these could reflect short-term tactitay, trade-offs, attitudes to individuals etc -wadl as
lack of information and understanding - as mucthay reflect seriously and consistently held views
about either level of strategy.

192 From the official English translation, see noteapve.

193 Re globalization, Stare since he became foreigisteir has been conducting a study of its practical
impact upon Norway and Norwegian policies (‘Reflgksject’), with results publicized at the Foreign
Ministry website: see http://www.regjeringen.nofisp/ud/about_mfa/minister-of-foreign-affairs-
jonas-gahr-s/Speeches-and-articles/2008/norwe gtaneists-foreign-policy-for-a.html?id=522194.
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Stare here offers a clear answer, at least onvisbehalf, to the questions raised earlier in
this part of the paper about the coherence, anbpppte updating and expression, of Nordic
state strategies. He chooses to start from theededpvel of self-interest, while using a
definition of that ‘deep’ strategy that includeseimational activism: an element of long-term
Norwegian consensus that it would be impolitic tecdrd, as well as a pillar on which to
justify the evolving practice regarding operatiohte then presents a series of explicitly
instrumental choices, at the level of overt or detll strategy, that are linked to key changes
in Norway’s environment - the role of the EU/EEAj)daglobalization. One of the basic
elements of interests that he cites as self-evigenn fact, also an adaptation to change:
namely the focus on the High North, which has flat¢d under different governments since
1990 but was reasserted as the single highestitprior national securityin the present
government’s ‘strategy’ paper of 2087.This mention in turn provides a coded reference to
Russia as a primary and abiding focus of Norwegtaategy, and (in political terms) offers
comfort to the school of thought favouring terr&defence at a time when the government

has to press ahead with engagements abroad.

None of this tells us whether Norwegian strategyksolt does suggest, however, that the
elite of that state are engaged in a consciousegirdorming process that includes both
implicit and explicit opinion-forming; that acknogdges and exposes the differences between
primary (‘deep’) and instrumental (‘declared’) l&vef strategy; and that aims for an ongoing
adaptation to change. Given space, examples cailddoed from the range of national
documents cited here that reflect similar procegs#sg on in both Finland and Denmark,
albeit with different policy mixes as the outconaetarge move away from territorialization
and a more recent re-balancing from the USA tow&nd®pe in Denmark’s cast?” and a
very open ‘strategizing’ of EU membership (for éaigial protection against Russia) plus
frank discussion of the possible instrumentality MATO in the latest Finnish Defence

Report!®

As already hinted, a verdict on the Swedish casddvieave to be more complex. The ‘deep’
strategy prevailing in Sweden since the Napoleovacs is much more tilted than that of

other Nordics towards ideal principles and the ghatien of national interest, at least in any

104 See note 45 above.

195 The downgrading of traditional, military territatidefence has been clear ever since the defence
commission report of 1998 leading to the defenceement for 2005-9 (note Bibove), while the
growing emphasis on the EU as a security framewwarkdiplomatic platform can be found in the
Defence Commission report of 2008 (source ii) iterd above) and links up partly with the growing
salience of internal/societal and transnationaddts.

1% Notes 65 and 8above.

39



Centre For Small State Studies Publication Series
University of Iceland

Occasional Paper 2-2009
aggressive or zero-sum form — and retains majsrifyport as such under the name of non-
allied status - while the contradictions betweers tAnd elite practice are both more
numerous, and less obviously on the way to reswiytihan in the three other states. The
speech by foreign minister Carl Bildt cited in RigBix abov&’ might be readinter alia, as
an attempt to tackle the problem by offering morgrumental and up-to-date justifications
for such traditional features as cooperation whida WN; but it still fails to expose clearly, let
alone resolve, the basic issue of whether Swedtiditation from many normal forms of self-
assertion (and from sharing the burden of collectiefence at Nordic-regional or European
level) is functional today’® Finally, Iceland offers the region’s most extrecase where an
agreed ‘deep’ strategy is lacking and internalgiloris are rife both over what to put into one
and how to pursue it. If Iceland does enter the(&ill very doubtful at the time of writing),
this would offer the most obvious short-cut toirfigj the gap, and would then typify the
scenario where a strategy is ‘imported’ from a darglayer to overcome divisions and
deficiencies (Figure Three above). As discussedrbeh relation to other recent EU entrants,
however, the process of turning such a top-downtiwol into a broad internal consensus
could be hard and slow, while the new mixture otsigy-building elements might even

throw up new points to be divided over.

6. Conclusions and Suggestions

Whether or not the models offered here have anintpssefulness, they do seem to generate
practical conclusions that are not belied by theddocases studied in more detail:

0 A small state in most conceivable circumstances dm®ed a strategy, perhaps even
more than most states do;

0 This is the more so when it has to address a widespectrum of internal and non-
military as well as traditional security problemgreating new demands for internal
coordination and prioritization - and/or when im@rdivisions (of any kind) exist;

o A small state is also inherently more likely to dat0 construct its strategy on
adherence to some large power or grouping (or akwarch), at the price of
importing strategic ideas and norms and probabBbcifip obligations from these
sources;

o0 That being so, the distinction between a ‘deep’ @nddeclared’ strategy may

particularly well describe a typical small-stateersario where the ‘deep’ needs of

97 Reference at note 79 above.

198 Another aspect of the Swedish predicament is émg bow level to which territorial forces, and
conscription for them, has had to be reduced iseguence of general financial constraints, overseas
mission costs, and the burden of a large deferthgsiny — a problem that has drawn warnings from the
high military command about no longer being ablguarantee defence of the nation’s whole territory.
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self-preservation can only be met by ‘declaringind implementing — policy choices
that are essentially instrumental and perhaps reifnoin the state’s own traditions;

0 Any such solutions will only be functional if contiously and realistically updated in
response to change;

o A small state is particularly exposed to the pdBsibthat strategy elements
introduced for instrumental purposes will ‘leaktorand gradually transform the deep
strategic level;

0 The biggest problems will be faced by states tlaaehunclear, divided, or outdated
‘deep’ strategies or that get confused over thetimgiship (and priority) between
these and the ‘declared’ elements;

0 A situation where the elite know and understand‘deelared’ strategy better than
the people do, and/or where it creates increagingian with ‘deep’ prescripts, may
work for a while but carries its own risks;

0 So does the device of importing an externally-defistrategy to deal with internal

gaps and divisions, even if this is sometimes &smsty.

In terms of further research, there would be séwargious ways to test these ideas and, in
particular, the robustness of the deep/declareceindtiey could be applied in more detail to
the Nordic examples, for instance by looking atheaation’s strategy-forming actors and
processes, at the interplay of new policy elemgetserated externally and internally, at the
nature and logic of deep/declared interactionstherospecific examples beyond the case of
peace operations spelled out above, and so onendixiy the comparison to some non-
Nordic European small states should help cast riigh¢ upon any distinctive elements in
Nordic ‘deep’ strategies, as well as on the factthat make different elites choose
differently amid the full range of possible instremtal solutions - given a broadly similar set
of continent-wide challenges. Last but not led#stjould be healthy to expose the model to
some non-European case studies and to comparistwedn these and the lessons drawn
from the Nordic states’ — far from globally typicalexperiences in the twentieth and twenty-

first centuries.
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