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The argument

This paper aims to identify central elements ofdodic foreign policy discourse in
the new millennium. The intent is to examine Icéldahrough the theoretical lens of
critical geopolitics, neo-liberalism and small staheory. It is argued that the
Icelandic political identity is an important factor policy making. This identity is

both connected to historical perceptions of théalwgic nation state which foundation
is seen as an Icelandic creation harking back eoccthn based society of the Middle
Ages (Halfdanarson 2004, p. 132), and to the spgetagraphical position during the
Cold War, when Iceland was an important ally foe thnited States of America and
NATO (Thorhallsson et al 2004).

Iceland became a sovereign state in 1918 and abliepin 1944. In 1949
Iceland became a founding member of NATO and inl1&&cepted the protection of
an American defence force on the island, thus htbBtasecurity and foreign policy
characteristic had more to do with transatlantiatiens rather than with European
relations. It was not until the 1970s that Iceldoiled EFTA; the most important
reason was to secure free trade for fish on thegaan market. After the end of the
Cold War the Icelandic nation state was subjeeatious changes. Iceland joindt
EEA agreement in the 1990s and, in the aftermatihefdeparture of the American
defence force in 2006 and the economic collapg908, the state applied to become
a full member of the EU in 2009.

! A quote by Ingibjorg Solrun Gisladottir, 2007b

2 |celand did not become a founding member of EFTA ohthe reasons was because of the Cod War
with Britain that was raging in the late 1950s
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It is not here argued that the national state bsisils importance but rather that the

perception of the Icelandic political elite has ohed:

...the blurring of the state's boundaries...correspamdong-term structural

changes in the global economy. At stake here igusita series of formal or
tactical shifts but also the practical rearticuatof political capacities. For the
national state's tendential loss of autonomy csedteth the need for

supranational coordination and the space for suloma resurgence. (Jessop
1993, p. 10)

This opinion coincides with Hey’s (2003) argumehatt small states choose to
participate in multilateral organizations to att&meign policy goals. We argue that
geopolitical realities and neo-liberalism in thelamdic context can be understood
from this perspective in the period after the Cdldr and in the new millennium.

Peck’s view is worth citing at length:

[It] is best characterised in terms of global-lodeslorder, and that the root cause
of this disorder in the spatial domain lies witle tbontinuing disorder in the
political-economic domain. An illusory resurgencé ‘the local' has been
fostered by a dramatic acceleration in place-basedpetition. Underpinning
this acceleration is the politics of neo-liberalisimocal strategies-aimed
particularly at securing mobile (public and priyatevestment-have become
more prominent and more pervasive not becausepi®sde the 'answer ', but
because they represent a common tactical respamsgolitical-economic
disorder at the global scale. They are in fact abelling the local to the global.
This commodification of place... must be understaoterms not of ' the local '
itself, but of relations between places. Thesetimela are increasingly being
constituted on a neoliberal basis. In order to &xpthis new spatial disorder,
then, it is necessary to consider the geopoliticaem-liberalism, an ideology
which we characterise here as a creature of teescAs the leverage of nation-
states has waned, and as new global-local relatiane been constituted, there
does indeed seem to have been something of a geglalealignment. For
some, this implies a spatial reconstitution ofestadpwer. (Peck et al 1994, p.
318)

This spatial power is connected to size of statetha observation that Iceland chose
its own size based on the belief of the politidaeethat Iceland had the capability to
engage in wide-ranging international affairs, imlihg economic policies

(Thorhallsson 2009). At the same time we mainthat by “selling” Iceland as an
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international actor the “local” identity of Icelam@came global. What emerged in the
period around the new millennium was an Icelandieign policy where it was
stressed that Iceland could contribute internatipma a unique way and where size,
geopolitics and neo-liberalism all play a part.

Geopolitics predicts international political beh@awi in terms of size, location,
climate, natural resources, technological develapnaad potential. Thus, political
identity is influenced by geography. Neo-liberalisiamonstrates a specific outlook
or perception and preferences in Iceland’s forgmplicy after 2000, which are
connected to identity, smallness, democracy, libmma of the economy and
geopolitics. This argument is explained in moreadidater in the text. Size of state is
the third approach used in this text. It is not diva of this research to analyze what
constitutes as a small state. Here, the size ¢ stdl be used to underline the
preference of size, as a first choice, when theidor ministers of Iceland define the
Icelandic state in the new millennium. It is main&d that the size of the Icelandic
political elite and the diplomatic corps influertbeir behaviour internationally.

Discourse analyses will be used to examine theahcht public text after
2000. The discourse of Icelandic foreign and sécymblicy is compared with neo-
liberalism, geopolitical and small state theoryhatihe aim to answer if and then how
these theories interact and play a role in howaludic foreign ministers from 2000 to
2010 refer to their nearest surroundings and Iciésgposition in international affairs.
Icelandic foreign policy reports and speeches oeidn affairs by the island’s foreign

ministers are investigated to this end.

1. Methodology

This paper goes by the assumption that discoura¢ysas is ‘concerned with the
analysis of language, and offers a qualitative’ madtof studying, in this case, the
political discourse of the Icelandic foreign mieist ‘to represent their actions in texts
and language’ (Vormen 2010, p. 264)he research somewhat adheres to Ole
Weever's description (2002) of discourse analysiatsio differs in important respects.
The actors’ ‘thought or motives’ are not being gmat neither are their ‘hidden
intentions or secret plans’. What is being investg are the ‘public, open sources

and use(s) of them for what they are, not as indisaof something else’ (Weaever
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2002, p. 26). However, in this paper, the souraeskeing used in a somewhat
different way than does Weever. The aim is to amatie content of the discourse to
investigate the underlying meaning of the texther linguistic presentation, where the
expression gives insights into the meaning of thetent (Esterberg 2002for the
purpose of this research the most important aspet¢herefore, what the Icelandic
foreign ministers say and what is presented irr thelicy papers and statements. As
mentioned, the aim of this paper is to identify g@dics, small state theory and neo-
liberalism in the Icelandic foreign policy from 2DGo 2010, how these theories
appear in the text as a specific discourse andhehdéhey interactn order to achieve
this, objective theories either are used in a cotiweal sense providing frameworks
for understanding or explaining Iceland’s foreigolipgy or they are treated as
discourses identified by looking at statements snds from the Icelandic foreign
ministers.

The paper begins with a short background to te&aialic political landscape in
the new millennium. The political parties that havecupied the office of foreign
affairs are mentioned and their foreign ministertsoduced. Secondly, size of state
will be discussed - in this paper Iceland is comsed a small state, because that is
how the political elite in Iceland describe andidettheir island state. It is argued that
the perceptions the Icelandic political elite h&gstself is connected to how identity,
culture, historical conceptions and internationfflaies are demonstrated in its
political behaviour. It is maintained that identity a key variable when Icelandic
foreign policy is studied. Thirdly, neo-liberalissheds a light on a specific outlook or
perception and preferences in Iceland’s foreigricgadfter 2000. It is argued that
there is correlation between, identity, smallngespolitics, democracy and liberation
of the economy in the Icelandic discourse. Thisitmos will be clarified in the
argument section that follows below.

Fourth: the paper describes four sub-categoriesribical geopolitics as
defined by O Tuathail (1999). They are formal gditis, practical and popular
geopolitics (here taken together) and structuralpgétics. Critical geopolitics takes
into consideration features such as identity aradsib sheds light on how politicians
use geographical space, sometimes manipulatingrggloigal facts, for strategic

purposes.
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It is maintained that geopolitics, size of state aeo-liberalism is connected
to the spatial positioning of the Icelandic foreigmlicy identity in the new
millennium. Finally, the interaction of small stateeory and critical geopolitics will

be demonstrated in part seven followed by the cmiahs.

2. Background

There is no denying that the Icelandic foreign stis have had to deal with a
number of highly challenging tasks over the firestade of the new millennium. In
many ways the beginning of the 21st century hasqutdo be a rollercoaster ride for
Icelandic society. Liberalization of the economydahe departure of the American
defence force from the island in 2006 influenceatespolicy for the first five years.
Economic expansion abroad, candidacy for the UNufBgc Council in 2008,
economic collapse in 2008 and application for theogBean Union in 2009 have
dominated the latter five years. This has had rarrmeous effect on the Icelandic

political landscape, not the least on foreign polic

The political parties and the ministry of foreign dfairs

Before going into detailed analyses, a short bamkgl briefing of the political
landscape in Iceland is needed. If we look at teod 2000-2010, we can see that
three political parties have been in control of Mimistry for Foreign Affairs. They
are the Progressive Party from 1999-2004 and 2006-2the Independence Party
from 2004-2006 and finally the Social Democratitigkice from 2007. Here below is

a more detailed outlining of these parties and téisters for foreign affaifs

Progressive Party: A liberal reform party first established in 1916t modified in
1930. It has been a member of 22 out of 37 goventengince it was established.
From 2000-2010 it has had two ministers for forefgifiairs, Halldor Asgrimsson

% In 2003 Iceland applied for a seat at the UN Sgc@ouncil for the years 2009 to 2010. The vote
took place in 2008 in the General Assembly of tiewhere Iceland lost to Austria and Turkey.
* This information is gathered from the homepagebefparties and the government offices; see in
references: Independence Party, Progressive Batyal Democratic Alliance and the government
offices of Iceland
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from 1999-2004, who later served as the Prime NBnigrom 2004-2006 and
Valgerdur Sverrisdottir from 2006-2007.

Independence Party A right wing party, established in 1929. A membé&g2 out of

31 governments since it was established. From -2000 it has had two ministers
for foreign affairs, David Oddsson, former Primenidter (1991-2004), and Geir H.
Haarde from 2005-2006. Mr. Haarde later becameptirae minister (2006-2007),
and the only minister who was charged for negligeimcoffice, when the Icelandic

banking system collapsed.

Social Democratic Alliance: Established in 2000, when a merger took placenef t
Social Democrats from 1916, the Peoples Allianaamfr1956 and the Women
Alliance from 1983. It has participated in thred oftiseven governments since 2000.
From 2000 SDA has had two ministers for foreignam$ Ingibjorg Solrun
Gisladottir from 2007-2009 and Ossur Skarphedingsom 2009, who is still in
office as of mid-2011.

3. Iceland, a small state

By all comparison, Iceland’s political charactersimall. The classification of what
constitutes a “small or large” state has been saidefer to territorial expanse, or
population size, the geographic mass of counttlesy GNP, military size or how
many diplomatic delegations the state could mustenhane (1969, p. 296) argued
‘A small power [state] is a state whose leaderssiotar that it can never, acting alone
or in small group, make a significant impact on slgstem’ whereasRothstein (1968,
p. 29) suggests ‘a small power [state] is a stdtielwrecognizes that it cannot obtain
security primarily by the use of its own capak#lti and that it must rely
fundamentally on the aid of others.” Here theseummgnts are connected to
international organizations such as the UN, miyit@lATO) and economic (EU)
alliances. Hey (2003) argues, from the perspectizeconstructivism, that small
political structures cannot automatically be idieed with small nations or how big or
small the countries are geographically. Hey (2q03) argues that the idea of small

states is based on perceptions: ‘if states, peapteinstitutions generally perceive
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themselves to be small, or if any other state, |gsopr institutions perceive that state
as small, it shall be so considered.” ThorhallS2096) suggests that it is necessary to
include perceptual and preference size when stabetiaviour is analyzed.
Thorhallsson defines perceptual size as ‘how damasid external actors regard the
state”. Preference size he attributes to ‘ambiti@nd prioritization of the governing
elite and its ideas about the international syst€rhorhallsson 2006, p. 8). These
theories can be used to demonstrate that Icelantswia be considered a small state,
as the following examples demonstrate:

International cooperation has become an absolutesséy in today’s world.

Individual states, not least small states, simplgnot on their own overcome
the challenges, or enjoy to the full extent the aspymities inherent in the
process we know as globalization. | think it isrfeo say that in Iceland a
general consensus exists on the main foreign pglicyrities: Wide-ranging

economic co-operation with the EU within the franoekvof the European
Economic Area (EEA), extensive cooperation with M@rdic countries and
active participation in the United Nations as welsk numerous other
organizations concerned with European and inteynatiaffairs, such as the
OSCE and the Council of Europe. | would also ligeatid that after the Cold
War a widespread consensus has also been achiavézkland's NATO

membership and our defense co-operation with theedibtates. (Asgrimsson
2001)

Asgrimsson, thus, not only acknowledges that Iaklaeeds partners in order to
benefit from the opportunities of globalizationdiso talks of Iceland as a small state.
When addressing the UN Security Council Gislado{@007a) echoes
Asgrimsson’s view from 2001. She defines Icelandsa®ll and dynamic state,
expressing her view that Iceland should be consitleas a small state thdta's
benefited from the existence of the United Natigasd] [tlhe universal values
enshrined in the UN Charter and the DeclarationHuman Rights’ Gisladottir
(2007a). The foreign minister, therefore, doesamy define Iceland as a small state
she mentions that Iceland has benefited from itsruiNnbership she also wants the
external actors she addresses, to view her coasteysmall state i.e. perceptual size.
Thus, the United Nations has been important folalud as a small state as it can
never influence the system alone. It needs the aeledgment of other states —
perception is important. Asgrimsson (2003a) argines it is best to define small

states according to population size, geographicsrafithe country, or their economic
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“power”. He speculates whether an economic daéfimiis best suited to define a
small state. Asgrimsson argues that economicraffaive, in recent years, had more
effect on foreign affairs then population size atedritory. This statement is
interesting in the light of the economic prioritiemmphasized by Icelandic
governments in the new millennium as demonstratdtié next section. At the same
time it is an example of preference size whereatibitions and prioritization of the
governing elite and its ideas about the internali@ystem are demonstrated. Yet, on
the other hand, the influence of size is somewkdticed as quantitative measures,
geographical mass of state, population size, ecan@ize, make way for more
qualitative definitions of a small state based erncpption of the state and its role in

the international system.

4. The influence of neo-liberalism

Neo-liberalism can be used to a large extent tda@xphe foreign policy of Iceland in

the new millennium. Neo-liberalism stems from slaal liberalism, which has its

roots in laissez-fair convictions and promotes t'thaconstrained market forces will
naturally bring prosperity, liberty, democracy grehce to society’ (Scholte 2005, p.
38). Moravcsik (1997) mentions three variationditwéralism; ideational, commercial
and republican liberalism. In sum as explained byradcsik: ‘Ideational liberalism

focuses on the compatibility of social preferen@e®ss collective goods like national
unity, legitimate political institutions, and soeaonomic regulation. Commercial
liberalism focuses on incentives created by opmitites for transborder economic
transaction. Republican liberalism focuses on thrine of domestic representation
and the resulting possibilities for free rent-sagkbehavior’ (Moravcsik 1997, p.

524).

Neo-liberals consider international cooperationb possible among states
even though they are pursuing their own interefle free movement of goods,
capital, money and services is vital to neo-lidsmalas well as privatization of state
ownership - the transfer of many state servicesptivate companies. These
characteristics were central in the Icelandic fgmepolicy in the new millennium, as
the following examples will demonstrate. Asgrimss(®000) then the foreign

minister of Iceland sets the tone for this analydise minister argues that
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globalization is now visible in politics, commerand investments, environmental

and in rural issue. In his view the signs are pasit

The powerful outlebf the Icelandic companies is a strong sign thataent
years Icelandic businesses have exploited the lpbiiss of globalization.
Borders are not as important as before and theegbrd the sovereign state is
undergoing to some extent a revaluation. Statee imafact started to share
important decisions with other states in order itad fsolutions that will
increase prosperity in the future. (Asgrimsson 2000

Thus, a connection between geopolitics and neadiisen is evident with an
understanding of national borders - shifting bouiedathat accompany this new
positioning of Iceland. The borders are no longeed but connected to the spatial
positioning of the Icelandic foreign policy idemtitthe image of Icelanders as
entrepreneurs is constructed. What follows in Asggon statement is a continuation
of the “new” image-building and a strong correlatigith neo-liberalism.

Asgrimsson (2000) considers it the duty of govemirte help individuals,
companies and business to have a specific workeandomy environment so they
can with full force participate and compete witkithtcompetitors in foreign countries.
‘The Icelandic government must stay alert in thisrechanging international system
and be continuously ready to define the internafigrosition of Iceland: be ready to
secure the interests of the country’ (Asgrimsso®020 The gist of the foreign
minister's expression is both on the interestshef $tate and on thentrepreneurs,
both are linked and reformirtge sovereign state

Asgrimsson (2000) then argues that with glob#bzra international
cooperation between states in economic matterse@rhing more widespread.
International trade with goods, services and chp#a multiplied as they are moved
back and forth in all sorts of transactions betwstates. The current government sees
globalization as one of the maprerequisite for the continuation of the Icelandic
wellbeing. In this contest the privatization of tetawned businesses has been an
important factor combined with economic stabili§lobalization affects the role of
the government that is no longer tied to makingsiecs that matter for Icelanth
such a way, no state can alone decide unilatertléy taxation of economic
environment without consulting with other stateoferation on issues such as

taxation for individuals and businesses has becamne important factor in
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international political policymaking. ‘It is the tu of the government to secure
Iceland’s international standing, so it can measyseto what is happening in the
world and compete. We must do all we can to sethateourlegislation corresponds
with changes in international business, our pasititust be clear in this matter so
Icelandic firms can compete on equal footing wadtefgn firms’ (Asgrimsson 2000).

Asgrimsson (2002) uses the same discourse thatnatienal commerce
remains the driving force behind economic systerthefworld and that states depend
on transnational trade. He considers in this rasiec OECD and GATT and other
international organizations to be important. Theref international regulations and
agreements are essential to promote equal oppoesirior all states. For smaller
states like Iceland it is important that cooperai®fruitful and all states follow these
rules, which offer some protection from the hugereenic systems of bigger states
(Asgrimsson 200R The foreign ministeconsidergglobalization of great importance
for Icelanders and stresses that Iceland dependbemxport of goods and open
access to foreign markets. Because of the smalloésthe Icelandic market,
Asgrimsson (2002) maintains that “our” service andduction firms look at Europe
and for that matter the rest of the world as trenar“we” should operate inThe
foreign minister then argues that by removing traderiers it has enabled Icelandic
companies to increase their international operatioglanders will benefit from this
endeavour, the foreign minister argues. Asgrimgbe@m maintains that in this way
globalization has defiantly brought us proportibpahore gains than in many bigger
nations. Vital in this regard is the EEA agreemamd the opportunities provided for
“us” thereby as the EU is “our” most important mettkAsgrimsson (2002) sees the
EEA agreement as the bases for the build up ofidékandic financial market. He
argues that the agreement has strengthened Icglpodition as a country in which
foreigners are interested in investing (Asgrims2002):

The smallness of the market is no longer an olestatariffs have been

reduced and the rules made simpler for foreignstnaents. In a systematic

way technical hindrance in commerce have been vedol These

circumstances will create new opportunities thatiarportant to exploit. A lot

of opportunities comes with being a small stater @acision making and our

responses process fast. We do, however, not havénancial strength that

bigger states have to support its export industityis important to use our

limited resources better then we have done until,io order to support our
exports. It is necessary to strengthen officialngg¢hat promote Iceland as a
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market opportunity abroad. (Asgrimsson 2002)

In his statements from 2000 and 2002 Asgrimssonliegppghe same linguistic
presentation as he talks of Iceland as a sma# atad links it positively to the island’s
position and opportunities in the international remmy — a sign of interaction
between geopolitics and neo-liberalism. He stdtasiteland does have something to
offer in the globalized world and has benefitednfrdhe open markets and
globalization in general. He acknowledges thatER&\ agreement is crucial in this
regard as he constructs an image of Iceland asdemgtate that has opportunities
that cannot be missed. Financial barriers have beaken and financial transactions
have been made easier. Thus, statements that casebefrom the perspective of
small state theory as well as neo-liberalism.

The same neo-liberal opinion is stated even molearly in 2005.
‘Privatization of the banks combined with free &dths opened the way for Icelandic
companies to sell their products and expertise aabr@Oddsson, 2005a). Oddsson
explains even further the neo-liberal policy ofléc®l and is origins in a speech in the

UK about business opportunities between the twotms:

It is my opinion that conditions for “start up” cganies have seldom been as
favourable in Iceland as they are today. The 'siwa' of Icelandic
businessmen and their companies abroad has toelpeirseonjunction with
Iceland's economic development of the past deca#fesv years ago, we
started the process of deregulating the economypanédtising government
owned companies, for example the commercial bahksll not deny that this
effort was at least partly influenced of the “Esyli innovation” of
deregulation led by Prime Minister Margaret Thatch&hat policy has over
the years influenced our economy and created adiyeenvironment for
investors. For example taxation of corporate pgofthe corporate income tax
in Iceland - is now 18%, which is the lowest in B&CD after Ireland and
Hungary. In the year 1991 before tax reductionabegorporate tax was
50%. Growth is estimated to be 5,2% for the yed@520y OECD. (Oddsson
2005b)

When discussing the booming Icelandic economy irdiBé 2006, Haarde’s (2006)
discourse is similar: ‘several factors have conteld to this development, not least
the policies pursued by the government of Icelanaecent years. In the past 15 years

we have liberalized and deregulated with the ainingdroving the environment in
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which economic entrepreneurs operate’ (Haarde 2@Mrrisdottir (2006) maintains
that in her office as foreign minister it is hertylto do all in her power to help the
Icelandic market.She also stresses that by participating in the EE#nomic arena
Icelandic governments have been able to lift resbms off the Icelandic economy,
decrease taxation, reduce the debt of the Icelastdte, strengthen the pension funds
and encourage a healthier business environment.

Gisladottir (2007b) speaks along the same linesstivk participation in
international cooperation, free trade and more aparkets are a precondition so the
industry in Iceland can prosper in the future.’

These examples show the influence of neo-liberalmicelandic foreign
policy in the period after 2000. At the same tirheyt demonstrate how the Icelandic
foreign ministers consider economic “size” a vaeabvhere ambitions and
prioritization of the foreign policy is centred e@sonomic affairs, as population size
and geographic mass are no longer a restrictioweer, it is not argued here that
neo-liberalism dominated the foreign policy of kxadl in the period, or that all the
foreign ministers were always under the influent@en-liberalism. Rather, that the
characteristics of neo-liberalism and globalizationincided with the policy of
Iceland as a small state: ‘From a Liberalist positglobalization is, at the most
elementary level, a result of ‘natural’ human desifor economic welfare and
political liberty’ (Scholte 2005 p.124). As demamased by Asgrimsson (2003b) when
explaining and clarifying Iceland’s reasons for lgp for the UN Security Council
when Asgrimsson named peace, the fight againstriyowdemocracy and prosperity
in general as the goal and emphasis for the Icelarahdidacy (Asgrimsson 2003b).
Thus, liberal values are important when the idgrftthe Icelandic foreign policy in

the new millennium is studied.

5. Critical geopolitics
In this section the fousub-categories of Critical geopolitics are briefkplained and
followed with discussions about critical geopoktil the Icelandic foreign policy

discourse.
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Formal geopolitics This deals with geopolitical thought and traditioy looking at
intellectuals, institutions and their political acdltural context. Formal geopolitics
appeals to those who seek timeless truths, bemhdst to oversimplify the relationship
of geo-politicians to the power relationship chéeaezing their state, such as national
culture and political economy. Critical geopolitiseeks to bring out the context in
which geopolitical figures lived. Formal geopol#tiseeks to be practical and goes in
for mapping, drawing and describing. However, dsmarrow reasoning, believing
that there are a permanent set of conflicts aretest that influences world politics,
like East versus West. Thus, foreign policy beconstsategic gaming (O Tuathail,
1999).

Practical and popular geopolitics. Practical geopolitics deals with the everyday
practice of foreign policy and statecraft. In castrto formal geopolitics and its grand
strategic visions, practical geopolitics relies ®me practical and pragmatic

geopolitical reasoning of the foreign policy deaisimakers. Cultural geographic

discourses help to explain certain events, andhake ‘spatial sense’ of the world. It

is based on ordinary, informal, everyday discoanse is a part of the socialization of

individuals through national identities and cultuaad historical consciousness (O
Tuathail, 1999).

Popular geopolitics focuses on geographical undedsabgs, the influence of
mass media and popular culture. Its tools for esesdyare national identity and the
construction of images of people and places, amgle being how the media
projects such images.

As demonstrated through practical and popular geagso critical geopolitics
can be valuable to foreign policy as it helps toatestruct stereotypical geopolitical
conceptions. It is also sensitive to geographiglemnces and requires strategic
thinking to take account of the power of ethnodsntr(O Tuathail, 1999; Dalby and
O Tuthail, 1996).

Structural geopolitics. This deal with the contemporary geopolitical coiadit such
as global processes, tendencies and contradictiBesearch emphasizes how

globalization, informationalization and risk sogietcondition or transform
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geopolitical practices (O Tuathail, 1999). Evendrefthe end of the Cold War,
globalization had worldwide influence, encasing thorld economy, and ensuring
that no single state had full control over its emoit destiny. Although the crises of
globalization are initially financial, they can alsbecome geopolitical and
geostrategic. In this context informationalizatisnmportant, as it is related to the
pace in which crises can develop. It has also fistam&d notions of “us” and “them”,
and “near” and “far”. Pace has displaced spaemetricality has become more
important than territory, and geopolitics is becognpostmodern. Another important
factor is risk. Humans can invent technologies tten radically alter the planet’s
life conditions . These all-pervasive risks cardificult to detect (O Tuathail, 1999).

Thus *“national security” becomes problematic. fetbough regional and
state centric threats still need to be taken ictmant, they are not the most pressing.
Security threats in a global context-- organizeicher weapons of mass destruction
and terrorism—are de-territorialized. Attempts Western societies to shape this
new geopolitical environment through diplomacy andreased cooperation have
proven difficult and have been undermined, both r®o-isolationist reflexes--
tendencies to disparage international cooperatiti&tives--and because the West
has been contributing to global insecurity withtitosions designed to produce peace
and stability sometimes producing the oppositeT(@thail, 1999).

6. Critical geopolitics in Icelandic politics

In this section all four sub-categories of criticgdopolitics are used to analyze the
statements by the foreign ministers. What emergethe text is that geopolitics is

visible even though they are not as obvious as hbghexpected. Therefore, as the
word geopolitics is never mentioned directly by tmenisters it is necessary to

analyze the underlining meaning of the text in ordeunderstand the geopolitical

aspects of the statements.

Formal geopolitics

® This means cyberspace or global virtual commuitinat
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Examples of formal geopolitics can be foundspeeches by the foreign ministers of
Iceland, as when David Oddsson (2004) stated tieIQN has been constructed
around common principals and political cooperatbthe allied states. The value of
the institution is emphasized and Oddsson argues ttie value of NATO has
remained as strong as ever after the end of thé @®@r and that the institution had
adapted to the new international environment. lotlaer speech Oddsson (2005a)
identifies NATO as a timeless truth when he speak®NATO as a “symbol of
unity...cooperation in our common effort to ensuragqeeand security, in Europe and
beyond”. In a speech before the Icelandic parlian@&sladottir (2008) uses formal
geopoliticswhen explaining Iceland position in the world. Imist case she uses
visualization, describing Iceland as a clear casa state that has benefited from
international cooperation and the work of interoiadil institutions. At the same time
she oversimplifies Iceland’sosition, with a clear reference to the notiont raall
states choose to participate in multilateral orgaidons to attain foreign policy goals:
‘The law of the sea brought us control over thelaiedic fishing grounds.
International courts of justice have brought ugdyelegislation. The integration of
European markets has transformed Icelandic marketshermore our employment
legislation and environmental law has been strengtd with EU law’ (Gisladottir
2008).

Another example of formal geopolitics is also fouimda speech by the
Icelandic foreign minister Ossur Skarphedinssori(®0 p.6) when talking about the
Icesave dispute: ‘The diplomatic relations betwkztand and the Netherlands were
moved from the embassy in London to the embas®russels that now deals with
matters concerning the Netherlands. The actualenkss between Brussels and
Hague makes it easier to guard national interéstsThus formal geopolitics has not
disappeared in Icelandic foreign relations thouwgytare expressed in different ways.
Skarphedinsson emphasizes the value of geopoliticalght and tradition by moving
the relations with the Netherlands closer to thentxy.

Practical and popular geopolitics
Examples of practical and popular geopolitics candetected when the foreign

ministers rationalize their decisions and refenational identity A good example of

15



Centre For Small State Studies Publication Series
University of Iceland
Working Paper 1-2011
that is found in a speech from 2003 where minidtedldor Asgrimsson, was
discussing the Iceland@andidacyfor the United Nations Security Council.
Asgrimsson (2003b) stresses the changing intemmatienvironment when he

considers Iceland in a global context:

The Icelandic candidacy for a seat at the Unitetidda Security
Council is not a goal in itself but a logical stgp evaluating the
Icelandic foreign policy after the Cold War]. Thistry of Iceland
makes it easy for us Icelanders to understand iffieutties that
poor countries are confronted with: we can contgbwur
experience. Surely, it is our duty to use our newnfl wealth to
work for a more peaceful, safer and wealthier wogkkgrimsson,
2003b)

In David Oddsson’s (2005a) linguistic expression the Icelandic Parliament
(Althingi) in 2005, Jon Sigurdsson, Iceland’s™6entury national hero is quoted.
Oddsson emphasizes that international trade is ritapbfor Icelandic society. By
quoting Jon Sigurdsson, Oddsson is not only refgrtio the common Icelandic
understanding of national freedom but also to #i@nders’ perceptions of national
identity and the construction of images of peophel @laces. In another speech
Oddsson continues with this same image building foom the perspective of

Icelanders as entrepreneurs:

Iceland has many things going for it. We prideselves on being creative
and entrepreneurial. We are fortunate in havimjgha standard of education,
which so far has produced a number of innovativenganies. Iceland now
ranks with the countries that allocate the higlsastre of their national income
to education. Hopefully, this combination will ttdo increased Icelandic
innovation and entrepreneurial activity and its asmad. (Oddsson 2005b)

Geir H. Haarde (2006) stresses how important theé Wars were for the history of
the Icelandic independence. In a similar way Valger Sverrisdottir (2007a)
identifies the Icelandic nationality, identity, twidal and historical consciousness as

key values:

| want to emphasize that there are no plans tdkstisan Icelandic
military. There is no need to do that. It does ooincide, in my
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opinion, with the core values of the Icelandic oatil am unable to
imagine that Icelandic mothers and fathers woulcept that their
sons and daughters marched off to war... That thoggever, not
mean that we should not consider how to arrangedetense and
security matters. A state that does not have aisgpolicy, guards
its borders, national resources, and transportesouh a proper
manner risks losing its independence. We Icelandegsrd our
independence and sovereignty highly. History tasthat often-
defenseless countries have been treated badly; amenever let
down our guard in our quest to secure the libeftyhe nation.
(Sverrisdottir 2007a)

The same view is expressed by Skarphedinsson (20@0én he speaks about the

Icelandic application for full EU membership:

Regarding negotiations on security and defensey wie EU, it
must be emphasized that Iceland will maintain, oconditionally, to
be in charge and decide on how much to cooperdtetie Union.
Further, Iceland will remain peaceful and non-railit joining a
military will never become mandatory: and Icelandl wote on
whether or not to be a member of the European Befémency...
(Skarphedinsson, 2010b)

A clear example of image building can be found hie twords of Skarphedinsson
(2009) when he says: ‘It can be argued that alhtadic issues are in one way or the
other issues of the High North’ and thereby patinéspicture of Iceland as a northern
state (Skarphedinsson 2009). The final exampleracdtigal or popular geopolitics is
from a speech by Ingibjorg Solrun Gisladottir inO80 Again image building and

reasoning for the foreign policy is the main fopagnt:

One of the main reasons for the prosperity in helégs the high
level of education and participation of woman oa jitb market; the
strong sense of equality in Iceland. The experig¢hae Iceland and
Icelandic women have gained is a human recourdesti@uld be
utilized for the benefits of human rights and iraged participation
of women, worldwide. The support for increased ipguation of
women is prominent in the foreign policy of Icelar{@Gisladottir
2008)

Structural geopolitics
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Within the framework of structural geopolitics seleexample can be found in
Icelandic foreign policy discourseGlobal processes, globalization and security
threats in a global context are often mentioned tlas following examples
demonstrate. Oddsson (2004) states that the Idelamdhorities are still sure that it
was justifiable to invade Iraq in 2003, as it wame to enforce United Nations’
resolutions. Oddsson then mentions that Iraq wapasedly producing weapons of
mass destruction. The Iraqgi authorities had betmeat to its neighbouring states and
to stability in the world (Oddsson 2004), and whsst as an example of a threat,
which may be seen in a global perspective as beorg a “rogue state”, one that
does not follow the rules of the international conmity. Haarde (2006) believes that

Iceland must think of security threats in a glob@htext:

It is obvious that Iceland’s geographical positismot a protection
against wide range of threats and challenges fabimgvorld today.
Any nation, mine included, assessing its defenskesaaurity needs,
must see them in the light of global multifariowsture of current
security challenges

Sverrisdottir (2007a) emphasizes that Icelanderge hizarned to use ‘modern
technology, new production methods and internatitraale... made use of science
and new technology...resources of the land — ockaniters and geothermal fields’
(Sverrisdottir 2007a). The underlying meaning ef words is that Iceland is well
equipped to face the challenges of globalizatioelaind’s position is thus analyzed
within a global context, and to some extent deittatalized. Globalization is also
important to the Icelandic foreign minister in 20@@en he discusses the Icelandic
economic crises after 2008: ‘The recession hasadpa# over the world. That means
that it cannot be dealt with unless states andonalileagues cooperate. In a
globalized system, operations within the statecaff¢her states and the decisions that
are being taken internationally affect the livesta citizens’ (Skarphedinsson, 2009,
p.5). Yet, another, clear example of structurdicges is presented by Gisladottir in
2008:

In a globalized world internal and external affaaftect each other.
New international legislation, or new trade agreetsie whether
they are initiated by the World Bank, European gré¢ion or
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through Nordic cooperation, directly affects Icelanlcelandic
families and Icelandic businesses. New threatsh ag climate
change, epidemics and human trafficking know nale and the
only way to fight against them is with internatibremoperation.
Iceland’s image and reputation has also becomeeztdnatter of
national interests as news or a picture can tri@aoel one corner of
the world, to another in a matter of seconds. @@isttir, 2008)

Minister Skarphedinsson emphasizes the importafideternational cooperation in
security matters in a speech on foreign and intemmal affairs, presented in
parliament in 2010: ‘Human trafficking respectsharders. No single state can fight
it on its own...” (Skarphedinsson, 2010b). Thusgere though regional and state
centric threats remain important, states must demnssecurity threats in a global
context, emphasizing organised crime, informal@atiand globalization, through
diplomacy and increased cooperation. Thus, stractgeopolitics is detected as

global processes, tendencies and contradictioysaptale in foreign policy.

7. The interaction of small state theory, neo-libalism and critical
geopolitics
References to Iceland as a small state are morenoann the first five years of the
21st century. Size as a preference size sets #ee sor the image building that
absorbs the Icelandic discourse at the turn otémury. In that period an interaction
of the size of state and neo-liberalism is visibl¢he sources. Iceland is presented as
a state that has much to offer for the internatian@na — it is described as a powerful
small state. The spatial image of Iceland is linkedhe positioning of the Icelandic
foreign policy identity in the new millennium

Many direct and indirect references to Iceland asnall state, according to
theory, can be found in statements and speechéseblgelandic foreign minister in
the new millennium, and often in conjunction witkogolitics, neo-liberalism and
size of state. It is evident in all statesmen’sespes and reports after 2000 that all
Icelandic foreign ministers consider it importardr flceland to participate in
international affairs (see for example, Asgrims2003; Oddsson, 2004; Sverrisdottir
2007; Gisladottir 2007; Skarphedinsson 2010b). Bmtfteptual and preference size
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play a part when the political elite defines Icelanpotential in international affairs.
Ingibjorg Solrun Gisladottir (2007b) both emphasizhat the world is increasingly
globalized, i.e. structural geopolitics, and tHa¢ tifference between internal and
external affairs is rapidly diminishing. Gisladotbielieves that Iceland must by ready
to participate. She describes Iceland as a ‘powedmall state in the international
community and believes that Iceland can contribite international affairs.
Gisladottir, thus, not only defines Iceland as aalématate but also has ambitions,
prioritizes and has clear ideas about the intesnatisystem, stressing human rights,
international aid and peaceful solutions to cotglicThus, Gisladottir statement can
be seen from the perspective of “preference sik&ewise, in line with practical
geopolitics, foreign policy conceptualization hastme the main focus point where
identity plays an important part, based on inteomal socialization of individuals
through national identities and cultural and hist@r consciousness. This view
echoes, somewhat, Asgrimsson’s statement thatfideis a wealthy small nation
that has good relations with the more influenttates...[Even though] Bigger states
have more power and influence’ (Asgrimsson 2003H)e foreign minister is,
therefore, somewhat arguing that Iceland has t@e@te with bigger states., both
emphasizing the identity aspect of practical geitipsland the opinion that small
state can never influence the international systkme. Oddsson (2004) maintains, as
expressed in formal geopolitics, that it is onehaf main duties of all governments to
safeguard the security and defence of the natiererHphasizes that Iceland has to be
defended militarily as is the case with all neightiog states. Oddsson regards
NATO and the defence agreement with the UnitedeStaf America to have been
successful. Oddsson therefore believes, that Idetannot obtain security by the use
of its own capabilities; it must rely on the aidaihers. As such, formal geopolitics
coincides with Oddsson’s argument as he uses wstiah, mapping, drawing and
describing the necessity for Iceland to be a gaRATO. At the same time, from the
perspective of structural geopolitics, this vieweos a narrow instrumental form of
reasoning, not fully considering all the conseqesnaf globalization and modernity.
Skarphedinsson (2010a) argues that after the AmerMavy left the island, the
European Union offers new opportunities for Icelangecurity. The minister does,

thus, believe that Iceland cannot be secure urtidsss good relations with bigger

20



Centre For Small State Studies Publication Series

University of Iceland

Working Paper 1-2011
partners: ‘The European Union will in the long rprovide Iceland with a shelter,
side by side with culturally likeminded nations\Western Europe’ (Skarphedinsson
2010a). Thus Skarphedinsson’s statement can beectad to formal and practical
and popular geopolitics, stressing culture, Eurapatentity and the belief that
Iceland is a state which recognizes that it caobtdin security primarily by the use
of its own capabilities, and that it must rely fangentally on cooperation with other

states.

8. Conclusion

Critical geopolitics is relevant when Icelandicdimn policy is analyzed after 2000.
Small state theory is more obviously connecteddo-liberalism in the text than to
geopolitics, which often interacts with neo-libésal. Size of state does play a role in
how the foreign ministers frame their policy; anage is built of Iceland as a state
with potentials that are connected to the spatsitipning of the Icelandic foreign
policy identity in the new millennium. Cooperatiand participation in international
relations is important for all the ministers. Glbbation and the value of international
institutions are important, in different ways, fine foreign ministers. The Icelandic
identity, history, culture and geographical locatuf the island play a big role when
the policy is shaped. At the same time, liberatbthe economy, international trade
and the EEA agreement influence foreign policy. e Tmderlying gist of Icelandic
foreign policy statements and reports in the neWemium are that even though
Iceland is a small state it can and should contgilternationally. Size should and
does not restrict its freedom of action. At the eatime it is acknowledged that
operations within a state have an effect on otliates; decisions that are taken
internationally influence the lives of the Icelandtitizens. Critical geopolitics,
therefore, explain the influence of geography am pbolitical character of Icelandic
state foreign policy. It helps to describe, thetawttorialization in international
politics after the Cold War and in the new millemmi. From the perspective of neo-
liberalism, liberation of the economy, the devel@mnof the modern state system and
geopolitics go hand in hand in the policy statermeAdl in all, there is a reason to
believe that size of state and neo-liberalism Infiseénced Icelandic foreign policy

after 2000 and interacts with geopolitics.
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However, it is worthwhile deliberating whether ndmeralism did diminish
the notion of the Icelandic nation-state; that iimage of a viable Iceland, as an
important powerful small state where the world Imeeaits oyster, constituted

something of a geopolitical realignment.
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