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Preface.

Danish Foreign Policy Review addresses Danish foreign policy globally,
regionally and domestically. In addition to the articles by Minister of Foreign
Affairs Jeppe Kofod, and Minister of Defence Morten Bødskov, the 2022
Review includes externally peer-reviewed academic articles, whose authors
represent only their own fields of expertise (for details of each author, see the
respective articles). Abstracts of these articles in English and Danish can be
found at the front of this volume.
The Russia-Ukraine war in 2022 has brought Atlantic partners closer together
after the debacle of Kabul in August 2021. Dan Hamilton traces ways the
transatlantic partners can continue to tune their relationship to a new and
more disruptive era.
Sara Olsvig’s article investigates whether, and if so how, the US-Greenlandic
relationship has changed. Regarding cooperation on areas within Greenlandic
authority, her main thesis is that Greenland’s aim is to move from trilateralism
(Greenland, Denmark, the US) to US-Greenlandic bilateralism.
Who decides on the Europeanisation of the defence of a European Union
Member State? Is it the national government and parliament, or is it rather
a quasi ‘automatic’ process? By investigating the case of Danish Defence, a
‘least likely case’ in virtue of the Danish defence opt-out, Søren Dosenrode
finds that Europeanisation is indeed a stoppable phenomenon. However, the
upcoming referendum in June 2022 may allow Europeanisation to take root.
Jessica Larsen’s article examines Denmark’s contribution to maritime security
in the Gulf of Guinea and asks if it is fit for purpose. The investigation is based
on interviews with Danish practitioners and on Danish experience in the region,
as well as analysis of key policy and strategy documents.
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Finally, we present a selected bibliography of scholarly books, articles and book
chapters about Danish foreign policy published in English in 2021. This volume
has been edited by Director Kristian Fischer and Dr.scient.pol. Hans Mouritzen.
Stud.scient.pol. Selma Janum Jørgensen has served as the assistant editor.
The Editors.
DIIS, Copenhagen.
May 2022

Chapter 1
Abstracts in English
and Danish
.

.

This chapter includes abstracts of the academic articles in English and Danish.
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A new Atlanticism? Transatlantic relations
in an era of persistent confrontation and
ongoing disruption.
Daniel S. Hamilton.
Russia’s war on Ukraine has generated a rare moment of transatlantic unity,
but the Atlantic Alliance faces the most complex strategic environment in its
history. US and European leaders have taken important steps to reposition
their partnership for a new and more turbulent age. Yet tough disputes remain
over issues ranging from military capabilities and trade to digital rights. This
contribution traces ways the transatlantic partners can tune their relationship
to the discordant tones of a new and more disruptive era. For instance, NATO
should move to forward defence, requiring more troops to be deployed to
its eastern flanks. Also, the US-EU ‘Trade and Technology Council’ should be
upgraded.
Ruslands krig mod Ukraine har skabt et sjældent øjeblik af transatlantisk
enhed, men den atlantiske alliance står overfor de mest komplekse strategiske
omgivelser i sin historie. Amerikanske og europæiske ledere har taget vigtige
skridt i retning af at tilpasse deres partnerskab til en ny og mere turbulent
tidsalder. Men svære uenigheder består fra militær kapabilitet og handel til
digitale rettigheder. Dette bidrag anviser, hvordan de transatlantiske partnere
kan justere deres forhold i betragtning af mislydene fra en stadig mere disruptiv
tidsalder. For eksempel bør NATO overgå til fremskudt forsvar, hvilket kræver flere
tropper stationeret på dets østflanke. Det amerikansk-europæiske “Handels- og
Teknologiråd” bør opgraderes.
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Sara Olsvig.
A diplomatic crisis was sparked in 2014 when the US awarded the Pituffik
air base maintenance contract to an American company rather than a
Greenlandic-Danish one. Following negotiations led to two Memoranda of
Understanding between Greenland and the US, aiming to further develop
cooperation on areas within Greenlandic authority. The MoUs marked a new
bilateral relationship between Greenland and the US and were followed up with
an ‘economic growth package’ of initiatives funded by the US, amounting to
USD 12 million. Taking these developments as case studies, and based, e.g.,
on qualitative interviews with Greenlandic, Danish, and American officials, this
article sets out a process tracing analysis of why Greenland and the US chose
to further their direct cooperation. The article also discusses whether and how
the US-Greenlandic relationship has changed over the past two decades.

ABSTRACTS IN ENGLISH AND DANISH

‘Uagununa nunarput’ (‘it’s our country’).
Greenland’s aim to move from trilateralism
with Denmark and the US, to US-Greenlandic
bilateralism.

En diplomatisk krise blev udløst i 2014, da USA tildelte servicekontrakten på
Pituffik-basen til en amerikansk virksomhed i stedet for en grønlandsk-dansk
virksomhed. Efterfølgende forhandlinger førte til to grønlandsk-amerikanske
aftalememoranda om videreudvikling af samarbejdet på områder inden for
grønlandsk myndighedsansvar. De markerede et nyt bilateralt forhold mellem
Grønland og USA og blev fulgt op af en “økonomisk vækstpakke” af initiativer
finansieret af USA med 12 millioner USD. Med disse udviklinger som cases, og
baseret på bl.a. kvalitative interviews med grønlandske, danske og amerikanske
embedsmænd, præsenterer denne artikel først en procesanalyse af, hvorfor
Grønland og USA valgte at fremme deres direkte samarbejde. Dernæst diskuterer
artiklen, om og hvordan forholdet mellem USA og Grønland har ændret sig over
de seneste to årtier.
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The Danish defence opt-out and the
non-Europeanisation of Danish defence.
Søren Dosenrode.
Who decides on the Europeanisation of the defence of a European Union
Member State? Is it the national government and parliament, or is it rather a
quasi ‘automatic’ process? If the latter, it would imply that irrespective of the
result of the June 2022 referendum on the Danish defence opt-out, Danish
Defence will become Europeanised. Is this so? The analysis focuses on the
possible Europeanisation of Denmark’s defence so far. Denmark is interesting
from a theoretical standpoint because it has invoked four EU opt-outs, including
one on defence. Two themes are analysed: one on the ‘downloading’ of
Europeanisation from the EU level and one on possible socialisation regarding
this phenomenon. The analysis finds that no significant Europeanisation has
taken place and thus that Europeanisation is stoppable. This is an important
point in relation to the democracy debate in Denmark. Should the opt-out be
lifted in 2022, then Europeanisation is likely to follow; if it is not lifted, status
quo in this regard is foreseeable.
Hvad afgør om forsvaret i en EU-medlemsstat bliver europæiseret eller ej? Er det
en kvasi-automatisk proces, eller afgøres det af den pågældende stats regering og
parlament? Hvis det første er tilfældet, betyder det, at det danske forsvar vil blive
europæiseret uanset resultatet af folkeafstemningen i juni 2022 om det danske
forsvarsforbehold. Er det sådan, det er? Analysen undersøger, om dansk forsvar
indtil nu er blevet europæiseret. Danmark er teoretisk interessant, fordi landet
har fire EU-forbehold, herunder et på forsvarsområdet. To temaer analyseres: et
om “downloading” af europæisering fra EU-niveauet og et om mulig socialisering
vedrørende fænomenet. Resultatet er, at ingen europæisering af betydning har
fundet sted; europæisering er derfor et fænomen, der kan bremses. Dette er
en vigtig pointe i forhold til demokrati-debatten i Danmark. Skulle forbeholdet
blive ophævet i løbet af 2022, vil europæisering sandsynligvis finde sted; hvis det
derimod bibeholdes, kan vi forudse status quo i denne henseende.
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Jessica Larsen.
Denmark is increasingly involved in the decade-long international effort to
develop maritime security capacities in the Gulf of Guinea with the aim of
protecting vital shipping lanes from piracy. Despite these efforts, the region
remains the world’s hotspot for piracy attacks. To address this puzzle, the paper
examines Denmark’s contribution to maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea
and asks if it is fit for purpose. The contribution examines the region’s maritime
threats, Danish civil-military responses and the broader context of regional and
international collaboration. It then assesses the relevance of the scope and
aims of Danish efforts. Finally, it identifies requirements and possible solutions
for Denmark going forward. The study is based on interviews with Danish
practitioners and on Danish experience in the region, as well as analysis of key
policy and strategy documents.

ABSTRACTS IN ENGLISH AND DANISH

Towards maritime security in the Gulf of
Guinea. Are Danish efforts fit for purpose?

Danmark øger i disse år sit engagement i den vestafrikanske Guineabugt,
hvor det internationale samfund de seneste ti år har søgt at udvikle maritime
sikkerhedskapaciteter for at beskytte skibstrafikken imod pirateri. På trods
heraf er regionens farvand blandt verdens mest udsatte. For at undersøge
dette tilsyneladende paradoks analyserer artiklen Danmarks bidrag til maritim
sikkerhed i Guineabugten og spørger, om bidraget egner sig til formålet? Kapitlet
diskuterer Guineabugtens maritime trusler, den danske civil-militære indsats og
den bredere kontekst vedrørende regionalt og internationalt samarbejde. Kapitlet
vurderer herefter relevansen af den danske indsats, både i omfang og formål.
Slutteligt identificeres mulige veje for Danmark fremadrettet. Undersøgelsen er
baseret på danske erfaringer i regionen samt interviews med danske praktikere
og en analyse af centrale politik- og strategidokumenter.
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The international situation and
Danish foreign policy 2021.
Minister of Foreign Affairs Jeppe Kofod.

Approaching the end of 2021, dark clouds were forming over Europe. Increasing
Russian military build-up in and around Ukraine was becoming a major cause
of concern. Many could not believe that war would soon be brought back to
Europe. With it, the contours of a pan-European paradigm shift was underway,
forcing Europeans to re-evaluate our policy on security, defence, energy and
relations with our largest Eastern neighbour. At the time of writing, Russia’s
reprehensible and illegal aggression against Ukraine is very much at the
forefront of our foreign policy agenda. We are doing everything we can to deter
Russia from further aggression. But while the situation in and around Ukraine
is dominant in all our minds, it is also worth reflecting back on 2021 – a year
where several developments made us conscious about the undermining of
democratic values in many places around the world, further reinforcing the
need for a strong and values-based foreign policy.
At the very beginning of 2021, the Capitol Hill riots on 6 January were a
painful reminder of the vulnerability of democracy – also from within in wellestablished democracies. It also reminded us that when such events are not
unequivocally condemned from the highest of political offices, our credibility is
challenged. The 6 January attack on democratic institutions was in many ways
historic. But it was also a symptom of a wider and very worrying global trend.
The state of global democracy. In my previous contributions to the Yearbooks,
I have painted a bleak picture of this. The data speaks for itself. Unfortunately
2021 proved to be another year of democratic decline. According to Freedom
House, some 38% of the global population now live in ‘Not Free’ countries –
the highest proportion since 1997. Only about 20% of people now live in ‘Free’
countries. Just a few years ago, this number was more than 40%. This calls
for increased attention to the fabric that has made most developed nations so
good to live in.
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In terms of foreign and security policy, the fall of Kabul and withdrawal from
Afghanistan was arguably one of 2021’s most dominant and tragic events.
The images from the airport in Kabul in those decisive August days will haunt
our memories for a long time. Twenty years of Western military presence
came to a sudden end, and in a manner that calls for serious and critical selfevaluation of our collective efforts.
Developments in the Sahel and the outbreak of civil war in Ethiopia – the latter
perceived to be an anchor of stability on the Horn of Africa – were also causes
of major concern. And less than two hours flight time from Copenhagen,
the Belarusian dictator Lukashenko continues to oppress his people and
instrumentalise vulnerable migrants as a hybrid threat against the EU – not to
mention his support for Russia’s aggression against Ukraine.

T H E I N T E R N AT I O N A L S I T U AT I O N A N D D A N I S H F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 2 0 2 1

When spring arrived so did the vaccines – providing a much-needed trajectory
out of the grip of the COVID-19 pandemic, which had by then plagued the
world for more than a year. But the effects of COVID remain a global issue,
and there is a continuous need for distributing vaccines equally as well as
countering the false narratives and misinformation regarding COVID-19.

Developments in 2021 have led to a recalibration of discussions about
Europe’s place in the world and the EU’s role as a global actor. A discussion
often led under the banner of European ‘strategic autonomy’. Proponents of
this idea argue that Europe needs to act with greater capacity on the global
stage, relying less on others to guarantee our own security and the security
of our neighbours. This is not only the case for security and defence, but
increasingly also in terms of energy, health, infrastructure and more.
In 2021 China also continued its increasingly assertive behaviour. A striking
example was the diplomatic and economic punishment of Lithuania,
effectively halting bilateral trade and leading Lithuania to temporarily close
its embassy in Beijing. Along with developments in Ukraine, these factors
further and tragically underscore the need for Europe to step up our defence
of democracy and of the values we believe in.
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Responding to the challenges.
These turbulent developments formed the backdrop against which we drafted
a new strategy for Denmark’s foreign and security policy. In an unusually
unpredictable world, the new strategy takes its point of departure in everything
Denmark stands for. Our fundamental values – democracy, human rights, the
rule of law, equality, the freedom of individuals, social cohesion, to name just
a few. The strategy presents a new, value-based compass, which reminds us
what we are fighting for. It will provide a course when we have to find answers
and make difficult foreign and security policy choices. Our values should guide
us in our endeavour to take responsibility on the global scene, to advance our
interests and to protect our safety, prosperity and social cohesion.
Value-based engagement is already driving Danish diplomacy in various
arenas. Let me mention a few examples.
Throughout the three years of the Danish membership of the UN Human
Rights Council, we have achieved several important successes. In September
2021 Denmark first brought together the EU and subsequently a wider group
of countries in order to gain broad backing in the Council for establishing a
special rapporteur for monitoring the human rights situation in the Talibancontrolled Afghanistan. Already before that, Denmark had been responsible
for a statement that received record backing (33 countries). The statement
criticised the human rights situation in Saudi Arabia with a focus on the
suppression of women’s rights, the continued use of torture, and the
persecution and the use of the death sentence for political dissidents.
Along the same lines, Denmark played an active role in the establishment of the
EU’s joint human rights sanctions regime so that the EU can respond resolutely
to human rights violations and abuses wherever they occur. By March 2021
the EU had adopted the first listings under this regime, targeting persons and
entities in Russia, China, DPRK, South Sudan and Eritrea for their involvement
in and responsibility for serious human rights violations and abuses. Reactions
to some of the listings from the countries concerned showed that EU action
matters. China escalated and responded by sanctioning selected members
of the European Parliament, institutions, organisations and commentators,
including the Danish non-governmental foundation Alliance of Democracies.
This response affected the entire EU-China relation and effectively halted the
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To support civil society and promote democracy in our Eastern Neighbourhood,
a New Democracy Fund of DKK 50 million was established in the spring of
2021. In Belarus, Denmark supported advocates of human rights by supplying
camera equipment to journalists and legal assistance in connection with the
regime’s assault. We also imposed EU sanctions on the Lukashenko regime in
response to the unacceptable instrumentalisation of migrants.
Similarly, Denmark has taken up the defence of our values online. With the
launch of the Tech for Democracy initiative, Denmark leads the way in a strong
defence of online democratic dialogue and for setting the parameters for,
among other things, the work of the major tech companies, so that neither
human rights nor democratic values are suppressed. The Tech for Democracy
initiative was a key Danish contribution to the US Summit for Democracy,
which President Biden hosted in December.

T H E I N T E R N AT I O N A L S I T U AT I O N A N D D A N I S H F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 2 0 2 1

final stage of the negotiations of an EU-China investment agreement. The
quick and resolute use of the EU sanctions regime sends a strong signal that
we are defending the rules-based order and the values we stand for; no matter
where in the world they are violated. It also sends the signal that the EU is
strong when acting in unity. However, serious human rights violations have not
stopped. Neither has the EU’s determination in addressing them.

Along the same lines, Denmark’s new strategy for development cooperation,
The World We Share, sets the direction for Denmark’s development engagement
and creates a platform for our broader foreign and security policy interests in
the world. The World We Share has a strong emphasis on building more just
and resilient societies by helping more people in fragile countries and in their
regions of origin, and on leading the fight for climate, nature and environment.
Building on these engagements and a clear Danish voice in support for our
values on the international scene, the Danish candidature for a seat on the
UN Security Council in 2025-2026 underscores our will to take responsibility.
If elected, Denmark will engage in preventing, managing, and solving the
conflicts of the world that cost lives, create instability, and lead to migration
flows and irregular migration.
Denmark will also continue to strengthen its bonds with the global alliance
of countries that put the respect for democracy and human rights first.
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This includes the Indo-Pacific region, in which Denmark will work towards
strengthening its ties with partners and like-minded countries. I visited
Indonesia, Japan and China in November 2021 and had the opportunity to
address these issues directly with central players in the region.
Finally, Denmark also assumes an active role in a number of American highlevel meetings on democracy and will continue to build broad alliances within
the protection of democratic rights online.

The collapse of Afghanistan.
Twenty years of international engagement in Afghanistan ended in tragedy,
when the Taliban forced their way back into power in the summer of 2021.
The scale and speed at which the Taliban took power was unforeseen and
came with massive consequences for the Afghan people, especially women
and girls, who face an uncertain future.
As a consequence of Kabul’s fall, Denmark and many other countries mounted
a difficult race-against-time evacuation operation. Besides Danish nationals
and embassy staff, Denmark evacuated local staff from the EU, NATO and
the UN, as well as local partner organisations and human rights defenders.
The operation itself was a success: Denmark evacuated more than 1,000
persons in ten days under extreme conditions. This was only possible due to
the incredible stamina and resilience of all those participating in the operation.
The events that unfolded in Afghanistan in August 2021 call for self-reflection
in Denmark and the international community. We need to carefully learn, not
only from our efforts during the rapid Taliban advance, but also from the
20 years of engagement, which preceded that fateful summer. The Danish
Government launched an evaluation of the evacuation efforts shortly after
the evacuation, which was released on 25 February 2022. Furthermore, an
independent inquiry into the historical lessons learned from 20 years of
political, military and development engagement is scheduled for completion
in the first half of 2024.
The current situation in Afghanistan remains deeply worrisome. Afghanistan
is facing three interlinked crises with serious national and international
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The Taliban takeover and the subsequent halting of international aid to
the Afghan Government left Afghanistan teetering on the edge of a socioeconomic collapse. The international community has a collective interest in
preventing such a collapse, which would be devastating for the Afghan people
and has the potential to destabilise the region, which could then cause a
negative spillover effect directly affecting Europe.
Developments in the aftermath of NATO’s military withdrawal from Afghanistan
were sudden and chaotic and the full ramifications remain to be fully seen.
One thing is clear however: we need to draw our lessons, remain engaged
and continue our work to support fundamental human rights, address
humanitarian needs and work for development and security for the benefit of
the Afghan people and the wider region.

T H E I N T E R N AT I O N A L S I T U AT I O N A N D D A N I S H F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 2 0 2 1

implications: a human rights crisis, especially the rights of women and girls
as well as ethnic, religious and sexual minorities; a humanitarian crisis, which
was exacerbated by the recent winter; and a security crisis, which includes the
concerning risk of terrorist groups once again operating out of Afghanistan.
The Taliban has so far been unwilling and/or incapable of cutting ties with
al-Qaeda and other extremist groups.

Crises and instability in Europe’s
neighbourhood.
2021 was marked by a multiplicity of crises in Europe’s neighbourhood and
even in Europe itself. At the end of 2021 rumours about a coup d’état, cyberattacks and Russia’s build-up of military forces in and around Ukraine raised
fears of further Russian aggression against Ukraine. A few months later our
worst fears came true.
During 2021 Ukraine continued to make progress on its reform track with
support from its international partners, including a continued strong Danish
engagement. At the international Reform Conference for Ukraine in July, I signed
agreements with Ukraine to continue our joint efforts to strengthen energy
security and green transition. Important progress was also made regarding
judicial reform and a new law to counter oligarchs was adopted. In August
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Ukraine celebrated its thirtieth anniversary of independence. The Crimea
Platform was launched at a summit that gathered high-level participants from
many countries. All in all, we saw significant progress from a country that
was demonstrating its willingness and capacity to improve on democratic
values. While Ukraine was progressing, the Minsk negotiations on Donbas
were in deadlock, with Russia not showing any interest in implementing the
Minsk Agreements to end the conflict. Ahead of the parliamentary elections
in Russia on 17-19 September, the Russian Federation provided Russian
citizenship to an increasing number of residents of the non-governmentcontrolled parts of the Donbas in a chilling indication of developments to come.
In Russia itself, we continued to witness deeply worrying developments in
which Russian authorities increasingly violated their international obligations
and the respect for human rights. The continued use of repressive laws against
‘undesirable’ or ‘extremist’ organisations and allegations against individuals of
acting as ‘foreign agents’ further restricted the freedoms of expression and
association and the right to peaceful assembly. Consequently, it has served as
an effective means of virtually eliminating Russia’s civil society, human rights
defenders and independent media. Barely a month into the year, opposition
activist Alexei Navalny – who had been treated in Germany after a horrific
poisoning with an illegal chemical agent in 2020 – was detained by Russian
authorities upon his return to Russia and soon after imprisoned for allegedly
violating the terms of his probation. In reality, it was yet another grotesque
example of the Kremlin’s repression of political opposition and critical voices
that have dared to question the regime’s undemocratic actions.
It is vital that Denmark and the whole of the EU remains visibly vigilant
about democratic values. The Russian people should never doubt what we
stand for. By March sanctions were adopted against those responsible for
the imprisonment of Navalny and his supporters, as well as against officials
responsible for the torture and repression of LGBTI people and political
opponents in Chechnya. At the same time, the EU must continue to support
Russian civil society and help those who – just like us – believe in a democratic
future for Russia.
In early spring, we witnessed a massive Russian military build-up in and
around Ukraine, and Russia left substantial military equipment behind after its
‘military exercise’ was completed. Later in the year Russia resumed its military
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In 2021 blatant human rights violations continued in Belarus, where President
Lukashenko tightened his grip on the Belarusian people’s basic freedoms,
the media and civil society. Lukashenko has managed to suffocate protests
against him and his regime, but has never achieved popular approval.
Throughout 2021 I had several meetings with representatives of the
Belarusian opposition. Their resolve is impressive and they continue to remind
us of the Belarusian people’s right to live in a free country where human rights
are respected and perpetrators are held accountable. This is why, in early
2021, Denmark along with Germany and the UK helped establish the NGO-led
International Accountability Platform for Belarus. The platform coordinates
the work of multiple international and Belarusian organisations documenting
cases of human rights violations and torture committed in Belarus, working
in close cooperation with the United Nations Office of the High Commissioner
for Human Rights examination of the human rights situation in Belarus.

T H E I N T E R N AT I O N A L S I T U AT I O N A N D D A N I S H F O R E I G N P O L I C Y 2 0 2 1

build-up, while demanding wide-ranging security guarantees from the USA
and NATO. Intensive diplomatic efforts followed in close coordination across
the Atlantic, seeking to engage Russia in a constructive dialogue on mutual
security concerns. Yet, as later developments showed, Russia deliberately
chose the path of aggression launching an unjustified and unprovoked fullscale war against Ukraine – a free, sovereign and democratic state in Europe.

Two major escalations by Lukashenko in 2021 prompted our well-coordinated
and decisive EU response, in close cooperation with other partners such as
Canada, the UK and the US. First, the unlawful forced landing of RyanAir flight
4978 on 23 May, claiming a terrorist threat as a pretext to capture and arrest
opposition activist and journalist Roman Protasevich and his girlfriend Sofia
Sapega, and later, the state-instigated migrant crisis on Belarus’ border with
the Baltic states and Poland. We responded resolutely to both acts with tough
sanctions against the Lukashenko regime. I am proud to say that Denmark
played an active role in drafting and garnering support for these sanctions. It
is more important than ever for us to show our joint resolve when it comes to
standing united and strong against those who attack our shared values and
try to sow division. Lukashenko also decided to suspend Belarus’ participation
in the EU’s Eastern Partnership and has instead sought deep economic and
military integration with Russia within the framework of the so-called ‘Union
State’. Today we know that this was a precursor to Belarus’ involvement in
Putin’s illegal invasion of Ukraine, which started on 24 February 2022.
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Stability remains fragile in the Western Balkans. Russia has close ties with
Serbia and is openly supportive of the latest attempts by the leader of the
Bosnian Serbs, Milorad Dodik, to challenge the territorial integrity of BosniaHerzegovina. We must not allow this to happen. It has therefore been
important that the EU remained vigilant and took a firm stand to dissuade
the Bosnian Serbs from breaking up the Bosnian state. I visited Serbia, North
Macedonia and Albania in September 2021, where I got a clear indication that
the region remains a geopolitical hotspot. Not just Russia, but also China, the
Gulf States and Turkey seek to increase their influence in the Western Balkans,
not least through investments in strategic infrastructure. However, the EU is and
remains by far the biggest investor in the region, which was confirmed at the
EU-Western Balkans summit on 5-6 October 2021, where a massive investment
package mobilising 30 billion euros over the next seven years was launched.
To the south, the Sahel continues to be of strategic importance to Denmark.
The region faced multidimensional crises and instabilities that were further
exacerbated by the consequences of COVID-19. With increasing Russian
influence in the Sahel, most visible by the increasing presence of the paramilitary
security firm, Wagner Group, and its involvement in Mali, the region faced a
clear political and ideological schism between democracy and autocracy. The
democratic backsliding of the Malian junta government prompted a united
response from ECOWAS, the EU, Denmark and other international partners
in the defence of shared democratic values, including through the creation
of a new EU sanctions regime. Tensions between Mali and the international
community continually increased throughout the year, forcing Denmark and
our allies to withdraw our troops from Operation Barkhane and Task Force
Takuba at the beginning of 2022. Elections were held in Niger, marking the first
peaceful transition of power in the country since its independence. The year did,
however, also bring a military coup in Chad. In response to humanitarian crises
in the Sahel, Denmark increased its support significantly, while continuing our
engagement to improve security, prevent displacement and irregular migration,
and contain the spread of authoritarian ideologies.
On a positive note, the global number of maritime piracy and armed robbery
attacks against ships reached its lowest point since 1994. However, the Gulf of
Guinea continues to be the world’s piracy hotspot, accounting for all maritime
kidnapping incidents globally. This constitutes a threat to international trade
as well as to investments and commercial activities of Danish companies.
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The Horn of Africa was affected by multiple crises in 2021 causing regional
spillover effects across borders. The military coup in Sudan reversed
the country’s path towards democracy while the armed conflict in Ethiopia’s
Tigray region escalated dramatically. At the same time large parts of the Horn
of Africa are affected by the most severe drought in a decade, partly caused
by climate change. As a consequence of the political and security crises in
Somalia, the Government decided to appoint a dedicated ambassador to
Somalia to scale up Denmark’s engagement in one of the most fragile parts
of the world. The conflict in Ethiopia between the federal government and the
Tigray People’s Liberation Front (TPLF) and other militias resulted in serious
violations of international human rights law and humanitarian law, which
challenged Denmark’s and the EU’s long-standing partnership with Ethiopia.
Yet the response was clear with strong political messaging and targeted
adjustments of the development assistance to Ethiopia to avoid funding a
war economy. As a member of the Human Rights Council, Denmark worked
proactively to ensure that the Council established an international commission
of human rights experts in December 2021, which could complement the joint
investigation work by the Ethiopian Human Rights Commission and OHCHR
to advance accountability for human rights violations.
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With the appointment of a Special Representative for Maritime Security, the
Danish Government levelled up its response to this challenge, supporting and
strengthening the cooperation with the shipping industry as well as international
partners. In November 2021 Denmark deployed a frigate to prevent piracy
in the Gulf of Guinea, while extending and expanding our Maritime Security
Programme in the Gulf of Guinea for the period of 2022-2026.

Northern Africa continues to play an important role as a bulwark against
the migratory pressure from Africa. At the same time, Europe in 2021 saw
an increase of Northern African nationals migrating irregularly to Europe.
Strengthening bilateral relations with countries in North Africa is therefore
a priority for the Danish Government. To promote this objective, I visited
Morocco in 2021 exploring areas of cooperation with a focus on job creation
and improving opportunities for youth, which can contribute to reducing the
incentive for irregular migration.
In the Middle East regional developments continued to remain high on the
EU and Danish foreign policy and security agenda throughout the year. 2021
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marked ten years since the popular uprising in Syria. Over the years, we have
repeatedly witnessed the regime, aided by its Russian and Iranian allies,
committing horrible atrocities. The main drivers of the conflict remain
unresolved and Syria constitutes one of the world’s largest humanitarian
crises. Along with our close allies, we continue to insist that only a political
settlement in line with UNSC resolution 2254 can bring about a durable
peace in Syria. Consistent diplomatic pressure on the regime to engage in the
political process is vital.
Areas of Syria continue to provide ISIL with a refuge from which to threaten
the wider region. ISIL wields influence in the camps in northeast Syria, which
house tens of thousands of current and former ISIL affiliates. In October 2021
Denmark evacuated women with Danish citizenship and their children from
those camps following a report by an inter-ministerial task force describing a
deteriorating humanitarian and security situation and a security assessment
from the Danish Security and Intelligence Service. Through our peace and
stabilisation engagements in Syria, Denmark continued working to stabilise
areas outside the regime’s control by e.g. improving livelihoods, access to
water, health and sanitation. This included an additional DKK 51.5 million to
stabilisation efforts in northeast Syria, including improving conditions in the
camps.
The continued Danish leadership of the NATO Mission in Iraq, which began
in 2020, was both a sign of the importance of the continued fight against
ISIL and of our commitment to the NATO Alliance. Civilian stabilisation
efforts have paved the way for the return of more than six million Iraqis to
liberated areas. However, the persisting presence of the terrorist group and its
global appeal continues to be of great concern. Both bilaterally and in the EU,
Denmark has pursued a greater role for Iraq in the region. The multifaceted
Danish engagement in Iraq, including military strategic advisory undertakings
through the NATO Mission in Iraq, substantial civilian peace and stabilisation
efforts and secondments to the EU advisory mission (EUAM Iraq), is not only
a significant contribution to the fight against ISIL, it is also a recognition of the
potential role of Iraq in a broader regional context. In August 2021, Iraq hosted
the so-called Baghdad Conference bringing regional actors together in a firstever broad-based attempt to de-escalate regional tensions. Iraq’s government
and Iraqi political leaders confirmed their dedication to de-escalating regional
tensions during my visit to Iraq in June 2021 in connection with the official
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Denmark also remained committed to security and de-escalation in the Gulf
and the wider region, including through the European-led Maritime Awareness
mission in the Strait of Hormuz (EMASoH), where Denmark has, since 2020,
led the diplomatic track to strengthen the maritime security and de-escalation
in the area. From January to July 2021, Denmark also had military command
of the mission. Denmark supported EU efforts to facilitate indirect negotiations
between the US and Iran with the purpose of reviving the Iran nuclear deal.
The Biden administration re-engaged in the process, and negotiations
were still ongoing at the end of 2021.
The extension in February 2021 of the New START Treaty on nuclear arms
control for another five years, gave some faint hope that the erosion of the
European security architecture and international system of arms control
and disarmament could be stopped and even reversed. This was supported
by the US-Russia Presidential statement on Strategic Stability that led to the
resumption of talks. To back up these developments, Denmark, together with
like-minded allies and partners, further stepped up efforts to preserve effective
and verifiable international arms control, disarmament and non-proliferation
as a key element of Euro-Atlantic security and to handle the appearance of new
technologies and new actors on the scene. Concrete steps included hosting
the NATO Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Conference – which I had the
honour to open together with NATO Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg – as
well as supporting important work on verification of nuclear warheads. This
work could prove very significant with regard to a follow-up agreement to the
New START Treaty. However, we also saw some very significant setbacks.
Russia followed through with its threats to leave the Open Skies Treaty
and put forward demands for legally binding security guarantees that run
counter to the security system that has been built up since the end of the
Cold War. An increasingly aggressive posture and outright preparations for
an attack on Ukraine de facto made further progress impossible. Despite the
huge challenges, both nuclear and conventional arms control, disarmament
and non-proliferation remain essential parts of the equation with regard to
resurrecting the international security architecture.
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opening of the Danish embassy in Baghdad. The visit also granted me the
opportunity to announce that we will continue the Danish contribution to the
stabilisation efforts in a 3rd phase of the Syrian-Iraq Peace and Stabilisation
programme 2022-25.
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A stronger Europe – both at home
and abroad.
The year 2021 underscored that the EU is a geopolitical player. The EU’s
economic and regulatory strengths, as well as its sectoral policies, have proved
to be effective foreign policy tools. The move towards a more geopolitical EU is
likely to continue over the coming years and goes beyond the need to increase
defence spending and to become independent of Russian gas in light of the
war in Ukraine. The EU also needs to address challenges in other areas. The
COVID-19 pandemic underlined that the EU is challenged by unfair competition
and dependencies on third countries for energy, raw materials and certain
critical technologies. In addition, the continued climate crisis calls for the EU
to lead the green transition.
The challenges we face require a strong European response. This aim –
sometimes referred to as ‘European open strategic autonomy’ – has been a
driving force for European policy in 2021. We are already seeing the results.
Whether by combatting the climate crisis through the ‘Fit for 55’ package,
enhancing our resilience to future health crises with the European Health Union,
regulating the tech industry through the Digital Services Act, strengthening
our economic foundation and pursuing an open, fair and sustainable trade
policy or even raising our defence budgets, we have been working to deliver
on priorities for European citizens in the last year. This is also reflected in the
widespread support for the EU in the Danish population.
The EU’s ability to defend our interests abroad is closely linked to upholding
our free and democratic societies based on the rule of law. The attractiveness
of the European societal model is a source of significant ‘soft power’. Also in
this respect, the developments concerning the rule of law we have witnessed
in certain EU Member States remain deeply concerning. There are several
examples of the independence of the judiciary being undermined, and free
and pluralistic media and women’s and LGBTI rights have increasingly come
under pressure. In response, the EU has adopted a number of important
measures and initiatives in order to defend our common European values.
Denmark continues to work actively with likeminded Member States and the
Commission on this agenda. One example is the new rule of law conditionality
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Irregular migration also continues to be a major challenge for the EU. The
pressure on EU’s external borders is a common challenge that must be
addressed jointly. The EU Pact on Migration and Asylum is an important
step to streamline and strengthen the common European system, and many
elements of the Pact align well with Danish priorities. However, in line with the
government’s vision of a fair and humane asylum system, it is also crucial that
we address the incentive structure of irregular migration in order to futureproof our asylum and migration system in a world of ever-changing migratory
patterns. Irregular migration is a global phenomenon that cannot be managed
only from Brussels. Therefore, we should further strengthen the external
dimension of the Pact by working closely with third countries in the regions of
origin and along the migratory routes. This is also the case for the cooperation
on readmission and reintegration. We must continue to strengthen our joint
efforts to counter irregular migration in order to ensure that EU Member States
and not human smugglers get to decide who has access to the EU.
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which – for the first time and after strong Danish pressure – links receiving EU
funds to upholding the rule of law.

The year 2021 also marked a turning point in the relationship between the
EU and UK. The Withdrawal Agreement and the Trade and Cooperation
Agreement entered into force. However, discussions over Brexit continued, not
least as the implementation of the Brexit agreements remained inadequate.
One example is the Northern Ireland Protocol, where EU-UK negotiations to
ensure its implementation are ongoing. The Commission has – based on
consultations with businesses and citizens in Northern Ireland – presented
proposals to solve concrete issues with the Protocol, but has rejected the
UK’s requests to reopen the Protocol. In 2021, we were also seeing the cost of
Brexit, estimated to impact negatively on growth in the UK and labour supply.
The beginning of the year was characterised by queues at border crossings
and a lack of supplies. Despite these challenges, the UK remains a close and
important partner to both the EU and Denmark, and we have a clear mutual
interest in a strong relationship on many global issues, not least climate and
global security.
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From push to shove: delivering on climate
ambitions.
With the alarming figures from the IPCC reports, expectations of COP26
were high after a one-year postponement due to COVID-19. All eyes were on
Glasgow in the first two weeks of November 2021. The overall goal was to
increase the global level of ambition and reinforce the commitment to keep
temperature increase below 1.5 degrees Celsius. Flooding in Europe clearly
reminded Europeans that climate change was not just a phenomenon in a
distant future. World leaders were under massive pressure to deliver ambitious
revised NDCs. Together with Grenada, Denmark steered the process of
drafting an agreement on more ambitious emission reduction goals in the
Glasgow Pact. Despite resistance from India and China we rallied strong
support from the vast majority of countries, showing signs of stronger ties
between North and South. Denmark was strongly represented at COP26 by
the Prime Minister and five other ministers as well as by civil society and the
private sector actors. Green shipping, coal phase-out and green investments
were at the core of the Danish engagement.
Now the world has its eyes on COP27 and the implementation of the many
ambitions made at COP26. Climate change has devastating consequences,
with the latest figures indicating that 30 million people have been displaced
worldwide due to natural disasters. Climate change exacerbates existing
vulnerabilities in fragile contexts and amplifies conflicts over water and natural
resources. It is imperative to deploy comprehensive adaptation measures to
ensure that people are not forced to flee their homes due to climate change.
Furthermore, as current events in Europe clearly demonstrate, energy and
security are closely linked. Dependence on fossil fuels from Russia is a
strategic mistake – both for our climate and our energy security. Global energy
transition is of utmost importance. It will have geopolitical consequences
and bring new challenges, but also opportunities for energy security and an
accelerated green transition. To this end, the EU’s ‘Fit for 55’ package – which
was presented in the summer of 2021 – is an important tool for accelerating
the green transition, which will not only help to mitigate climate change but
also ensure energy security and decrease our energy dependency in the future.
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Democracy continued to be under heavy pressure throughout 2021 –
beginning with the Capitol Hill Riots on 6 January, continuing with the fall of
the Islamic Republic of Afghanistan and crises in Europe’s neighbourhood
and exacerbated by problems of internal division. At the same time, certain
powerful authoritarian countries attempt to remodel our international rulesbased order and sow doubts about the merits of democracy and human rights.
Russia’s aggression against Ukraine, which became an increasing source
of concern as we exited 2021, constitutes a bleak chapter in our European
history and a turning point in our relations with Russia. But the invasion of
Ukraine has also led several European and Western countries to reconsider
long-standing hesitance towards increased defence spending, and for the EU
to phase out its dependency on Russian gas, oil and coal imports. Can Russia’s
aggression against Ukraine become the catalyst for a paradigm shift towards
a stronger, perhaps also more united, Europe? The West’s response has been
quick, consistent and robust: hard-hitting sanctions, substantial support to
Ukraine including lethal weapons (for the first time in EU history) and global
condemnation and isolation of Russia – the latter even backed by a large
majority of countries worldwide.
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A paradigm shift underway?

These turbulent and unstable times demand not less, but more Danish
engagement on the international scene. Therefore, the Danish Government
will keep on fighting hard for our values far and near and thereby safeguard
our interests too. But ambitious strategies and inspiring speeches are not
enough. It also requires a modern Danish diplomacy that builds partnerships
in the world and is sharply focused on raising our interests and values where
it really counts. That is why I was happy to announce that the Government has
decided to break with the last many years of cutbacks in the Foreign Service.
After decades of staff reduction and budget cuts, it is truly uplifting to see
Danish diplomacy strengthened both in Copenhagen and around the world
– ready to work for advancing Denmark’s interests and values on the global
stage so that Denmark can provide new impetus for democratic optimism,
stronger partnerships, security and prosperity that everyone can take part in.
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The international situation
and Danish security and defence
policy 2021.
Minister of Defence Morten Bødskov.

Much changed in 2021 – and early 2022. I myself was appointed Minister of
Defence in Denmark in February 2022 and, in the space of just a few days, the
international security agenda changed dramatically.
On the 24 February this year, Russia launched its full-scale and unprovoked
attack against Ukraine; a violent and bloody war against a free and sovereign
country. A war with devastating consequences – not least for the Ukrainian
people. It is an attempt to fundamentally change Europe’s security order, and
the international rules-based order as we know it.
Yet, it is evident that Russia has greatly underestimated the Ukrainian will and
ability to defend itself, as well as the unity of NATO and our partners. Denmark
has provided extensive support to Ukraine in its fight against the Russian
military. In addition, we ensured a strong presence of Danish military forces
in the Baltic Sea Region to deter and to increase our preparedness to answer
threats against NATO Allies and if needed to defend.
Let me make it clear: Denmark is ready to take more responsibility. Recently,
the Danish Government has ensured broad political support to further
and substantially strengthen Danish Defence. We increased our defence
expenditures in the current defence agreement, later by a supplemental
agreement, and recently by both a substantial initial lift of the expenditures as
well as a clear and realistic path to spending 2% of GDP.
The recent events have had absolute priority for me as new Minister for
Defence. They all unfolded in the weeks after I took office in early 2022,
adding to a range of existing challenges in a complex security environment.
Challenges that developed during the recent years – not least in 2021.
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Throughout 2021 the COVID-19 pandemic continued to influence large parts
of the world, fuelling instability – especially in the developing countries. The
effects of the pandemic might be indirect, but they will continue to impact our
security, hence also Danish Defence, for many years to come. Furthermore,
other challenges were on the rise nationally, regionally and globally in 2021.
In 2021 Russia increasingly escalated its conflictual stance towards many
countries in its neighbourhood including NATO Allies. Throughout 2021 the
Russian military began a series of unprovoked and aggressive manoeuvres
– not least against Ukraine – amassing thousands of troops and military
equipment, closing the Kerch strait and threatening NATO movements in the
Black Sea.
These developments followed Russia’s eight-year long illegal occupation of the
Crimean Peninsula and the campaign to sow war and conflict in the Donbas
region. And as we know now, this was only the beginning. Today, the world
has witnessed the violent means Russia is willing to use towards countries
in its neighbourhood. The Russian leadership sees no limits to its endeavours
to renew its political and military dominance in former Soviet states. This
includes a disregard for human rights and international law, and the use of
heavy artillery and missile attacks which indiscriminately target civilians and
residential areas of the Ukrainian cities.
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A new reality.

Going forward, Russia’s aggressions demand a renewed focus on collective
defence and a close Euro-Atlantic relationship. In the West we must be steadfast
in our support of the fundamental values and principles of international law
as autocratic forces continue to challenge the territorial integrity of sovereign
states.
The events we face right now will have long-lasting consequences for our
perception of regional security. But other threats and crises will continue to
impact Denmark’s security. In 2021, the rise of populism and authoritarianism
fuels an evolving security threat. Well assisted by the spread of vaccine
disinformation, populist movements seriously challenged the mitigation
efforts against COVID-19 but even more worryingly contributed to significant
democratic backsliding across the world. As many will remember, 2021 began
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with a violent attack on our democratic values and principles when the US
Capitol was stormed on 6 January. The steady increase in such occurrences
in 2021, as the security and human rights situation in Belarus serves as a
proof of, show us that democracy and the international rules-based order as
the basis for international cooperation is under pressure and, in some places,
receding.
For a small, open and democratic country like Denmark, this is not an easy
landscape to navigate. It reminds us that much is at stake if we do not actively
engage in strong partnerships and organisations to enhance our national
security and actively work for the international rules-based order to persist as
a means to achieving freedom, stability and prosperity.
During the past years Denmark has striven to prove itself a trustworthy
partner in the EU and NATO. A partner who does not shy away from taking
on the necessary responsibility in its international and global commitments.
Fortunately, Denmark’s transatlantic bond with the US continues to grow
stronger. It is central in the fight against today’s complex security challenges,
and Denmark remains committed to strengthening this bond through
enhanced cooperation with our US ally to the advantage of not only Danish
national security but also European and transatlantic security. That is why we
look forward to negotiating a Defence Cooperation Agreement with the US in
the year(s) to come.
Denmark’s partnerships with our democratic allies have become more
significant as we are faced with rising authoritarian and anti-democratic great
powers deliberately challenging the international rules-based order.
Geostrategic tensions will continue to grow as Russia’s despicable military
invasion of Ukraine continues to send shock waves through the world, telling
us that we have yet to see the end of cynical, shameful misuse of military
power. It will take a globally committed, self-reliant and capable West to meet
these challenges prepared and unified.
At the same time, we continue to see China invest heavily in its armed forces
and military modernisation.
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Authoritarian Great Powers.
The aggression of Russia and the aspirations of China have led to growing
strategic competition and rising tensions. No doubt this challenges our
Western alliances, the EU and NATO, and the transatlantic cooperation – the
guarantors of Danish security and safety. So far, and in light of the recent
Russian military aggression in Ukraine, the Western alliances have proven
capable of providing quick, unified, action and support.
Still, Asia’s political, economic and military significance in our globalised
world will continue to grow as does the Sino-Russian strategic partnership,
which poses a challenge to the international rules-based order by acting as a
counterweight to US influence.
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Looking forward into 2022, we are already confronted with several challenges
to our national, regional and international security. The world’s current security
landscape is characterised by the complex relationship between well-known,
traditional military threats and new, unfamiliar threats, e.g. the weaponisation
of irregular migration. This might paint a discouraging picture of the year to
come but Denmark will continue to advance on a steadfast course navigated
by our fundamental values – democracy, rule of law, freedom and human
rights. Values, which have always been and will continue to be central in
enhancing our national security and advancing Danish interests and values.

The current war in Ukraine is a direct result of the relentlessness in affirming
itself as a global military and autocratic power that Russia has demonstrated
for years, as well as the most recent sign of Russia’s aggressiveness towards
the West. The past months have displayed numerous attempts from Russia
to pressure Western countries thereby straining its own relationship to NATO,
which has now led to the breakdown of trust and cooperation in light of
Russia’s unlawful and horrific military actions towards Ukraine.
Further East, China is striving to become the dominant regional power in
East Asia and the Western Pacific Ocean, as well as asserting its military
influence in the South China Sea. Although China’s geopolitical focus remains
the Asia-Pacific, China’s global aspirations are well known, and we continue
to see China acting increasingly assertively on the international stage using
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offensive cyber-operations, disinformation and economic coercion. China’s
significant transformation of its armed forces will furthermore enhance its
ability to project power on a global scale. In light of this, it is only natural that
China is on the agenda in the EU, NATO and in the US. We need a constructive
and predictable relationship with China, but we cannot turn a blind eye to facts
on the ground either.
In sum, the spread of authoritarianism in many parts of the world constitutes
a great security concern as it may increase the risk of destabilisation across
regions, which may also create a breeding ground for border-crossing terrorism,
refugees and migrants. Consequently, the changes to the political and military
power dynamics make it increasingly difficult to avoid international crises and
military escalation. Therefore, Europe must be able to carry a heavier burden
in order to counter these threats on its own and in partnership with the US.

Danish security policy.
NATO is the bedrock of peace in Europe and across the Atlantic, and it is a
source of stability in a world increasingly characterised by a deteriorating
security environment. Denmark is committed to continue to prevent conflict,
preserve peace, protect our democratic values and defend our interests
through the Alliance. Denmark is ready to carry its share.
In the 30 years following the end of the Cold War the security situation in
Europe progressively changed for the better. For a long time, perhaps naively,
it was assumed by many that full-scale war between European countries
would remain a thing of the past. With Russia’s brutal invasion of Ukraine in
late February following the recognition of the rebel republics of Donetsk and
Luhansk, as well as use of force to illegally annex Crimea in 2014, we learned
that this assumption is untenable. Russia’s war against Ukraine has shattered
peace in Europe and created a new reality.
NATO is the most successful alliance in history, and it remains so because of
its ability to adapt to changing circumstances thereby ensuring its continued
relevance. As a response to Russia’s aggressions in 2014, NATO commenced
the most comprehensive adaptation since the end of the Cold War to enhance
deterrence and defence of the Euro-Atlantic area. In 2021 all NATO Allies

34

We must continue to reform and invest in our armed forces to ensure that
NATO remains successful, and Denmark will continue to do its part to
strengthen the Alliance in the years to come.

The Baltic region and Nordic cooperation.
Protecting our region is vital for our national security but our safety and
security also hinges on our actions abroad. Many of our key capabilities focus
on the Baltic Sea region. We are building a deployable army brigade, acquiring
area air defence and anti-submarine warfare capabilities for our frigates, all of
which contributes to NATO’s deterrence and defence, including in the Baltic
Sea region.
Since 2018 Denmark has contributed to the enhanced Forward Presence in
Estonia. And we contributed to the Baltic Air Policing for the ninth time to
help patrol the Baltic airspace. Together with Estonia and Latvia we are also
establishing Headquarters Multinational Division North in close collaboration
with other participating countries. The headquarter will contribute to NATO’s
deterrence and defence posture in the Baltic Sea region and, when operational,
it will ensure credible command and control can be carried out during crisis
and war as tasked by NATO.
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agreed on an ambitious course to make sure that NATO can continue to
meet its challenges in the next decade and beyond. In the years to come, it
is important that the reform process related to the NATO 2030 agenda stays
on track to address the challenges of tomorrow. Russia’s war against Ukraine
has emphasised this.

There is a strong Nordic defence cooperation. The Nordic countries have a
responsibility to uphold security in our region. It is only natural that the Nordic
countries intensify the operative cooperation due to the current security
situation in Europe. The Nordic countries acknowledge that they will improve
their defence capability and cooperation in peace, crisis and conflict in order to
ensure a close Nordic political and military dialogue on security and defence.
In 2021 Denmark, Norway and Sweden signed a Statement of Intent on
Enhanced Operative Cooperation in Areas of Common Interest geographically
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covering the areas from Skagerrak to Kattegat to the Baltic Sea. The Statement
will enable the three countries to have a closer cooperation on both the military
and the political level. Finland, Norway and Sweden have a similar agreement
geographically covering the territories around the Cap of the North.
Under the auspices of The Joint Expeditionary Force (JEF), Denmark extends
its Nordic cooperation to other Allies in our region: the United Kingdom, the
Netherlands and the three Baltic States. To Denmark, JEF provides a framework
to strengthen our deterrence and defence in close coordination with NATO.

The Arctic region and the North Atlantic.
As one of the five Arctic coastal NATO Allies the Danish Realm has a special
responsibility for the ambition of securing low tension in the Arctic and the
North Atlantic, a responsibility we take seriously. The Danish Government’s
ambition of securing the Arctic as a region of low tension and peaceful
development is an ambition in itself as well as a requirement for sustainable
economic and social growth. Nonetheless, there are fundamental changes
to the global security structures, which require Denmark to live up to the
responsibility in the area.
Danish Defence is permanently present in the Arctic and the North Atlantic
with 300 military personnel handling both civilian and military tasks. In 2021
the Danish Government and a broad majority in the Danish Parliament agreed
to a new political framework agreement on enhancing Arctic capabilities for
DKK 1.5 billion with the purpose of strengthening situational awareness and
surveillance in the Arctic and North Atlantic. Danish Defence’s surveillance of
and presence in the Arctic and the North Atlantic contribute to NATO’s overall
situational awareness in the regions. We must keep an eye on developments
in our regions to ensure that Denmark is able to exercise its sovereignty and
carry out both civilian and military tasks in the Arctic and the North Atlantic
to the benefit of the entire Danish Realm. The Danish Government is now
in close dialogue with the governments of Greenland and the Faroe Islands
on the further implementation of the agreement. Close cooperation with the
respective governments is important and an area that needs increased focus,
especially in regard to defence and security.
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Thus, recent developments in the Arctic and the near-term perspectives have
a direct effect on the Danish Realm as a devoted Ally in NATO. Denmark is
unwavering in its support of NATO’s increased focus on the Arctic and the
North Atlantic, which in the coming years will result in an increased number
of joint exercises and an active transatlantic dialogue on both the political
and military level. In our day and age we must, however, work to ensure that
the increased military presence is implemented through energy efficient
solutions that limit the carbon footprint in the vulnerable Arctic environment,
e.g. through the use of drones and satellites.
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The main task for Danish Defence in the Arctic and North Atlantic is to enforce
Danish sovereignty and defend our interests. In the Arctic this task is, however,
continuously challenged as new global security dynamics and increased
geostrategic interest in the region develop at a high pace. Motivated by its
desire to establish its role as a leading Arctic military power, Russia continues
its military build-up the Arctic region. Russia’s Arctic military capabilities are
primarily of a defensive nature, but we also see a range of offensive capacities
being deployed. This creates an environment of uncertainty and potential for
escalation should the global dynamics in the Arctic deteriorate. Simultaneously,
China is persistent in its interest in gaining better access to the region’s
resources and sea routes. China continues to seek increased influence in the
ongoing work to establish the international rules and regulations for Arctic
cooperation, forcing Denmark and Allies to be cautious.

The European Union.
We are also met with difficult challenges in Europe’s neighbourhood due to
pressure on our Eastern borders through instrumentalised migration and
Russian warfare on a sovereign European country. The events of 2021 and up
until today demonstrate the need for a stronger, more robust and more capable
Europe. A Europe that takes greater responsibility for its own security and the
safety of European citizens. We must do so in order to protect our democratic
values. No country can do this alone. Within the EU, Denmark will do its part
in contributing to Europe’s security. That is why the Danish Government has
called for a referendum to get rid of the Danish EU defence opt-out. It is vital
that we strengthen Europe’s robustness without compromising our close
commitment to NATO and the transatlantic bond, and Denmark supports a
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truly strategic partnership between the EU and NATO. In these times, it is of
outmost importance that we send a clear signal to our adversaries that we
stand united and will not be divided.
Within the field of cybersecurity, the EU has the power to decide on common
regulation and joint standards. We must respond to cyberattacks against any
member state including through the use of the EU Cyber Diplomacy Toolbox.
In 2021 the EU Cyber Diplomacy Toolbox proved itself necessary and several
declarations and attributions were published to condemn cyberattacks. In
2021 a revision of the Network and Information Security Directive (NIS) was
initiated, with which the EU will further expand the scope of the NIS directive.
NIS2 is set to be adopted in 2022 and will strive to achieve a high common
level of cybersecurity across the member states. With the adoption of NIS2,
the EU has increased the level of cybersecurity in Europe by obliging more
entities and sectors to take necessary measures, which will strengthen
member states’ ability to deal with cross-border cyberthreats. In addition to
NIS2, the EU will also strengthen the resilience of critical infrastructure with
the adoption of the Directive on the Resilience of Critical Entities obligating
member states to identify critical entities within a range of sectors and assist
them in applying resilience-building measures.
With regard to hybrid threats, Denmark welcomes the EU’s work on the
creation of a hybrid toolbox, the purpose of which is to enhance our resilience
and simultaneously develop options in order to be able to respond to hybrid
attacks. Denmark has actively contributed to this process throughout 2021,
making sure that the EU is fit for purpose and has the right tools at its disposal.
A guiding principle has been that malign hybrid activities must involve costs
for the perpetrators. Thus, Denmark has pushed hard for a toolbox that will
enable the use of restrictive measures such as targeted sanctions while
making sure that any duplication with NATO initiatives is avoided.
In March 2022 the EU adopted a Strategic Compass that sets the course
for the EU’s security and defence policy for the next decade. The Strategic
Compass presents a strategic vision for how the EU will enhance its capacity
to act and respond in times of crisis; secure and protect its citizens; invest
and innovate in order to develop necessary capabilities and technologies;
and deepen essential partnerships in a mutually beneficial way. The Strategic
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Denmark in the United Nations.
As a small country, Denmark also has an indisputable interest in bringing great
powers to the table to advance pragmatic political solutions to global conflicts.
Only through cooperation will we collectively succeed in our common fight
against atrocities and instability. 2021 marked the year when Denmark
announced its candidacy for a non-permanent seat in the United Nations
(UN) Security Council 2025-26 – the vital organ capable of making decisions
and finding common ground in conflicts with far-reaching influence on the
security of Europe and Denmark. The candidacy serves as a natural extension
of our strong and long-standing commitment to the peace and security pillar
in the UN and Denmark’s extensive track record of actively supporting UN
peacekeeping that traces back to 1948 when Denmark formed part of the firstever UN peacekeeping mission. Thus, looking ahead into the years to come,
we will gradually strengthen our engagement in the multilateral efforts needed
to address the 21st century’s multifarious challenges by promoting shared
solutions to joint problems.
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Compass comes at an important time, where there is a need for the EU to
raise its ambitions on security and defence in order for the EU to become a
more credible security provider – not only for the protection of our citizens but
also to defend our democratic values abroad.

The year 2021 also marked the first year of the implementation of the fourth
Danish National Action Plan based on the UN Security Council Resolution
1325 – a resolution that has established a powerful normative framework
to ensure women’s needs, voices and perspectives to prevent, resolve and
recover from conflict and build sustainable peace. While the implementation
of the National Action Plan remains a prioritised and ongoing task, the first
year of implementation has substantially strengthened the awareness of
gender perspectives in international operations and international security
forums as well as women’s participation in peace and security efforts within
Danish Defence.
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National security: hybrid threats and
the defence industry.
Hybrid threats inhabiting the grey area between war and peace have become an
integral part of the security landscape facing Western democracies. Denmark
is unfortunately no exception to the rule and the COVID-19 pandemic served
to magnify the problem – not least concerning the use of disinformation.
While Denmark was not a direct target for foreign disinformation campaigns
during the pandemic, we still saw Russian campaigns targeting Western
policymakers and Chinese distribution of conspiracy theories related to
COVID-19.
2021 was in many ways a pivotal year in relation to establishing counter
measures against hybrid threats. Thus, the Danish Government took a number
of legislative and policy initiatives in order to enhance our resilience and our
ability to respond. Mapping our critical infrastructure is a case in point. Danish
society is completely dependent on certain services provided constantly
and without interruption. Our public health services, economic circuits and
security are reliant on critical infrastructure to supply our drinking water,
internet connectivity or electricity.
In Denmark, the protection of critical infrastructure remains a sectoral
responsibility. The authority that holds the daily responsibility for the
functioning of the sector also holds responsibility in case of an incident and
must plan for the continuation of functions in the event of large accidents and
disasters. However, the dependencies across sectors and national borders are
deepening, and the threats are evolving. Against this backdrop, we decided
to map our critical infrastructure across a wide range of sectors. The results
will be utilised to strengthen the overall resilience and crisis management
capacity of Denmark and the implementation of appropriate security and risk
management measures.
Protection of Danish critical infrastructure has been a guiding principle for
the Danish Government. In May 2020 the Danish prime minister announced
that new legislation would be introduced in order to protect our critical
telecommunications infrastructure. New legislation was approved in Parliament
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Finally, looking to the cyber domain, 2021 essentially took large scale cyber
attacks to the next level. Thus, two of the largest cyber-operations to date
unravelled during 2021: The ‘SolarWinds’ and the ‘Microsoft Exchange’
campaigns. ‘SolarWinds’ granted clandestine actors access to approximately
18,000 medium and large sized organisations, whereas the ‘Microsoft
Exchange’ attack targeted servers on a global scale resulting in more than
60,000 servers exploited. Both operations are widely believed to have been
state sponsored and on both occasions NATO and the EU clearly took a public
stance against the malicious acts. In the realm of cybercrime, the disruptive
critical infrastructure ransomware attack against the US Colonial Pipeline
was a pivotal event and ultimately triggered a paradigmatic shift in the US
approach to Russia in cyberspace.
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on 27 May 2021 ensuring that only trusted vendors will be allowed in any part
of our critical telecoms infrastructure, including our 5G infrastructure. The
legislation is necessary as technological developments not only create great
value for our society, but simultaneously increase the risk for the telecoms
infrastructure to be used for espionage or sabotage purposes. While the
legislation is not directed at any specific country or company, it will enable
– as a last resort – that a contract can be prohibited if it is assessed as a
threat to our national security. In a similar vein, the Danish Parliament passed
legislation on a national mechanism for screening of foreign direct investment
and other economic activities. Denmark will continue to be an open and
transparent destination for foreign direct investments, but the legislation will
enable us to act if an investment is considered a threat to our national security
or public order. Both pieces of legislation came into force on 1 July and will, in
combination, enhance our resilience significantly.

No doubt, hybrid threats will require us to strengthen our national resilience in
the years to come and our ability to respond internationally together with our
partners and allies. If anything, the instrumentalised use of irregular migrants
by Belarus on the borders of Poland and the Baltic countries demonstrated
how hybrid threats continue to evolve and how our answers must adapt
accordingly in order to impose costs on perpetrators deliberately using malign
instruments against us.
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The Danish defence industry’s role in Danish
defence and security.
The defence industry is an area of increased importance for Danish defence
and security. Topics like Emerging and Disruptive Technologies (EDTs), e.g.
Artificial Intelligence and automation and the industry’s role in development
of solutions for defence in these areas underpin this. However, the overall
technology competition as well as increasing demands for protection of
supply chains and threats stemming from cyberspace require a broader
perspective on security. In this context the Danish defence industry along with
research institutions are becoming an increasingly integral part of the Danish
security architecture.
The Danish defence industry is essential for Denmark’s national security
and for our joint efforts with allies and partners, first and foremost the US.
By ensuring that Danish defence industry companies are attractive business
partners that can develop, manufacture and export competitive and reliable
solutions, Denmark’s cooperation with Allies and partners and their respective
defence industries is strengthened. At the same time, defence companies
become a central part of international supply chains which give Denmark
access to important technologies, partners and markets.
The defence industry’s export and international industrial cooperation
projects, such as F-35 partnership and participation in the European Defence
Fund, boost our collective defence, create interdependencies and reinforce the
groundwork for receiving support from Allies if needed. Collaboration between
authorities and the defence industry is also essential for Denmark’s security of
supply of defence goods. However, with the rapid development of technology,
collaboration between authorities, industry and Danish research institutions is
also crucial for Danish Defence’s understanding of new technologies and for
the conversion of these technologies into defence capabilities, as well as for
the development of new and ground-breaking solutions in the area of defence.
Cooperation between defence, industry and academia – also known as the
Triple Helix model – is therefore an important part of Danish defence and
security. Consequently, Denmark must maintain and develop a competitive
and sustainable defence industry in order to protect Denmark’s vital national
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Denmark’s international engagements.
Denmark’s twenty years of military engagement in Afghanistan ended in June
2021, when the last Danish soldiers left Kabul. By only a few months later the
Taliban had conquered several large cities in Afghanistan, and the speed of the
total collapse of Afghanistan came as a surprise to everyone. On 15 August,
when the Taliban entered the Presidential Palace in Kabul, most international
representations were forced to leave Afghanistan.
The evacuation from Afghanistan became one of the world’s largest airlift
operations, where more than 120,000 people were airlifted out of the country.
Despite chaotic and challenging circumstances the Danish authorities
managed to evacuate nearly 1,000 people from Kabul by the use of Danish
military aircraft. The Danish evacuation was conducted in close national
cooperation between the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Ministry of Defence,
Ministry of Justice and Ministry of Immigration and Integration. The evacuation
effort demonstrated Danish authorities’ ability to step up and execute under
great time pressure and a constantly changing security environment.
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defence and security interests now and in the future. To that end the Ministry
of Defence, along with the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Industry, Business and
Financial Affairs and Higher Education and Science, co-authored the National
Defence Industrial Strategy of the Danish Government launched in August
2021.

In 2021 Denmark also contributed to enhancing maritime security in the Gulf
of Guinea by deploying a Danish frigate in an effort to counter piracy in the
area. As the world’s sixth largest maritime nation, Denmark has a special
interest in protecting the freedom of navigation. By carrying out counter-piracy
operations and supporting civilian shipping in the area, Denmark contributed
to creating security and safety at sea.
Throughout 2021 Denmark has been commanding NATO’s advisory and
capacity building mission in Iraq, NATO Mission Iraq (NMI). The mission
is NATO’s support to strengthening Iraq’s security institutions and forces in
order to contribute to preventing the return of the terrorist organisation ISIS
and stabilise the country. In addition to the Danish force commander of NMI,
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Denmark also continued to provide staff officers, civilian and military advisors
and force protection in cooperation with Latvia, Estonia and Lithuania to NMI.
In May 2021, a Danish transport helicopter contribution also joined the mission
providing much needed air transport of personnel and goods. The substantial
Danish contribution to NMI is a concrete example of Denmark’s continued
commitment to NATO and to our common security. ISIS still poses a threat
in the region and to international security, and in 2021 Denmark remained
committed to the long-term fight against the terrorist organisation in close
coordination with our Allies in NATO and our partners in the global coalition to
defeat ISIS.
Since 2013, the European Allies have been firmly committed to the fight
against armed terrorist groups and support to the armed forces in the Sahel
region. Denmark was a contributor to this fight until the recent decision to
withdraw Danish Special Forces from the European Task Force Takuba in Mali
after the Malian transitional government withdrew their invitation. A collapse
of the security situation in the Sahel region could lead to increased migration
and refugee flows towards the southern border of Europe. Therefore it is of
interest in both Denmark and Europe that we, together with our allies, maintain
our joint engagement in the Sahel region and West Africa to fight terrorism
and counter further destabilisation.

Looking ahead.
As highlighted above, there have been numerous events in 2021: authoritarian
great power competition, increased instability in cyberspace, Africa,
Afghanistan, and new hybrid threats. However, looking ahead, what is
obviously the greatest threat to Denmark is current events, with Russia acting
recklessly by their unprovoked attack on our friends in Ukraine.
These events highlight the fact that Europe must carry a heavier burden in
order to secure our friends and Allies in NATO – and to keep Europe peaceful.
I am pleased with the fact that there is broad consensus in Denmark to
take more responsibility. As initially mentioned, we have made a decision to
substantially strengthen our defence – and we will reach 2% in the coming
defence agreement. Furthermore, we have extraordinarily allocated up to
1 billion euro in 2022-2023 to Danish Defence and diplomatic and humanitarian
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The brutal Russian invasion of Ukraine is happening in our backyard. For the
EU, it is a painful reminder that we need a strong Europe. That is why we
are taking steps to boost our own security and make the EU a robust partner
for broader transatlantic security cooperation. Developing and increasing EU
defence capabilities – and removing the Danish opt-out – will be built on close
cooperation and in complement with NATO.
Denmark fully supports US efforts to keep the world focused on core values
such as freedom, rule of law, democracy and human rights. It was with great
pleasure that the Danish Government announced in early February 2022
that Denmark will enter negotiations with the US on a Defence Cooperation
Agreement. Other than expanding the close bond between our two countries,
an agreement will also improve US access to and mobility across the European
continent. This is important for both Europe and Denmark in order to ensure
peace in our region.
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efforts; the largest Danish investment in defence in recent decades. Denmark
will continue to be a core member of NATO.

45

46
DANISH FOREIGN POLICY REVIEW 2022

Chapter 3
Academic articles
.

.

47

DANISH FOREIGN POLICY REVIEW 2022

A new Atlanticism?
Transatlantic relations in an
era of persistent confrontation
and ongoing disruption.
Daniel S. Hamilton1.

Introduction.
The Atlantic Alliance stands today at an historic inflection point – its fourth
since World War II.
The first came at the end of that terrible conflict, when Europeans and North
Americans responded to a new Cold War by creating the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO) and a host of other mechanisms to provide for
their common defence, institutionalise the transatlantic link, and provide
an umbrella of reassurance under which West Europeans could focus their
security concerns on common challenges rather than on each other. A
second came in the late 1960s and early 1970s when, based on the Harmel
Report, Allies retooled their common defence while working out arrangements
with their adversaries to regulate the most dangerous aspects of Cold War
competition and to render more permeable the human divisions that separated
the European continent. The third moment came when the Cold War ended,
peacefully and surprisingly, and as the Soviet empire, and ultimately the Soviet
Union itself, dissolved.
For the next quarter century, a new paradigm took hold across much of
Europe. The continent’s divisions would be overcome by a magnetic, largely
unchallenged, and gradually expanding democratic order, in which Eastern
Europe and eventually Russia could potentially find a place, the United States
would continue as an affirmative European power, China was comfortably
remote and would emerge as a ‘responsible stakeholder’ in the international
system, military tensions and military forces would be reduced, and growing
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Much was achieved during this period. A Euro-Atlantic architecture of
cooperative, overlapping and interlocking institutions enabled a host of
countries to walk through the doors of NATO, the European Union (EU), the
Council of Europe, the OECD and other organisations in ways that were not
at the expense of other states or institutions. Europe was not fully whole, but
it was no longer divided. It was not fully free, but vast parts of the continent
were no longer under the thumb of domestic autocrats or foreign overseers.
The Balkan wars were a brutal reminder that Europe was not fully at peace.
Nonetheless, when those wars ended and a new millennium began, Europe
seemed more secure than at any time in the previous century.
That era is now a paradigm lost. Vladimir Putin’s decision to wage war on
Ukraine is the most vivid and horrific evidence that Europe and the world have
entered a new era that is likely to be characterised by persistent confrontation
between democratic states and Russia, amidst a host of broader challenges
that threaten to disrupt and potentially unravel core principles and structures
underpinning world order.
Putin wants to undo the post-Cold War settlement, control his neighbourhood,
and disrupt the influence of open democratic societies, not because of what
they do but because of who they are. It is useful to recall that the pretext for
Russia’s 2014 invasion of Ukraine was not NATO’s open door, it was a trade
agreement between Ukraine and the European Union. Putin understands the
challenge a successful Ukrainian democracy would pose to authoritarianism
in Russia. In his current war and his earlier military interventions in Georgia
and Ukraine, he has demonstrated his determination to use military force and
coercion to change Europe’s map.2
These dangers are amplified by Russia’s entente with China, which includes
arms cooperation and maritime exercises in the Mediterranean and
Baltic seas, as well as by Beijing’s challenges to the global commons and
Indo-Pacific regional order, its investments in and purchases of strategic
European industries and ports, and its efforts to disrupt basic principles and
arrangements critical to the security and prosperity of the North Atlantic
region.

A N E W AT L A N T I C I S M? T R A N S AT L A N T I C R E L AT I O N S I N A N E R A O F P E R S I S T E N T C O N F R O N TAT I O N A N D O N G O I N G D I S R U P T I O N

interdependencies and open borders would lower conflict and generate
greater security and prosperity.
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The age of disruption is not limited to major power competition. Emerging
technologies are changing the nature of competition and conflict. Digital
transformations are upending the foundations of diplomacy and defence. The
scale and complexity of critical economic, environmental, technological and
human flows, as well as the dependency of many societies on such flows,
have increased dramatically. Destructive capabilities unthinkable a decade
ago are now in the hands not only of big powers, but also smaller state and
non-state actors, some of which serve as puppets and proxies in increased
grey zone competition. Critical societal functions are increasingly susceptible
to disturbances, interruptions, and shutdowns. Revisionists have grown their
influence. Terrorists threaten societies. The dangers of military accidents and
miscalculations have risen as confidence-building measures and arms control
arrangements have fallen. Climate change and the transition to clean energies
pose new security dilemmas and amplify ongoing crises. Millions have been
killed by an unanticipated and unpredictable virus. Democracies are in retreat.
Independent media and judicial authorities are being suppressed. Autocratic
and democratic leaders alike have politicised refugees to preserve their power
and disorient their opponents. Racial, religious and ethnic hatreds are alive
and well. Europe’s periphery has turned from a ring of friends to a ring of fire.3

From Trump to Biden.
Both sides of the Atlantic are better positioned to tackle this daunting array of
challenges because of important steps they have taken to reinvigorate their
partnership after a tumultuous four years. By 2021 US relations with Europe
had become largely dysfunctional, threatening the prosperity, the security,
and the wellbeing of North Americans and Europeans alike. Donald Trump
bullied Allies like Angela Merkel and embraced autocrats like Putin, Erdoğan
and Orbán. He blew hot and cold on NATO, first declaring it ‘obsolete’ and
then calling it a ‘fine-tuned machine’. He treated the alliance as a protection
racket by tying US support for other Allies to their defence spending levels.
He imposed ‘national security’ tariffs on steel and aluminium imports from
European Allies. He called the EU a ‘foe’ and ‘worse than China, just smaller’.
He celebrated Brexit and encouraged other EU member states to leave the
Union. He was disdainful of European priorities, whether climate change,
the Middle East peace process, or efforts to improve global health, human
rights and development assistance. His withdrawal from the Iran nuclear
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Joe Biden, in contrast, is a passionate transatlanticist. When he was vicepresident, he emphasised that ‘Europe is the cornerstone of our engagement
with the world’ and ‘our catalyst for global cooperation’. As President, Biden’s
first instinct was to turn to Europe as America’s indispensable partner of ‘first
resort’ to address international challenges. He instructed his administration
to reset the transatlantic partnership. In 2021, the two sides quickly agreed to
provide vaccines to two-thirds of the world’s population. They agreed to rewrite
global tax rules. They agreed to again join forces to tackle climate change,
including through the Global Methane Pledge. They agreed to suspend for
five years mutual tariffs related to the ongoing Boeing-Airbus dispute, as they
seek an ultimate resolution to the matter. They also agreed to lift US tariffs
on European steel and aluminium and countervailing European tariffs on US
goods. And they created a US-EU Trade and Technology Council (TTC) to
grow the bilateral trade, investment, and technology relationship; avoid new
unnecessary technical barriers to trade; facilitate regulatory cooperation; and
cooperate on international standards development.
To the surprise of many pundits, Washington and Brussels have also come
together more closely on how to deal with China. There is general agreement
that both sides want to work with China where it is in their interest, for instance
on climate change, non-proliferation, and in many areas of trade. There is also
agreement to address areas where both sides view China as a competitor,
such as forced technology transfers, massive subsidisation of domestic
industries, and Beijing’s failure to meet its WTO commitments. And there is
greater alignment that China seeks to be a systemic rival, for instance by
contesting democratic norms and adherence to standards of human rights
and rule-of-law norms. Debates continue on each side of the Atlantic over
the proper balance that might be struck among these different approaches.
There are as many differences on these issues within the European Union as
there are between Europe and America. Yet there is now a transatlantic frame
through which both sides can address the China question.
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deal, the Paris climate deal, the Intermediate Nuclear Forces treaty, the Open
Skies agreement and the WHO, as well as his attacks on the WTO, rocked
Europeans’ belief that they shared common ground with their most important
ally. Trump’s own former national security advisor, John Bolton, thought it
‘highly questionable’ that Trump would have kept the United States in NATO,
had he been re-elected to another four years in office (Swan 2020).
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This newfound sense of transatlantic unity has spurred the two parties to clear
away lingering irritants in their own relationship. A prominent US concern was
the collapse of the US-EU Privacy Shield governing transfers of personal data,
which was invalidated by the European Court of Justice in July 2020. The Court
determined that US provisions enabling intelligence agencies to collect and
use the personal data of individuals and conduct digital surveillance activities
both inside and outside the United States violated standards set by the EU’s
General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and did not provide EU citizens
with effective judicial redress. In March 2022 the two parties announced
a successor arrangement had been agreed. However, since the European
Court’s decision rested in difference in law rather than policy, the successor
arrangement is likely to face further judicial tests.
Continuing US concerns revolve around potential protectionist impulses
behind the EU’s Digital Markets Act, industrial strategies intended to promote
‘European champion’ companies, and the EU proposal for a carbon border
adjustment mechanism, which could disadvantage non-EU companies. The
EU, in turn, worries about the Biden administration’s efforts to strengthen ‘Buy
America’ rules, its proposals for electric vehicle tax credits, and its decision to
postpone but not resolve transatlantic disputes on US steel and aluminium
tariffs. Unless coordinated, each party’s efforts to subsidise its semiconductor
sector and other digital industries could lead to subsidy wars that would only
benefit China.
The Biden administration also drew lessons from clearly inadequate
coordination and consultation related to the debacle of withdrawing from
Afghanistan and the sudden announcement of the Australia-US-UK (AUKUS)
defence cooperation that sidelined France and prompted a major rift in relations.
As Putin’s intentions became clearer in late 2021, the Biden administration
undertook an extensive campaign to share intelligence and consult intensively
with Allies, even prompting at least one major European country to complain
that there was now in fact too much consultation.
The United States and European Allies clearly do not agree on all issues. What
distinguishes the current situation, however, is that these policy differences,
while quite real, are now playing out in a context of transatlantic unity rather
than division. Despite Vladimir Putin’s disruptive war, the macroeconomic and
policy backdrops for the transatlantic economy are generally quite positive for
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Ukraine’s meaning and importance.
Ukraine is now the crucible of change for Europe and the transatlantic
community, not just because of its size and location, but because of its
meaning. Ukraine has always been a critical strategic factor for European and
Eurasian security, but today it presents the transatlantic community with a
choice. Will North America and most of Europe help Ukraine survive its war,
help it to rebuild, and then work with it to create conditions by which it can be
integrated into the European mainstream and serve as an alternative model
to that of Putin for the post-Soviet region? Or will it become a failed, fractured
land of grey, absorbed into a Russian sphere and mired in the stagnation and
turbulence historically characteristic of Europe’s borderlands?
Putin’s aggression is more than an attack on Ukraine; it is an assault on
basic principles and structures underpinning European and transatlantic
security – no forceful change of borders, the right of countries to choose their
allegiances, equal security for all countries. These principles go to the heart of
what the transatlantic community stands for. Putin’s war also tests the ability
of democracies to refute his efforts to establish contrary principles, such as
his claim that Russia has an inherent right to defend ethnic Russians and
Russian speakers, regardless of their citizenship or of territorial boundaries.
Such a generalised right would wreak havoc in a world where most states are
multi-ethnic.4
Whatever the ultimate outcome of Putin’s war, the immediate consequences
for Ukrainians are horrific, in terms of lives lost, cities destroyed, and families
uprooted. In the medium term, the war could result in one of several outcomes:
there might be regime change in Moscow as the magnitude of Putin’s
miscalculation becomes clear – though that appears unlikely; the conflict
could escalate to engulf NATO, by accident or miscalculation; it could end in
a ceasefire and a tenuous political process to define future relations between
Ukraine and Russia; or it could morph into a protracted guerrilla conflict.

A N E W AT L A N T I C I S M? T R A N S AT L A N T I C R E L AT I O N S I N A N E R A O F P E R S I S T E N T C O N F R O N TAT I O N A N D O N G O I N G D I S R U P T I O N

2022. There are bumps on the road to recovery, yet transatlantic partnership
rebounded in 2021, is proving itself to be resilient in the face of new challenges,
and all indications are that it will forge ahead again in 2022.
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In all but the first and unlikeliest outcome, the Atlantic Alliance faces a future
of persistent confrontation with Russia. Win, lose or draw, Putin’s war means
that Europe’s vast eastern spaces are likely to be turbulent, uncertain and
sporadically violent for the foreseeable future. Ukraine, unfortunately, is not an
isolated example of Putin’s intent. Russia has essentially assumed authority
over Belarus and it continues to question Georgia’s and Moldova’s territorial
integrity.

Charting NATO’s future.
However uncertain Ukraine’s fate may be, what is certain is that Vladimir Putin
has succeeded in uniting the transatlantic community in ways unknown since
Europeans and Americans closed ranks in the wake of the 11 September
2001 terrorist attacks on the United States. The response has been tough and
decisive. NATO countries have provided defensive arms, cyber and intelligence
support to Kyiv, unleashed a barrage of economic sanctions on Moscow while
isolating it diplomatically, taken steps to reduce their own reliance on Russian
energy and economic ties, warned China against efforts to help Russia evade
sanctions, and reinforced the Alliance’s immediate deterrence posture, all the
while avoiding a slip into a wider war.
Putin’s war poses short-, medium- and long-term challenges for the Alliance.
NATO’s short-term focus is rightly on its immediate response to the conflict.
Sanctions are likely to bite over the medium-term. Longer-term planning is
difficult in the current unhinged and uncertain security environment. However,
NATO has been working on a new Strategic Concept during the past year,
outlining the Alliance’s mission for the coming decade. Those plans are now
in need of a substantial revamp.5
The most important lesson to draw is that NATO needs to adapt its primary
task of collective defence. Of NATO’s core tasks, collective defence is primus
inter pares – first among equals. It is the only core task mentioned explicitly in
the North Atlantic Treaty.
On the ground, currently, the Alliance depends on tripwire forces deployed in
eastern allied states, plus places ultimate reliance on reinforcement by ready
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NATO must instead move to forward defence and deterrence by denial – the
operational implication when Allied leaders say they will ‘defend every inch’ of
NATO territory. And such a change will require more American and European
troops deployed to NATO’s eastern flanks, as well as a revised concept for
military operations. In the 1997 NATO-Russia Founding Act, NATO reiterated
‘that in the current and foreseeable security environment, the Alliance will
carry out its collective defence and other missions by ensuring the necessary
interoperability, integration, and capability for reinforcement rather than by
additional permanent stationing of substantial combat forces’.6 The key
phrase is ‘in the current and foreseeable security environment’, which has now
fundamentally changed. Russia has violated many of its commitments under
the Founding Act, which unfortunately must now be viewed as a document
from another era. The Alliance is likely to create permanent bases for rotational
forces that are limited to soldiers, rather than their families and the related
infrastructure that would be associated with such an expanded footprint.
The Alliance must be able to dissuade and deter threats to its members, from
whatever source and across all domains, while being prepared to defend all
parts of NATO territory and to protect the critical functions of Allied societies.
That means countering challenges from Russia, as well as addressing
pressures emanating from NATO’s south and southeast. The Alliance needs to
bridge gaps in its ability to better integrate its political, military and technological
capacities across all five operational domains: land, sea, air, cyberspace and
outer space. NATO has been good at addressing each domain on its own.
Being good at multi-domain operations is exponentially harder.
Such operations extend far beyond the military dimension, incorporating
political, economic, technological, social, and psychological considerations.
They require the Alliance to better relate deterrence and defence to resilience
and to crisis management, to work more effectively with other partners, and
to become more nimble, flexible, mobile, and innovative – qualities that have
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forces now deployed to the rear, including in the United States. Essentially,
this means giving up ground upon attack and then reoccupying it after
reinforcements are sent forward. However, the horrific destruction of Ukrainian
cities makes clear that such deterrence by reinforcement is no longer credible
nor desirable.
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challenged NATO in the past. And they mean national security agencies and
the Alliance as a whole will need to change their organisational cultures –
perhaps the toughest challenge of all.
The Alliance’s maritime strategy, which was set in 2011, is out of date. Some
adjustments have been made, but they are inadequate to the current situation.
In 2016, for instance, the Alliance replaced its 15-year-old Article 5 Operation
Allied Endeavor in the Mediterranean with the much broader non-Article 5
mission set of Operation Sea Guardian. In 2022 Operation Neptune Strike
conducted vigilance operations in the eastern Mediterranean in response
to heightened tensions with Russia. NATO maritime forces have increased
operations in the Black Sea within the limits of the 1936 Montreux Convention.
NATO’s Maritime Strategy must be updated, and its maritime posture
upgraded, to address current and likely future contingencies.
The Alliance must also fill critical capability gaps to deal with Russia’s antiaccess/area denial (A2/AD) capabilities. This would include counter A2/AD
capabilities such as suppression of adversarial air defences, availability of longrange precision strike conventional missiles, improved Command, Control,
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance and Reconnaissance
(C4ISR), and additional electromagnetic warfare assets.
Other adjustments are also needed. NATO’s Special Operations Forces should
be strengthened, and NATO interoperability improved. The US should take a
more visible, active role in the NATO Response Force. NATO must maintain its
technological edge, including through its strategic plan to foster and protect
Emerging and Disruptive Technologies (EDT) and its civil-military Defense
Innovation Accelerator for the North Atlantic (DIANA), which is designed to
help develop innovative technological solutions to address allied military
needs and promote interoperability.
NATO’s new Strategic Concept, to be unveiled in June 2022, is an opportunity
to connect these efforts with the implementation of the Alliance’s Compre
hensive Concept for Deterrence and Defence in the Euro-Atlantic Area (DDA)
that undergirds NATO’s overall strategic posture. It must be implemented
in full and without delay. This requires ongoing assessments of emerging
and developing technologies and national progress and NATO standards
in adopting prioritised military-technological capabilities; aligning on a set
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Advancing the Alliance’s ability to deter and defend also means prioritising
ways to deal with unconventional conflicts that might hover below the Alliance’s
Article 5 mutual defence threshold. These include some types of cyberattacks,
energy intimidation, financial destabilisation, election interference, and disand misinformation campaigns. NATO’s Strategic Communications Centre of
Excellence Command (CoE STRATCOM) needs creative new steps to detect
and counter false information, including real time alerts to Allies on emerging
threats and recommended countermeasures. Many relevant competences in
Europe fall to national civilian authorities, to the private sector, or to the EU.
While NATO can lead in developing and adapting cyber-deterrence and counterdisinformation guidelines and capabilities, better EU-NATO coordination and
planning will be needed. There is greater need to align and intensify action via
the Helsinki-based European Centre for Countering Hybrid Threats, ensuring
there are operational feed-in loops to NATO and EU decision making.
NATO and the defence establishments of its members are under constant
attack from cyber hackers seeking to penetrate their information systems,
extract data and plant viruses that could be used against Allies. Digital
disruptors target NATO systems, the operational cyber networks needed to
execute military missions, and an extensive number of civilian networks that
are essential to critical societal functions. Allies have determined that some
types of cyberattacks could trigger Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty. In
the 2016 Cyber Defence Pledge, Allies affirmed their individual responsibilities
under Article 3 of the treaty to enhance their cyber defences. The 2030
Reflection Group highlighted the need to develop both greater collective
defence capacity in cyberspace and a more robust consultation framework
to facilitate collective defence, crisis management, and cooperative security
in the cyber domain. These concerns were largely echoed by Allies in the 2021
Brussels Summit Communiqué (NATO 2021).
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of NATO principles for the use of EDT in warfare; and establishing vibrant
connections with industry partners and with EU institutions.

Nonetheless, Allies have been reluctant to organise operational capabilities
via NATO, and only five member states have announced that they will make
sovereign cyber effects available to the Alliance.7 Limited measures thus
far undertaken include deployment of cyber defence elements with NATO
response forces, where continuous coordination and planning of cyber
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operations is essential. NATO has also gained initial experience through the
SHAPE Cyber Operations Centre (CyOC).
The United States might offer to be the framework nation in the next evolution
of NATO cyber operations planning and coordination. A full NATO Cyber
Defence Forces Headquarters (NCHQ) should be agreed, based on the proven
NATO Special Operations Forces Headquarters (NSHQ) model. An NCHQ
would improve cooperation among Allies and protect NATO’s freedom of
action in cyberspace, strengthening deterrence. Such a headquarters should
generate the necessary arrangements and readiness to allow nations to plug
in their capabilities and produce cyber effects should there be a collective
decision to do so. It should act to achieve consensus on issues of cyber
deterrence, particularly whether individual Alliance cyber defence capabilities
alone are adequate or whether capabilities are needed to effectively deter
major strikes against NATO networks, the networks of individual nations, or
against the critical infrastructures of Allied societies. It should be linked to the
EU’s broader cyber toolbox.8
The war has also highlighted the importance of shared resilience – the ability
to anticipate, prevent and, if necessary, protect against and recover quickly
from disruptions to the energy, digital, goods, services, financial, food and
transportation flows that power our societies. Each NATO country bears
primary responsibility for ensuring its own resilience. However, few of these
critical flows are limited to national borders. Europe, but also the North Atlantic,
is so interconnected that no nation is likely to fully resilient if its neighbours
are weak. Allies accustomed to defending territory must also defend their
interconnectedness: that is why European efforts to wean themselves off
Russian energy dependencies is so important. And Allied efforts to support
Ukraine underscore why NATO must also project resilience forward, beyond
Allied territory, to help more fragile and vulnerable partners.
Given Putin’s consistent nuclear sabre-rattling, NATO’s nuclear deterrent
posture will also need to be revamped, as it has no nuclear doctrine to counter
Moscow’s ‘escalate to deescalate’ strategy and its theatre nuclear forces
are small. NATO should be forthright about why nuclear deterrence remains
critical to Alliance security. Modern, safe and survivable US weapons and
allied dual-capable delivery systems should be maintained. A clear nuclear
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Enhanced measures of deterrence and defence should be reinforced by NATO
offers to engage with Moscow. Engagement is not a favour to Russia; it is
in NATO’s own interests. Efforts could include minimising escalation risks,
avoiding inadvertent incidents or miscalculations in all five domains, improving
transparency, confidence-building measures, and returning to nuclear and
other arms control agreements.
Finally, another major determinant that will shape NATO’s future is how China
will choose to deal with Russia’s aggression. President Xi Jinping has a choice
to make: distance himself from Putin and help end the war, or side with Moscow
and sharpen confrontation with NATO Allies and a host of other nations. Xi’s
choice will go far to determine NATO’s views toward the interrelated strategic
challenges of the North Atlantic and the Indo-Pacific. At minimum, it should
bolster protection of defence-related supply chains and critical infrastructure,
while enhancing partnerships with like-minded democracies such as
Australia, Japan and South Korea. NATO’s ability to address traditional and
unconventional threats in Europe is becoming intertwined with related
challenges to Alliance security interests posed by China.
In this regard, the Alliance should explore deeper coordination under Article
2 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which commits Allies to promote ‘conditions
of stability and well-being’ and to ‘encourage economic collaboration’. Article
2 offers a frame through which Allies could work to enhance investment
screening of foreign investment in security-related infrastructures, companies
and technologies, as well as other steps to protect individual Allied nations
from security-related dependencies on China. Article 2 also offers a framework
for enhanced cooperation with the European Union on these issues, including
common or complementary principles of action with regard to economicsecurity contingencies.
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doctrine is needed to deter Russia’s ‘escalate to deescalate strategy’. NATO
should press hard for a return to nuclear and other arms control agreements.

Additional steps the Alliance might consider include bolstering protection of
defence-critical infrastructures and defence-related supply chains; creating
new North Atlantic-Indo-Pacific partnerships; and consider the creation of a
NATO-China council to maintain diplomatic dialogue, explore potential areas
of cooperation, and design crisis mitigation measures.
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New Allies and new commitments.
Putin’s invasion underscores the need for Europe to take greater strategic
responsibility for its own defence. Many European Allies are now ramping up
their defence budgets. Germany’s about-face has been particularly notable,
with Chancellor Olaf Scholz pledging to increase the defence budget to 2% of
gross domestic product (GDP), including a ‘special fund’ of 100 billion euros
solely for armaments projects. This would finally put Germany on a par with
other NATO Allies who have increased their defence spending to the level of
NATO’s defence investment pledge, including 20% for procurement. Projected
to the year 2031, a defence spending level of 2% of Germany’s GDP amounts
to a whopping 770 billion euros (Mölling & Schütz 2022). In 2021 Germany’s
entire defence budget was 47 billion euros. Berlin intends to purchase US F-35
fighter jets to replace its ageing Tornados, to enable Germany to continue
its role in NATO’s nuclear-sharing arrangements. It reversed its reluctance to
send weapons to conflict zones by supplying Ukraine with tanks, anti-tank
weapons, surface-to-air missiles and ammunition. Perhaps most significantly,
it is looking to Israel’s Arrow-3 system to erect a ‘German Iron Shield’ that could
also extend protection to vulnerable eastern Allies such as the Baltic states,
Poland and Romania.
Equally momentous is the complete transformation of Northern Europe’s
security landscape. Denmark has embarked on an ambitious new course,
pledging to increase its defence spending to reach 2% of GDP by 2033,
equivalent to an increase in annual defence spending of around 18 billion
Danish crowns (USD 2.65 billion), and to set aside 7 billion crowns over the
next two years to strengthen Danish defence, diplomacy and humanitarian
efforts. A 1 June 2022 referendum on whether Copenhagen should abandon
its current opt-out from the EU’s Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)
could enable Denmark to take part in joint EU military operations and to
cooperate on development and acquisition of military capabilities within the
EU framework.
Even more stunning is the decision by Finland and Sweden to cast aside their
long traditions of military non-alignment and join NATO, which will strengthen
Allied deterrence and defence across the Arctic, Nordic and Baltic regions.
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Each country has submitted its membership application for Allies to consider
and most likely accept at NATO’s June 2022 Madrid Summit. NATO membership
is not complete, however until all 30 NATO nations ratify their accession to the
North Atlantic Treaty. Theoretically, this could leave both countries vulnerable
to Russian pressure. NATO will need to expedite the membership process,
possibly with interim security commitments, to avoid the halfway house that
caught Kyiv. The United Kingdom, France, Germany and Poland have already
issued such commitments. EU members could strengthen these commitments
by reinforcing their common obligation under the Lisbon Treaty’s Article 42.7
to ‘aid and assist by all means’ in the case of armed aggression. In the United
States, such an interim commitment could be made through a statement
by President Biden or via a joint resolution of Congress, pending summer or
autumn 2022 support for accession in the US Senate.

Europe: from strategic ‘autonomy’ to
strategic responsibility.
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Sweden and Finland are already very close partners to NATO. They are
militarily advanced and technologically savvy. Despite its relatively small
population, Finland can mobilise 280,000 troops in thirty days. Its air force
is among Europe’s best. Sweden has re-emphasised territorial defence
and bolstered its air, land and sea capabilities. Each country’s regional
expertise on Russia and traditions of ‘total defence’ will also add to NATO’s
understanding of Northern European security challenges and ways in which
Allied societies can build resilience against disruptive threats. The addition
of Sweden and Finland would connect the entire High North outside of Russia
in a NATO strategic space, raising the threshold of risk for Russia should it
contemplate any further aggression. Their inclusion as Allies would also
facilitate NATO support to the Baltic states, which is currently constrained
through the sliver of territory along the Polish-Lithuanian border known as the
Suwalki Gap. Supply and support of the Baltic states by new NATO Baltic Sea
Allies would enhance those countries’ ability to defend themselves.

These new European commitments, while welcome, need to be sustained
and directed toward specific strategic goals. NATO must transform itself into
a more balanced transatlantic partnership in which European Allies assume
greater strategic responsibility in two ways.
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First, Europe should be able to provide half of the forces, capabilities and
enablers required for deterrence and collective defence against Russian
aggression. Should a conflict simultaneously break out with China in Asia
and Russia in Europe, the United States may not be able to deploy adequate
reinforcements to Europe. European Allies need to be able to pick up the slack.
Second, Europeans should be the ‘first responders’ to crises in and around their
southern periphery. That means developing European capabilities to conduct
crisis management operations without today’s heavy reliance on US enablers
such as strategic lift, refuelling, command, control and reconnaissance. The
withdrawal from Afghanistan was just the latest demonstration of Europe’s
continued dependence on such enablers. European Allies might take the lead
for cooperative security missions such as training with NATO partners around
the Black Sea or in the Western Balkans.
In each area, this means developing capabilities that lessen heavy reliance
on the United States. The United States would continue to lead collective
defence operations against a major adversary in Europe in combination
with more robust European forces. To reassure Allies that there would be no
diminution in the US commitment to deter Russia, the United States could
move additional ground forces to Europe. Yet overall, more robust European
strategic responsibility would permit the United States to focus on the IndoPacific region without any significant reduction in the capabilities needed to
deter Russia.
To achieve these goals, Allies could agree within the NATO Defence Planning
Process to a military level of ambition for European strategic responsibility.
European Allies and Canada could commit to investing sufficient resources to
ensure that, by the end of the decade, they can meet 50% of NATO’s Minimum
Capability Requirements. This would mean fully usable forces required to
cover the whole spectrum of operations and missions, as well as the strategic
enablers needed to conduct multiple large- and small-scale missions – if
necessary, without US support.
Meeting this standard will take time, given Europe’s current lack of enablers, its
relatively low readiness rates, and its fragmented military industrial complex.
Building European strategic responsibility will be a process, not a one-time
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Greater European strategic responsibility will require more, not less, trans
atlantic consultation on political-military matters. When Europe acquires the
military capabilities needed to exercise real strategic responsibility, its political
voice will be amplified. Diplomatic differences may still arise, but a dialogue
among equals is more likely to overcome areas of disagreement. That said,
new mechanisms for NATO-EU coordination will be needed.
Greater strategic responsibility for Europe also requires improved defence
industrial cooperation and efficiencies across Europe. The European Defence
Agency (EDA), European Defence Fund (EDF), and Permanent Structured
Cooperation (PESCO) have aimed to make Europe’s defence industry more
efficient and effective. A transatlantic understanding on European strategic
responsibility could encourage streamlining of Europe’s defence industry
without excluding US technologies that could improve their output and ensure
interoperability.
Underpinning all of these considerations is the need to maintain transatlantic
cohesion and coordination during these difficult times, as Russia’s aggression
against Ukraine continues. Thus far, North America and Europe have offered
an impressive display of unity in response to Putin’s invasion. Nonetheless,
that unity will continue to come under pressure.

Ties with Europe are America’s
geo-economic base.
Despite ongoing challenges, Putin’s war has uncovered the impressive
strength of the transatlantic economy. The two sides of the North Atlantic
entered 2022 in a strong position. In a remarkable demonstration of resilience
and dynamism, the key drivers of the transatlantic economy – investment,
income and trade – staged a robust rebound in 2021. Indeed, 2021 was recordbreaking on many fronts. US–EU trade in goods and services is estimated to
have hit an all-time high of USD 1.3 trillion – 42% more than the EU’s trade with
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event. The new Strategic Concept should launch that process, reinforced by
complementary efforts via the EU’s Strategic Compass.
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China. US foreign direct investment (FDI) flows to Europe surged to an all-time
high of USD 253 billion, and US companies based in Europe are estimated to
have earned a record-breaking USD 300 billion. European firms in the United
States earned a record USD 162 billion, and European FDI flows into the United
States surged to the highest levels since 2017, hitting an estimated USD 235
billion (Hamilton & Quinlan 2022).
Robust transatlantic commercial links extend to bilateral ties between
Denmark and the United States. US-related jobs in Denmark are estimated at
over 100,000, taking into account direct employment of over 40,000 people by
US companies based in Denmark, together with jobs created by trade flows,
and indirect employment effects via distributors, suppliers, and joint ventures.
A similar number of US jobs are dependent on vibrant US–Danish commercial
ties. In 2020 Denmark’s FDI stock in the United States on a historic cost basis
totalled USD 30.7 billion and US FDI stock amounted to USD 9.9 billion. Danish
firms’ affiliate sales in the US market were an estimated USD 27 billion while US
foreign affiliate sales in Denmark were USD 20 billion. Bilateral trade in goods
and services totalled USD 28 billion, with US customers buying a quarter of all
Danish exports outside the EU (ibid).
These figures underscore how the deep commercial ties that bind the two
sides of the North Atlantic have become the resilient geo-economic base from
which the United States and its Allies can address Russian threats, Chinese
competition, and disruptive challenges generated by the pandemic, congested
supply chains, and energy price spikes.
The North American and European economies will be far better able to
withstand the pain of sanctions than will the Russian economy. Apart from
Europe’s significant dependence on Russian energy, Western economies
overall have limited exposure to the Russian economy and are relatively
insulated from the impact of Russia’s growing economic isolation. Western
banks had already reduced their exposure to Russian financial institutions
by 80% following Putin’s 2014 intervention in Ukraine, and their claims on
the rest of Russia’s private sector have halved since then (Foroohar 2022).
JPMorgan estimates that the total exposure of foreign banks to Russian
banks, companies and the state only amounted to about USD 89 billion
(Wigglesworth et al. 2022). US-Russia trade is negligible; Russia accounts for
roughly 0.55% of total US trade in goods and services. And while the European
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In March 2022 President Biden and EU leaders signalled their determination to
reduce Europe’s reliance on Russian energy and to deploy clean technologies.
The United States will work with other nations to increase liquefied natural gas
(LNG) exports to Europe by at least 15 billion cubic metres in 2022, which will
completely replace Russian LNG supplies to Europe, and to provide Europe
with 50 billion cubic metres of LNG annually through at least 2030 (The White
House 2022). Germany’s parallel announcement that it will cut its dependency
on Russian oil by half by this summer, be independent of Russian coal by the
autumn and be nearly free of Russian gas by 2024 (Niesner 2022), is perhaps
an even more revolutionary turnaround for a country that had built up dangerous
links to Russian energy and, until just recently, was actively building more.
These initiatives underscore a new reality: the United States has stepped in to
become Europe’s major partner as the continent weans itself off of its energy
dependence on Russia. In February 2022, US LNG supplies to Europe even
outpaced Russia’s natural gas pipeline deliveries (De Luna 2022).
The United States may not fully replace other suppliers for energy-starved
Europe, but transatlantic energy connections are growing in importance –
and they flow both ways. For instance, European companies, led by German
firms, are the largest foreign investors in the US energy economy. Companies
on both sides of the North Atlantic are leading the transition to competitive
clean technologies. US companies in Europe have become a driving force
for Europe’s green revolution, accounting for more than half of the long-term
renewable energy purchase agreements in Europe since 2007. In the largest
auction of offshore wind sites in US history in February 2022, eight of the nine
winning companies were European.
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Union is Russia’s largest trading partner, accounting for 37% of Russia’s global
trade in 2020, Russia represents only around 5% of the EU’s trade with the
world (Alderman & Eddy 2022). Russia is a relatively minor player in the global
economy, accounting for just 1.7% of the world’s total output – a figure that
has surely already shrunk since Putin initiated his latest invasion (Tran 2022).

The two parties have also signalled their intention to harness the deeply
intertwined, USD 6 trillion transatlantic economy as the basis from which they
can address challenges emanating from China. US companies in 2021 earned
an estimated USD 300 billion from their operations in Europe – 23 times what
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they earned from operations in China. America’s asset base in Germany is
more than double its assets in China. The total stock of US FDI in Europe is
four times more than US investment in the entire Asia-Pacific, and Europe’s FDI
stock in the US is three times more than that of Asia. US companies based in
Ireland export five times more to the rest of the world than do US companies
based in China, and about 3.5 times more than US firms based in Mexico.
Transatlantic flows in R&D are the most intense between any two international
partners. In 2019 US companies in Europe spent USD 32.5 billion on R&D, 56%
of total R&D conducted globally by US firms abroad. European enterprises
account for two-thirds of all R&D expenditures by foreign companies in the
United States. US and European government budgets for energy research,
development and demonstration of USD 19.1 billion in 2020 amount to more
than double the amount spent in China. Transatlantic data flows are 55%
greater than transpacific flows (Hamilton & Quinlan).

Making the US-EU relationship truly s
 trategic.
Robust transatlantic military and economic links offer a strong basis for the
United States and the European Union to finally make their relationship truly
strategic. For decades, NATO has been the institutional expression of the
transatlantic link. Yet NATO only encompasses the political-military aspects
of transatlantic partnership. There is no equivalent bond between the United
States and the EU, even though the EU will be America’s essential partner on
a wide range of issues that are beyond NATO’s purview – as current efforts to
thwart Putin attest.
Despite the travails of the Trump years, the US-EU relationship remains close.
But it is not strategic in the sense that partners share assessments about
issues vital to both on a continuous and interactive basis; are able to deal with
the daily grind of immediate policy demands while identifying longer-term
challenges to their security, prosperity and values; and are able to prioritise
those challenges and harness the full range of resources at their disposal
to advance common or complementary responses. Priorities are often
mismatched, as the US looks for efficiency and concrete outcomes, European
institutions seek legitimacy and symbolic US and global validation of the
ongoing process of European integration, and EU member states oscillate
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Given these realities, the first and most important step toward a more effective
and strategic US-EU relationship is to rebuild a sense of common cause by
reconciling Europe’s integration with a strategic transformation of transatlantic
relations. The goal should be a resilient Atlantic partnership that is more
effective at enhancing our prosperity; protecting our societies; advancing our
values and working with others to forge global responses to global challenges.

Making the US-EU Trade and Technology
Council effective.
In this context, the US-EU Trade and Technology Council (TTC) takes on
additional meaning.
The TTC has a wide-ranging agenda, with working groups in ten areas:
technology standards in emerging technologies; climate and clean tech;
secure and resilient supply chains; security and competitiveness of information
and communication technologies (ICT); data governance and technology
platforms; the misuse of technology threatening security and human rights;
export controls; investment screening; promoting access to and use of digital
technologies by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs); and global trade
challenges.
Until now, the two parties have been careful to define the Council more in terms
of what it isn’t rather than what it could be. First, both sides were quick to state
that the work of the Council would not intrude on the regulatory autonomy of
each party. Second, they declared that it was not a lighter version of the highly
ambitious Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership (TTIP), which was
nearly completed at the end of the Obama administration but then put in the
deep freeze. By doing so, they effectively shelved contentious debates over
investor-state dispute settlement, agricultural subsidies and market access,
sanitary and phyto-sanitary concerns, and government procurement. They
view the TTC as a means to generate a stream of discrete deliverables, rather
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between scrambling to secure US favour for their own particular national
interests and banding together to resist American influence.
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than as a grandiose effort to harmonise US and EU practices, regulations
and legislation. Third, they do not want to characterise the TTC as an antiChina initiative and dare not speak its name in official TTC documents, even
though many TTC issues will affect each party’s relations with Beijing. And
fourth, they have signalled that the TTC is not the vehicle for negotiations to
address bilateral trade irritants or ongoing differences over data protection
arrangements.
These four ‘nos’ are an effort to lower expectations about what the TTC might
accomplish. They are an understandable reaction to past battles over trade
and regulatory issues and earlier failures to make the US-EU partnership
strategic. Nonetheless, if the two parties are truly to harness the potential of
their partnership and win domestic constituencies to their cause, they need to
offer a more proactive, affirmative agenda. Instead of saying four times ‘no’,
they need to say four times ‘yes’, by forging a norm-defining, values-based,
innovative and resilient partnership.
Russia’s war on Ukraine has added additional urgency to US-EU efforts to
affirm a positive bilateral agenda and to demonstrate unity and cohesion in the
face of Putin’s efforts to upend the international order. Western sanctions on
Russia have been impressive, but together with the destruction of the war they
will generate shocks and surprises along regional and global supply chains.
The United States and the EU can use the TTC to anticipate and mitigate those
disruptions where possible, while underscoring the tremendous resilience of
the transatlantic partnership.
The TTC and related initiatives are an opportunity for the United States and
the European Union to position themselves for a world of greater competition,
more diffuse power, and ongoing disruption. First, aligned action through TTC
working groups on technology standards, trade norms, and data governance
procedures can ensure that the two parties remain global rule-makers, rather
than become rule-takers. Second, closer cooperation to address the misuse
of technology and to establish norms that respect democracy, human rights,
the rule of law, non-discrimination and mutual consultation can underscore
the values-based foundations of transatlantic partnership. Third, common
efforts through TTC working groups on facilitating SME digitalisation, clean
technology innovation and ICT competitiveness can reinforce each party’s role
as leading innovation economies. And fourth, TTC work on export controls,
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Over past decades the United States and the EU have allowed bilateral
squabbles to define their relationship. Being less defensive about the TTC,
and framing it as part of an ambitious, affirmative US-EU agenda, does not
mean ignoring those challenges. Rather, it would embed them within a broader
narrative of what unites, rather than what divides, the two sides of the North
Atlantic. It is more likely to win domestic constituencies to solve problems
than is a negatively defined agenda that has tended to pit constituencies
against each other.

Reinventing Atlanticism.
After years of transatlantic dysfunction, Europeans and Americans must
do more than simply restore their partnership. They must reinvent it – by
positioning themselves for persistent confrontation with Russia over the
vast turbulent and unsettled spaces of eastern Europe, and for a much
broader sweep of health, economic, energy and climate challenges, dizzying
technological changes, and intensified global competition. Putin’s war has
generated an important moment of transatlantic unity – to use or to lose.
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investment screening and supply chain security can ensure that the United
States and the EU are vigilant and resilient in the face of growing competitive
and disruptive challenges.
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‘Uagununa nunarput’ (‘It’s our
country’). Greenland’s aim to move
from trilateralism with Denmark
and the US, to US-Greenlandic
bilateralism.
Sara Olsvig1.

‘Greenland has an impressive resource endowment and through this agreement
is seeking to maximise opportunities to develop key energy and mineral sectors.
As an important geopolitical partner we want to ensure that Greenland pursues
an enabling environment to attract diverse and private investment to achieve its
own energy and mineral resource security goals’.
The above are words of then US Assistant Secretary of State for Energy
Resources, Frank Fannon, on the occasion of the signing of two bilateral
memoranda of understanding between the US Department of State and the
Government of Greenland (Fannon & Jensen 2019; Fannon & Svane 2019).2
The signing ceremony took place later than originally intended; it had been
planned to coincide with a visit to Greenland by then US Secretary of State
Mike Pompeo but the trip was cancelled,3 and it was Fannon who signed from
the US side a few weeks later on 4 June 2019. The two MoUs were the result
of several months of dialogue and preparation between Greenland and the
US, and were intended to signal a clear wish for more direct and expanded
collaboration (Interviews K, E and J).4 Initially prepared as a deliverable for
Pompeo’s cancelled visit to Nuuk, the media attention on the signing of the
MoUs was not as intense as it would have been if the Secretary of State
himself had been present and signed the documents (Interview E). In fact,
the signing of the MoUs was subject to very little media attention, and only
the news about the MoU on mineral resource collaboration is to be found
on Naalakkersuisut’s (the Government of Greenland) website and as a short
media notice on the national Greenlandic Broadcasting Corporation website.5
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This article will present a twofold analysis of the processes leading to the
signing of the MoUs and the following ‘economic growth package’.
Firstly, leaning on process tracing methods (Beach & Pedersen 2013; Bennett
& Checkel 2015) the article will dig into the processes prior to and following
the signing of the MoUs, and the connection between the MoUs and the socalled ‘economic growth package’. The article will also take a closer look at
what role the Danish administration played in these processes, as well as what
the reasoning was behind developing a more direct and bilateral relationship
between Greenland and the US. Although unable to provide a full and complex
analysis given the limited space of this article, a few steps will be outlined
to examine the causal mechanisms. Thus, the first sections of the article go
through historical events and developments that constitute part of the causal
mechanisms leading to the signing of the MoUs.
Secondly, the article will follow up on Clive Archer’s two-level game analysis
of Greenland-US-Denmark relations in a 2003 article (Archer 2003) and
discuss the new situation of Greenland negotiating directly with the US within
areas that would formerly have lain within the aegis of the Igaliku Agreement
Joint Committee – a trilateral forum established in 2004 for dialogue and
development of further cooperation between Greenland and the US, with
Denmark as an integral third party (Archer 2003; Ackrén 2019).
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In sharp contrast to this minimal media coverage of the signing of the MoUs,
the presentation in April 2020 of a so-called ‘economic growth package’ (Sands
2020), called an ‘aid package’ in the Danish media, sparked wide attention in
Greenland, Denmark and abroad, and created political turmoil among Danish
parliamentarians who were surprised by this new development. The package
consisted of USD 12 million funding of a range of US initiatives in Greenland,
mostly within the mineral sector, but also including tourism and education.

Establishing timelines is a simple and important step in process tracing,
allowing the reader to understand a writer’s thought process. Hence, applying
parts of the practical guide to process tracing provided by Jacob I. Ricks &
Amy H. Liu (2018), the article is constructed to give an overview of a series of
events that took place in Greenland, the US and to some extent in Denmark.
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The article seeks to answer the research question: Why did the US and Greenland
choose to engage in bilateral agreements and how does this development affect
Greenland’s decision making in areas that were formerly dealt with in a trilateral
relation?
Setting up hypotheses is a process tracing tool to test the causal mechanisms
of events. Two hypotheses are tested through the process tracing: A) The
bilateralism of the 2019 MoUs was the main aim of both signatories and B)
Bilateralism was the preference of Greenland and, given the acceptance by
Denmark, the US played along.
These hypotheses are not mutually exclusive, and they are not necessarily true
for both the US and Greenland. They are helpful in tracing the events since
Greenland’s relation to the US related to furthering cooperation based on the US
military presence, is anchored in previous agreements that include Denmark,
including agreements signed between two sovereign states (the US and
Denmark). While Greenland has previously either not been a co-signatory, or
been a co-signatory through Denmark, the new development is that Greenland
is now a main signatory. In relation to hypothesis A, the expectation according
to the power relations between an autonomous nation and its sovereign state,
and according to the previous trilateral agreements, would be that Denmark
would be the main, or – at least – a third signatory. In relation to hypothesis
B, an acceptance or authorisation from Denmark would be expected to be key,
but the story told in the media does not relate such an intermediate role.6
A central concept throughout the article is the question of Greenland’s
‘room for manoeuvre’ in exercising decision making, as well as its influence
on matters related to the US presence in Greenland. Others have described
related concepts, such as ‘freedom of manoeuvre’ (Mouritzen 2020, 2022)
and ‘action space’ (Petersen 2005) in small state-great power relations. In this
article the concept is used to describe the level of decision-making power and
actual influence Greenland had in relation to the signing and content of the
MoUs and the follow-up initiatives.7
The following causal graph (Figure 1) is a simple visualisation of the central
mechanisms described in the article.
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Greenland
implements selfdetermination

Greenland's
self-determination
powers become
evident to the US

Denmark accepts
that Greenland
signs and acts as
a main signatory
with the US

The MoUs are
signed as bilateral
agreements,
signalling a more
direct Greenland–US
relation

The empirical data the article draws upon includes elite interviews conducted
in the period May 2021 to May 2022 with government officials, civil servants
and diplomats as well as politicians from Greenland, the US and Denmark. An
implicit challenge with elite interviews is that the interviewees may have their
own agendas on the matters discussed. Information used in this article has
therefore been cross-checked with colleagues of the interviewees and by doing
follow-up interviews, while studies of official documents, including documents
from access applications,8 and media reports and outlets have been used to
triangulate the data. All interviewees are anonymised.

Historical context..
Greenland was declared an ‘equal part of the Kingdom’ in a 1953 referendum
in Denmark, formally ending the colonial era. Political developments have
been strongly guided by postcolonial awakening and demands for further selfdetermination. In 1979 home rule government was introduced, and Greenland
gradually started taking over legislative powers from Denmark. In 2009 selfgovernment was introduced based on an act passed in both the Greenlandic
and the Danish parliaments, recognising the people of Greenland as a people
pursuant to international law, as well as Greenland’s right to self-determination
and future independence.
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Figure 1.

As part of the self-government agreement it is stated that the act ‘shall not
limit the Danish authorities’ constitutional responsibility and powers in
international affairs, as foreign and security policy matters are affairs of the
Realm’ (Government of Denmark 2009). This refers to §19 of the Constitution
of the Kingdom of Denmark, which states that ‘The King shall act on behalf
of the Realm in international affairs’, meaning that it is the Danish state that
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conducts the Kingdom’s foreign policy (Folketinget 1953). Both prior to and
after the inauguration of self-government, this provision has continuously
caused contention in Greenlandic-Danish relations, and often in matters
relating to the US (Archer 2003; Dragsdahl 2005; Ackrén 2019).
Although American geopolitical interest in Greenland can be traced back
almost 200 years (for a fuller analysis and historical overview, see Jacobsen &
Olsvig forthcoming), it was the outbreak of the Second World War that initiated
a direct US diplomatic and military presence in Greenland, and activated the
Monroe Doctrine in relation to Greenland (Jacobsen & Olsvig forthcoming;
Archer 1988; 2003). In 1941 the first defence agreement between Denmark
and the US was signed (Kauffmann & Hull 1941), and after the war ended the
agreement was followed up, once again bilaterally between Denmark and the
US, when an agreement on the continued ‘defence of Greenland’ was signed in
1951 (United States of America and the Kingdom of Denmark 1951).
The two defence agreements resulted in a high degree of militarisation of
Greenland, both during and after the Second World War. After the war many
of the US military installations were abandoned, but the air force bases
in Pituffik (Thule Air Force Base) and Kangerlussuaq (Sondre Stromfiord)
were maintained. The Pituffik base was included in the US ballistic missile
early warning system (BMEWS) already in the 1950s, while the base in
Kangerlussuaq was closed and the landing strip handed over to Greenland
for a symbolic sum. At the same time a first memorandum of understanding
was signed between ‘The Government of the Kingdom of Denmark (including
the home rule Government of Greenland) and the Government of the United
States of America’ (Brown, Hedegaard & Vesterbirk 1991). With this agreement
the first trilateral forum, the ‘Permanent Committee’ (PC in following) was
established ‘In order to facilitate consultation and exchange of information on
matters relating to the US military presence in Greenland’ (ibid).
By the end of the 1990s security developments in other parts of the world
created an American need to further upgrade the Pituffik BMEWS, and this
time the parliament and government of Greenland demanded a seat at the
negotiating table (Dragsdahl 2005; Kristensen 2005). By 2003 Greenland and
Denmark had internally agreed upon structures of Greenland’s participation
in the decision making in the ‘Itilleq Declaration’ (Møller & Enoksen 2003)
and with that in hand, the negotiations with the US continued among all
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With the Igaliku Agreement, the ‘Joint Committee’ (JC in the following) was
established, creating a new platform for developing and expanding the
Greenland-US relations to other areas than the military and security-related, as
the agreement, apart from ensuring Greenland a continued seat at the table,
included two memoranda of understanding – one on economic and technical
cooperation and one on cooperation on the environment (Powell, Møller &
Motzfeldt 2004). With the Igaliku Agreement, the road to further economic
gain from the US presence was laid – at least so the Greenlandic politicians
thought.
The following ten years saw a constant struggle by Greenland to define
the relationship to the US, as Greenlandic politicians continued to seek
implementation of the Igaliku Agreement MoUs. The most direct income from
the US presence in Pituffik came from the Danish-Greenlandic co-ownership of
the company awarded the maintenance contract for the base, and from taxes
on base workers. Greenlandic politicians did not hold back from expressing
their disappointment over the lack of tangible results from the establishment
of the JC (Dragsdahl 2005; Olesen 2017: 75).

The ‘loss of maintenance contract’ crisis.
The US-Greenland relationship entered an unprecedented diplomatic crisis
when a 2014 decision by the US Department of Defence awarded the Pituffik
maintenance contract to an American company (Olesen 2017; Ackrén 2019;
Jacobsen & Olsvig forthcoming).
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three parties. The ‘Igaliku Agreement’ was signed by the US, Greenland and
Denmark in 2004, granting renewed acceptance of the US military presence in
Pituffik, this time engaging the then home rule Government of Greenland as ‘a
new almost state-like actor’ (Kristensen 2005: 202).

The crisis sparked a high degree of political disappointment and disapproval
among Greenlandic politicians, who also looked inwards and demanded a full
analysis of what had led to the loss of the contract (Bruun & Hjejle 2015).9
In the time after the 2014 award, Greenlandic and Danish politicians, both
government representatives and parliamentarians, continuously promoted
a demand for the maintenance contract to return to a ‘Greenland-Danish
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company’. In Inatsisartut (the parliament of Greenland), a debate in the
spring of 2015 resulted in a formal parliamentary statement supported by all
Greenlandic parties stating that ‘the maintenance contracts do not sufficiently
guarantee income from Pituffik’ and that ‘the complex of defence agreements
must be examined with the aim of renegotiating those aspects that do not
meet the interests of Greenland’ (Kalaallit Nunaanni Partiit Tamarmik 2015,
own translation). The following year, Inatsisartut once again found common
ground in supporting Naalakkersuisut’s (Government of Greenland) ‘efforts to
seek the greatest possible benefits from the American presence in Greenland’
including, ‘if necessary, to demand amendments to, or renegotiate, the 1951
defence agreement’ (Inatsisartut 2016, own translation).
Thus, a process sparked by the 2014 loss of the maintenance contract
was initiated. Based on the heated debates that resulted in a consensus
parliamentary mandate, Naalakkersuisut initiated efforts to resolve the issue
with the US.
In the causal graph presented (Figure 1), the first mechanism was Greenland’s
implementation of self-determination, widening the room for manoeuvre on
legislative matters taken over from Denmark, including those that had foreign
policy implications. At the same time, the loss of the maintenance contract was
an experience showing that Greenland’s expectations of being taken seriously
by the US were not being met. This led to the subsequent consensus mandate
given to Naalakkersuisut by Inatsisartut to pursue a solution, a mandate that
became an important stepping-stone in furthering Greenland’s interests.
In October 2020, days before the US presidential election, a new framework
agreement between the US and Greenland pertaining to the question of the
maintenance contract at Pituffik was announced (Naalakkersuisut 2020). In
a ‘Statement on Improved Cooperation in Greenland – Including at Pituffik
(Thule Air Base)’, which is one of four documents published as part of the
October 2020 agreements, the signatories Washington DC, Copenhagen and
Nuuk wrote that ‘In view of Pituffik’s and Greenland’s key role in Greenlandic,
U.S., and transatlantic security, and based on our close dialogue concerning
the base maintenance contract at Pituffik, we set out together to increase
the benefits to the people of Greenland, through the understanding set
forth in the exchange of diplomatic notes (…)’ (Naalakkersuisut 2020). This
referred to the ‘Common Plan for U.S.-Greenland Cooperation in Support of
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To sharp eyes, this agreement on the further development of Greenland-US
relations, particularly as it was bound up with the US military presence in
Greenland and signed bilaterally by Greenland and the US and not by Denmark,
is notable. Presenting this as a big win for Greenland, Naalakkersuisut was
widely quoted in the Greenlandic, Danish and foreign media as specifically
mentioning their satisfaction with the furthering of a ‘bilateral’ cooperation
with the US. The four documents were presented as the result of and solution
to the diplomatic crisis initiated in 2014.10
It is important to note that as of early May 2022, a full diplomatic solution and
recovery from the lost maintenance contract has not been reached, as the
award of a new contract for the coming term has not yet been announced. The
celebratory mood described after the signing of the October 2020 agreement
can thus be seen as an expression of the Greenlandic expectation that future
contracts will once again be awarded to Greenlandic-Danish companies.
But what was the process leading to the festive mood on 28 October 2020?
What is the connection back to the MoUs that were signed in 2019, and
the ‘economic growth package’ presented in spring 2020, and why was
Naalakkersuisut so keen to categorise the relations to the US as ‘bilateral’?

Causal mechanism 1:
The Greenland era of implementing
self-determination.
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Our Understanding for Pituffik (Thule Air Base)’ which was the only one of
the four documents that included actual signatures, signed bilaterally by then
Greenlandic premier Kim Kielsen, and then US ambassador to Denmark Carla
Sands (Sands & Kielsen 2020).

Prior to the inauguration of self-government, the Danish Parliament passed
an act granting Greenland the powers to conclude certain international
agreements ‘on behalf of the Kingdom of Denmark’ (Ackrén 2019; Olsvig
& Gad 2021). This act, also called the Authorisation Act, was developed
to accommodate the decision making structures developed in praxis as
Greenland engaged in international negotiations on overtaken legislative areas,
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such as fisheries, education, etc. Throughout the 2000s and 2010s Greenland
gradually developed an own foreign policy identity, increasingly seeing itself
as an international player with direct relations not only to Denmark, but also to
other foreign states and international organisations (Gad 2017).
The development of the US-Greenland relationship should thus be seen in
the context of Greenland continuously pushing for a greater say in general,
as well as in matters that are taken over that have security and foreign policy
implications.

Raising the Greenlandic voice.
In the years after the ‘loss of the maintenance contract’, Greenlandic politicians
presented an initial demand for direct ‘compensation’,11 but then agreed with
Denmark on the wording, ‘the US presence in Greenland should be to the
benefit of the Greenlandic people’, which continued to be expressed in official
documents, in the media, as well as in meetings with US government officials
(Naalakkersuisut 2016; 2017; 2018; 2019; 2020).
As a first tangible implementation of the Self-Government Agreement,
the decision-making powers in the area of mineral resources were taken
over by Greenland in 2010. The following development of policies on and
around mineral resources was one that blurred the official and unofficial
lines of legislative powers between Greenland and Denmark. An example
was the question of possible uranium mining, which led to lengthy debates
in Greenland, but also to new agreements between Greenland and Denmark
pertaining to the security aspects of exporting uranium (Kristensen & RahbekClemmensen 2018). Another example was the debate in the Inatsisartut
in 2012 on a large-scale business development act, where the prospect of
thousands of workers from abroad, including from China, possibly arriving for
large-scale mining projects sparked a debate in Denmark on how the security
and foreign policy aspects of the newly-assigned powers to Greenland should
be dealt with (Kristensen & Rahbek-Clemmensen 2018; Olsvig & Gad 2021).
These developments led to further awareness of the consequences of the SelfGovernment Act, not least among Greenlandic politicians who became more
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The US redefining itself as an Arctic nation.
In the US two parallel developments were taking place during the 2000s and
the 2010s. On one hand, the US chairmanship of the Arctic Council (2015 to
2017) was approaching, and on the other, the overall great power competition
development was becoming increasingly agenda-setting, with China and Russia
among the many states with clearly expressed interests and policies on and in
the Arctic. The Arctic was put back on the political map with the formulation of
Arctic strategies on different sectors, including military and defence, while US
Arctic policymaking was increasingly institutionalised (Corgan 2014 & 2020;
Ackrén 2019: 5; Weingartner & Orttung 2019). This forged the development
of new US policies as well as an evaluation of US Arctic positioning, including
on several micro-levels such as developing new and improved relationships to
the Arctic peoples and nations. In a report titled ‘Basing Rights and Contested
Sovereignty in Greenland and Diego Garcia – The Impact of Decolonization on
US and Allied Access in the Era of Great Power Competition’ from an August
2019 ‘on-the-record event’ hosted by the CNA Strategy and Policy Analysis
program,12 policymakers were specifically advised to invest in relationships
and engage economically and politically with local peoples (Overfield 2019:
4-5). This report was sent to the Greenlandic representation in Washington DC
in September 2019 with a note that the CNA hoped the representation would
find the report useful.13 As described by other scholars, American attention
to Greenland’s self-determination powers was not new. The US followed the
approaching inauguration of self-government and noted that the agreement
could result in Greenlandic independence from Denmark, and that this should
give the US an incentive to further its more direct cooperation with Greenland
(Olesen 2017; Henriksen & Rahbek-Clemmensen 2017).
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aware of when and how to maintain clear decision-making power, and when
to – or not to – include Denmark in their decision-making (Olsvig & Gad 2021).

Other developments also informed the overall US-Greenland relationship in the
2010s. It is widely acknowledged that it was American influence that led to
the Danish Navy re-opening the Kangilinnguit naval base in 2016, and to the
Danish investments and loans for the extension of two central civilian airports
in Greenland in 2018 (Olsvig & Gad 2021; Jacobsen & Olsvig forthcoming). It is
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also widely acknowledged that the US security interest in Greenland increased
in that period in reaction to Russia’s expanded militarisation of its Arctic
territory (Kristensen & Mortensgaard 2021).
In September 2018, amid the Greenlandic parliamentary debates on the
expansion of the country’s airport structure, and after the news of a Chinese
bid to construct the airports, the US Department of Defence issued a unilateral
Statement of Intent (SoI in the following) expressing interest in investing in
critical Greenlandic infrastructure (Rood 2018). In the SoI, it was made clear
that the incentive for investing was to enhance US and NATO capabilities
in Greenland and the North Atlantic. Documents show that the SoI came
following meetings of the US, Greenland and Denmark Permanent Committee
(PC). ‘Joint infrastructure investment’ was on the agenda at an extraordinary
meeting in June 2018, while ‘infrastructure investments – follow up on the
Statement of Intent (SoI) from 2018’ as well as general follow-up on the SoI
were on the PC meeting agendas in the years after the statement was issued
(own translation).14
A review of the yearly foreign policy reports of Naalakkersuisut to Inatsisartut
show that the meetings of the JC were halted in 2015 due to the maintenance
contract crisis and following negotiations (Naalakkersuisut 2016; 2017; 2018;
2019; 2020). Documents also show that the meetings in the PC were halted
from October 2014 to January 2018, and according to the above mentioned
reports the maintenance contract crisis from 2014 was the underlying reason
for the halt.
These developments – the overall great power competition spillover in the
Arctic, and the development and implementation of Greenland’s widened
self-determination – form the framework within which the Greenland-US
relationship further developed.
Before moving into the analysis, an overview of the twists and turns in
Greenland’s room for decision-making manoeuvring is given in the following.
This provides an insight to the pressures and struggles Greenland has
continuously had to navigate in order to position itself at the negotiating
tables, and to have its voice heard.
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When analysing Greenland’s room for manoeuvre, Denmark’s position towards
the Arctic and towards Greenland is inevitably part of the explanation. Thus,
how Denmark has developed its focus on the Arctic throughout the 2000s and
2010s is interesting and important to position and analyse the new and direct
Greenland-US cooperation. As explained by Jon Rahbek-Clemmensen in the
article ‘The Arctic Turn. How did the High North become a foreign and security
policy priority for Denmark?’, the increased great power interest in the Arctic
initiated by the Russian 2007 flag-planting in the Arctic High Seas seabed
close to the North Pole forced Denmark to re-develop its Arctic focus (RahbekClemmensen 2018). Prior to these events the Arctic had, since the Cold War,
been of little interest to Denmark, and Greenland had a relatively big room
for manoeuvre, for example sitting at the table in the Arctic Council including
signing the founding document of the council on behalf of the Kingdom of
Denmark in 1996, and initiating a tradition of taking a direct part in the different
levels of the council’s work (Holm Olsen & Shadian 2018). With the increased
great power attention to the Arctic, Denmark moved its focus from largely
being around developing policies and taking part in events and developments
through the relation to Greenland, to increasingly seeing itself as an Arctic
state with a broader interest in the Arctic than just that of through or about
Greenland (ibid). But this re-positioning did not come without challenges for
the Greenlandic-Danish relationship, and there was a hard pushback from
Greenland, which intensified when Naalakkersuisut, contrary to the previous
tradition, was pushed to the side and ‘excluded’ from sitting at the table during
the Swedish chairmanship of the Arctic Council from 2011 to 2013. Greenland
boycotted the Arctic Council Ministerial Meeting in Kiruna in 2013, creating
quite an amount of attention to the precarious situation. Whatever solution
was to be found to bring Greenland back to the table, the development had
paralleled the Danish Arctic turn and increased focus on statehood in the
Arctic cooperation. Some have called this development a ‘Westphalianisation’
of the Arctic Council, changing the council from being for and by Arctic and
Indigenous Peoples, to increasingly being a state-focused forum (ibid).
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Twists and turns in Greenland’s room for
manoeuvre.

85

DANISH FOREIGN POLICY REVIEW 2022

Although the pushback from Greenland against Denmark’s increased Arctic
diplomacy was never explicitly explained by Greenlandic politicians as a reaction
against this ‘Westphalianisation’, Greenland as a polity did seek recognition as
something that, as much as possible, resembled a nation-state (Jacobsen &
Gad 2018), by being very clear on the areas of legislation that it had power over,
and by demanding that Greenland could act on its own, also when there were
foreign and security implications in those areas (Takahashi 2019a; 2019b).

Causal mechanism 2:
Greenland’s self-determination powers
become evident to the US.
The steppingstones laid throughout the 2000s and 2010s, including the
introduction of self-government in Greenland, thus created a contentious
space of power play between nation-states and a sub-national polity. This is the
background against which this article analyses the Greenland-US relationship,
and the signing of the MoUs with the follow-up funding for increased American
activities in Greenland.
As stated in the CNA report mentioned above, somewhere along the line it
became evident to US government officials that Greenland, with its selfgovernment agreement with Denmark, had formally gained further selfdetermination (Overfield 2019; Olsvig & Gad 2021). In addition to the new formal
framework, informal and diplomatic activities, especially after Greenland
established its own representation in Washington DC in 2014, made it hard to
overlook the message from Greenland that there was interest in a more direct
cooperation with the US. In the years following 2014 the Greenlandic Minister
of Foreign Affairs travelled frequently to the US, including a trip to Washington
DC and Colorado in 2016 together with the parliament’s foreign policy and
security committee ‘to gain a better understanding of the conditions in relation
to the US military presence in Greenland’15 (own translation).
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The push for a more direct relationship with the US put the US government
officials in a delicate position. On one hand, they had to respect and meet
the demands of their Danish counterparts who were increasingly aware of
Denmark’s own role in the Arctic and intent on maintaining or claiming power
over anything foreign policy and security-related. On the other hand, they
wanted to meet the wishes of an increasingly self-aware Greenlandic system,
that was pointing to the Self-Government Act and division of powers and
authorities agreed upon with Denmark.
In the case of the 2019 MoUs, Greenland did inform Denmark about the MoUs,
although the information was conveyed shortly before the actual signing, and
Denmark saw no reason to interfere or prevent them (Interview A, I, J and K).
The question is whether that would have been the case, had the content of
the MoUs been more controversial in the sense of containing matters, seen
from a Danish perspective, as being beyond Greenland’s autonomous powers.
The point from a Greenlandic perspective is that Greenland didn’t ask for
permission because Greenland saw this kind of agreement as being fully within
Greenlandic authority. Relating the development to the causal graph in Figure
1, it is these developments that led to a common understanding between
Greenland, Denmark, and the US that the MoUs could be signed bilaterally by
Greenland and the US.

Causal mechanism 4:
The road to bilateralism through the MoUs.
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Causal mechanism 3:
Denmark accepts that Greenland deals
directly with the US.

The MoUs thus became an important steppingstone towards a more direct
relation between Greenland and the US.
Figure 2 contains two timelines starting from the ‘loss of the maintenance
contract’ in 2014 and ending with the 2021 restarting of the Joint Committee.16
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Figure 2.

Meetings held in both the Joint Committee
and Permanent Committee

2016

October 2014 to January 2018,
no meetings in the Permanent Committee

2015

Yearly meeting in Joint Committee

Timeline 2
Other meetings
and activities
2014
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Timeline 1
Meetings in the Joint and
Permanent Committees

Greenland opens a diplomatic
representation in Washington DC

Greenlandic and Danish MFA visit the US

US Secretary of State visits Greenland

Greenlandic parliamentarians and MFA visit the US

2017

October 2015 to September 2021,
no meetings in the Joint Committee

Greenlandic minister visits US

Permanent Committee meetings resumed
2018

Permanent Committee meetings

Negotiations on the BMC reported in media

US Department of Defense announces Statement
of Intent on critical infrastructure

Greenlandic and US representatives meet
2019

Permanent Committee meetings

MoUs signed in Nuuk
US delegation visits Nuuk

Permanent Committee meeting

USAID Economic growth package no.1 announced
2020
New agreements on TAB announced

Permanent Committee meeting
2021

Joint Committee meetings resumed

USAID Economic growth package no.2 announced

Timeline 1 gives an overview of meetings in the Permanent Committee and the Joint Committee. Meetings in both
forums were halted from 2014 due to the maintenance contract crisis.
Meetings in the Permanent Committee were resumed in 2018 while meetings in the Joint Committee restarted in 2021.
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Timeline 2 shows other activities in the same period, but is not exhaustive of all meetings and activities that took place.
It gives a picture of vast activity during the halt in the two formalised meeting structures.

In 2017 negotiations on the issue of the base maintenance contract still had
not led to any solutions,17 but meetings in the PC were resumed in January
2018, following a decision to reinstate negotiations on the lost maintenance
contract, as reported in Naalakkersuisut’s yearly foreign policy report to
parliament (Naalakkersuisut 2020: 43-44).
The second timeline shows several significant activities conducted outside
of the auspices of the PC and JC, revealing extensive activity in the shape of
dialogue and meetings between Greenland and the US during the period of
the JC and PC meeting suspension. Greenland established its own diplomatic
representation in Washington DC in September 2014 and from 2015 onwards
the Greenlandic Minister of Foreign Affairs visited the US frequently, both with
and without Danish counterparts.
When the MFA and the Parliament of Greenland’s Foreign Policy and Security
Committee collaboratively visited Washington DC and Colorado in 2016, the
committee and the MFA jointly stated that they were ‘united in working to
ensure that Greenland and the Greenlandic society get the highest possible
return and benefits from the US military presence, whether within the 1951
Defence Agreement with subsequent supplementary agreements, or in the
form of an actual renegotiation of the agreement complex’ (own translation).18
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The first timeline simply aims at providing an overview of the meetings held
in the JC and PC in the period after the loss of the maintenance contract up
until 2021. As explained in the above, both fora are trilateral, uniting the US,
Denmark, and Greenland in dialogue on security and military issues (in the PC),
and in dialogue on developing cooperation in civilian areas such as education,
business and trade including resource development, health, environmental
issues and tourism (the JC). Meetings in both the PC and the JC were halted
after the loss of the maintenance contract. The last meetings in the PC were
held in October 2014, and the JC in October 2015.

The two timelines thus show, that while the meetings in the joint and permanent
committees were halted, activities and events, largely advanced by Greenlandic
politicians and diplomats, developed in parallel to the push from the joint
Greenlandic-Danish side. The question is: did these advancements also lead
to a common understanding between the Greenlandic and US representatives
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that a new and more direct relationship between the two should and could
be initiated? Drawing on the process tracing method, ‘smoking gun’ evidence
points to a high degree of intention on the part of Greenland towards such
a development. In talks and interviews with US government officials, the US
pointed to the wish to resolve the maintenance contract issue as a driver for
continuing the dialogue directly with Greenland.19
When the meetings in the PC were resumed, talks on furthering the coopera
tion in investments in Greenlandic infrastructure were on the agenda.20
Subsequently the US Department of Defence issued the September 2018
Statement of Intent (SoI) expressing their interest in investing in the critical
infrastructure of Greenland, signalling a clear US willingness to engage.
Although the SoI did not result in US investments in Greenlandic infrastructure,
a line of events (visualised in timeline 2) did continue to develop.
In 2019 Greenlandic and US representatives met without Danish representa
tives on several occasions to discuss US-Greenlandic relations (Interviews I, K
and J). Following these meetings, preparations for the two MoUs were initiated,
and communications between the individual Government of Greenland
departments and the US State Department became frequent (Interviews K, I
and E).
As explained in the introduction, the MoUs were meant to be deliverables at the
US Secretary of State’s visit to Greenland in May 2019. This trip was cancelled,
and the MoUs were signed by another US representative, but the fact that they
were supposed to be signed by a Secretary of State nevertheless points to
the importance of the signal from the US side and signals that the signatories
wanted attention to this new and more direct form of cooperation.
As a key Greenlandic politician put it: ‘From Greenland’s side we continuously
held on to our right to negotiate on our own and directly with the Americans,
without Danish involvement, on areas that are taken over by Greenland. It’s
our country’ (Interview I). The clear focus on areas taken over by Greenland
was also highlighted by other interviewees, who reiterated that the areas of
cooperation to be developed were based on the wishes expressed by Greenland
(Interviews E, G, K, H and J).

90

At the time of application for access to documents for this article, the JC
meetings had not been resumed, but in a later press release Greenland and
the US announced that new meetings were formally resumed in September
2021. These new meetings were held as JC meetings between Greenland and
the US but, evidently, there were Danish representatives at the meetings (as
seen in the group photos), but the communication contained no mention of
Denmark.22 Naalakkersuisut spoke of bilateral relations although there was
no formal announcement of changing the original trilateral character of the
JC. This resembles the ‘photoshopping Denmark out’ of the Greenland-EU
relation described by Ulrik Pram Gad, where Denmark is ‘cleared away so that
Greenland’s true identity can be recognised by a better other’ (Gad 2017: 88).
In the case of this present article, the ‘better other’ is the US.

Ambiguous US signals.
Identifying an alternative and counterfactual event is yet another step in a
process tracing analysis that can be beneficial to the understanding. In this
case, the alternative event would be that the MoUs or the new and enhanced
agreements on Greenland-US cooperation were concluded through the
existing structures, i.e. the JC, and with the direct and integrated involvement
of Denmark. But what would have been the outcome of that? It would most
probably have been trilateral agreements and thereby an implicit involvement
of Denmark in areas that Greenland strictly sees as its exclusive jurisdiction,
therefore not satisfying the Greenlandic need for implementing and exercising
self-determination. Furthermore, a direct involvement of Denmark would most
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Following the signing of the MoUs a large delegation from the US State
Department visited Nuuk in September 2019 and frequent talks continued
on how to implement the aims of the MoUs (Interviews K and I). Greenland’s
delegations to these meetings maintained a focus within legislative areas
that had been taken over by Greenland, establishing a room for manoeuvre
to influence and be the decision makers. Danish representatives were
sometimes present at the meetings but were not part of the deliberations
with the Americans. At other times Danish representatives were not allowed
into the meetings, although they wanted access (Interviews K, I and J).21 The
areas of cooperation funded by the economic growth package, were chosen
by Greenland (Interviews A, K, I, E, G).
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probably have meant that Danish institutions would be part of the equation, a
situation that Greenlandic government officials clearly expressed opposition
to (Interviews K, I).
So, going back to the two hypotheses, the analysis shows that it is hypothesis
A) The bilateralism of the MoUs was the main aim of the signatories, that is
the most likely of Greenland’s incentives, as similar agreements with the
same content could have been signed in a trilateral arrangement. For the US
there are also clear indications that bilateralism was a goal, but hypothesis
B) Bilateralism was the preference of Greenland and, given the acceptance by
Denmark, the US played along, also rings true as the US was under an obligation
to balance its obligations to Denmark, its state counterpart. Interestingly, as
seen in the communications from both Greenland and the US, the US signals
through the media were deliberately made ambiguous.
In the following a theoretical retrospective glance at earlier international
relations (IR) analyses of Greenland, the US and Denmark, and their interrelated
developments, including the move from bilateralism to trilateralism and back,
will inform the latter part of this analysis, before concluding the article.

Balancing several areas of practical tension.
The US-Greenland relation is developing in an arena and an era of tension. On
the one side China and Russia’s actions both in and outside the Arctic dictate
American Arctic policy (Weingartner & Orttung 2019). This has become a
determining condition in 2022 with the Russian invasion of and war in Ukraine
and its consequences, which include pausing the Arctic Council and sanctions
by the West towards Russia, supported by Greenland. On the other side,
the US is exercising a liberal approach of obtaining (mutual) benefits from
cooperation, as seen in the US approach to Greenland (Overfield 2019). This
analysis thus takes its IR point of departure in the macrolevel realist paradigm
of great power competition but also digs into a microlevel, liberal approach to
how relationships develop through cooperation.
For both the US and for Greenland there are domestic interests at play and,
through diplomacy, both countries implement goals that in different ways
benefit each their own domestic agendas. The present analysis draws on
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Archer argued that in the case of the negotiations on the Pituffik upgrade in
the beginning of the 2000s, the ‘three levels of negotiations are international
negotiations (US-Denmark), the domestic level (within Denmark, including
Greenland) and the intra-realm (Danish-Greenlandic)’ (Archer 2003: 126). He
furthermore argued, that ‘the security of Greenland is not just a matter between
two powers, one large and one small, but is also a question that closely involves
the Greenlandic authority, the island’s people and interest groups’ (ibid: 127).
It is clear that in the process leading to the signing of the two MoUs in 2019,
Greenlandic government officials and politicians highlighted the importance
of negotiating directly with the US, with minimal or without any involvement
of Denmark (Interviews K, J, informal follow-up talks). Danish government
officials did not express dissatisfaction at having been excluded from the
formulation of the content of the agreements (Interview A and follow-up talks
and interview). Danish parliamentarians expressed no or very little knowledge
of the MoUs and were surprised by the later-announced ‘economic growth
package’ (Interviews F, C, B), a reaction they did not hold back from voicing to
the media.23 The Inatsisartut Foreign Policy and Security Committee stated,
shortly after the news of the package was announced, that it was connected
to the 2019 MoUs and not to the 2004 Igaliku Agreement.24
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Putnam’s two-level game theory framework as ‘a metaphor for domesticinternational interactions’ (Putnam 1988), and follows up on, inter alia, Clive
Archer’s 2003 two- and three-level analysis of the Greenland, Denmark, US
security triangle, which among other things concludes that the Greenlanders
could be at future negotiating tables and that the US most likely would seek
to avoid alienating Greenland by providing side-payments in order to obtain
acceptance of the presence of the missile defence system (Archer 2003:
142). The analysis is an attempt to shed light on the nuances of what has
changed since the 2000s and the trilateral nature of the Greenland, Denmark,
US relations pertaining to the US presence in Greenland.

With the agreements, Greenland and the US thus signalled a new (metaphoric)
level one play, negotiating directly with each other, while the domestic,
level two, play in Greenland was about satisfying the parliamentary wish
for renumeration from the loss of the maintenance contract as well as an
assurance that Greenland will never again stand with no or little income from a
US military presence. At the same time Greenland was signalling an increased
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decision-making power, and thus strictly maintaining its autonomy within the
areas taken over from Denmark.
Both Greenlandic and US representatives highlighted that the MoUs only
include legislative areas fully taken over by Greenland according to the SelfGovernment Act, i.e. mineral resources and energy (Interviews K, J, I, G, E).
This strict focus was also expressed at, for example, the newly re-established
US Consulate in Nuuk’s public diplomacy events, where the list of areas of
cooperation further developed through the existence of the consulate are all
within overtaken legislative areas.
The question is whether Greenland and the US played the two-level game by
carving into areas strictly seen as of Greenlandic authority, and by doing so
avoided a third level Danish-Greenlandic quarrel that could result in different
outcomes of the agreements, and risk sparking a time-consuming GreenlandicDanish dispute?
By acting in this way, the US and Greenland mutually enhanced each other’s
‘win-sets’. Referring to Putnam, Archer states that, ‘a small “win-set” means
that negotiators know what to go for but could find that their limited room
for manoeuvre resulting from domestic constraints leads to a breakdown in
negotiations. However, level one negotiators are “often in collusion”, helping
each other to get the deal ratified’ (Archer 2003: 127).
Thus, the Greenlandic and US negotiators balanced their practical interactions
against several levels of high-tension relations. Firstly, the question of how to
develop further cooperation and tie together Greenland and the US. From a
Greenlandic perspective this had to avoid being a direct US enhancement of
military presence or a new colonial relationship similar to the one Greenland
is in the process of attempting to leave behind. However, seen from a US
perspective, it had to lay the ground for future needs, including for enhanced
military presence on Greenland soil.
Secondly, Greenland and the US were balancing their play in a field where
there is, officially, a third player, Denmark, but in a manner that satisfied the
Greenlandic need to act on its own, in a direct and exclusive play with the
US. This raises the question of how much communication there is between
the US and Denmark without Greenland. But, as history shows, a process not
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Thirdly, Greenland and the US balanced and moved in on areas of cooperation
that, in a tense and conflicted world with a high degree of great power
competition, will inevitably have security and foreign affairs implications,
e.g. access to and power over minerals and energy, and not least data about
these resources. Evidently the parties were aware of this. Whether this tense
field and the new world crisis with the war in Ukraine leaves Greenland with
any alternative opportunities other than to play exclusively with the US is a
question that remains unanswered.
The 2019 MoUs are thus an example of how Greenland leveraged a crisis
based on a lost maintenance contract by seizing the opportunity granted by
a halt in meetings in an arrangement where Greenland was part of Danish
delegations – one formed in 1991 (the Permanent Committee), and the other
formed when Greenland last grabbed itself a seat at the negotiating table (the
Joint Committee established through the 2004 Igaliku Agreement).
The new and current room for manoeuvre was made possible by the
establishment of self-government, and the powers taken over as part of that
agreement. But it was also made possible by the lack of developing followup decision making structures for the areas of legislation that have security
and foreign policy implications, and for how to practically resolve issues that
involve grey zones and areas with blurred lines.
If we ask how intentionally this room for manoeuvre was created, it was clearly
intentional from the Greenland side. From the US side there was a need and
desire to solve the diplomatic crisis of having awarded a maintenance contract
to an American company and not a Greenlandic-Danish one, a crisis that was
apparently possible to solve by satisfying a Greenlandic wish to signal more
direct US-Greenland relations. From the Danish side, bilateralism in the MoUs
was not intentional, but Denmark saw no reason to demand trilateralism. Had
Denmark demanded that the US and Greenland halt signing the MoUs, the
story would have been very different.
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involving Greenland, or of keeping Greenland in the dark on matters pertaining
to Greenland, could spark a new distrust towards the Danes, as has previously
been described by Anders Henriksen and Jon Rahbek-Clemmensen (2017).
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‘People-to-people cooperation’.
An underlying precondition of the Greenland-US relation is the great power
competition on a world scale. Here, the realist and paradigmatic US relations to
China and Russia are clear factors that guide American attention to Greenland.
But current developments beg the question of whether Greenland, even if
Greenland wants to, can maintain or further develop the ‘open for business
with anyone’ policy, which has been the guiding principle for Greenland’s
foreign and trade relations for decades? US-Greenland relations have gradually
become more closely tied-up through the MoU follow-up economic growth
packages. The latest came in 2021, when the US announced an additional
USD 10 million of USAID spanning until 2026, referring to the ‘The Common
Plan’, thereby connecting the MoUs to the further agreements on the Pituffik
maintenance contract process, laying the ground for a tighter political relation
between Greenland and the US, including on matters relating to the US
military presence.25 During US Secretary of State Blinken’s visit to Greenland
in May 2021, these relations were described as ‘shared democratic values and
enhanced people to people cooperation’.26 The USAID amounts are negligible
in comparison to Greenland’s export of fisheries products to Asia, including
China, and to Russia.
This analysis also shows that the MoUs and the ‘economic growth package’
would highly likely have been developed even without the inclusion and blessing
of Denmark. As a postcolonial statement, it was paramount for Greenland to
be in control of the content of these agreements, thus they lie within legislative
areas managed from Nuuk. Denmark and the Danish system were kept
informed and included where necessary and obligatory. In the initial process
of attempts to solve the maintenance contract quarrel, Danish involvement
was an integral part of the Greenlandic push.
From a Greenlandic perspective, the process demonstrated initiative and
decision-making power. Since the agreements led to tangible benefits from
the US presence in Greenland, it was difficult for the Government of Denmark
to criticise them.
But the process also continued to create turmoil in Danish politics, and that is
a weakness in the structure and legitimacy of the decision making seen from
a Danish perspective, because it suggests that Denmark’s powers may have
been diminished.
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In a special briefing titled ‘On the road to Nuuk: Economic Cooperation’ in
May 2020 in Washington DC State Department officials said, ‘[...] the topline
goal for US policy for the Arctic region is straightforward and simple: We are
seeking a secure and stable Arctic where US interests are safeguarded, the
US homeland is protected, and Arctic states work cooperatively to address
shared challenges’. Officials continued to explain that the MoUs signed with
Greenland are first ‘helping Greenland to understand its resources, second,
supporting the resource development management; and third, helping
Greenland’s domestic capability’.27 This ties in closely with the announcement
by the then US Ambassador to Denmark, Carla Sands, of the economic
growth package, where the ambassador linked the enhanced US presence
and initiatives in Greenland with the overall security development in the Arctic,
with Russia on one side militarising its domain, while China on the other is
enhancing its economic interests.
As quoted in the beginning of this article, the US sees itself as ‘an important
geopolitical partner [who wants] to ensure that Greenland pursues an enabling
environment to attract diverse and private investment to achieve its own
energy and mineral resource security goals’.28
The MoUs and the USAID initiatives can therefore be seen as civilian means
to security goals for a US that has, for several years, expressed a clearly
articulated need to enhance its presence in the Arctic, and build connections
to Arctic peoples both economically and politically.
In answer to the research question (Why did the US and Greenland choose
to engage in bilateral agreements and how does this development affect
Greenland’s decision making on areas that were formerly dealt with in a trilateral
relation?), we have seen that the bilateralism was an important goal for
Greenland in the aim of furthering autonomy and self-determination in the
development of Greenland’s businesses and foreign relations. For the US,
the aim was partly to make sure that new economic and political relations
were built directly with Arctic peoples as part of assuring future access to
military basing rights, but also to demonstrate that there was willingness to
solve a diplomatic crisis specific to Greenland surrounding the Pituffik base
maintenance contract.
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Conclusion.
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The result for Greenland was that the jumpstart of the Joint Committee,
formerly a trilateral forum based on the Igaliku Agreement, was now portrayed
as a bilateral forum where Denmark was not fully out of the equation, but
since the US was playing along, was pushed to a more insignificant position
on the side-lines. Although it did not seem to matter for Greenland whether
Denmark was completely in agreement with this position, it seemed necessary
for Denmark to accept this new role to keep its word on further autonomy to
Greenland, and – paradoxically – also to avoid diminishing the coherence of
the Realm.
If Greenland succeeds in maintaining a constant awareness of the division
of authorities throughout each of its involved government departments, this
position can be maintained. This will require a constant push at every meeting
for Greenland to speak on behalf of itself. The MoU processes have created an
expanded room for manoeuvre for this to happen.
If Denmark puts its foot down and plays the security and constitutional card
in these areas, the story may change, but given that the well-defined areas of
cooperation are within overtaken areas, that is not very likely to happen and
would most likely create a new round of distrust in the Greenland-Denmark
relation.
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Notes.
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Introduction.
Europeanisation refers to adaptation of European states to decisions made by
the European Union (EU). But who decides on the degree of Europeanisation
when it comes to the defence of an EU Member State? Is it a quasi ‘automatic’
process, or is it the national government and parliament that decide? If it is the
former, it would imply that no matter the result in the 1 June referendum on
the Danish defence opt-out, Danish Defence would Europeanise regardless. Is
this so?
A review of recent literature on the Europeanisation of the foreign policies,
security policies and especially defence policies2 of the EU Member States
reveals a clear trend towards Europeanisation through the mechanisms of
adaptation and socialisation. Furthermore, this process is close to automatic
(cf. Irondelle 2003; Keukeleire & Delreux 2014; Ladrech 2010; Menon 2002;
Mérand 2008; Palosaari 2013; Riddervold 2015; Riishøj 2007; Weber et al.
2004; Wong & Hill 2011).3 One obtains the same result when reviewing the
sparse literature on Denmark (Larsen 2011; G. Olsen 2011; Rieker 2004; Wivel
2014).4 However, we may still ask: is the Europeanisation of what Smith (1989:
151) has called ‘… one of the most glorious attributes of national sovereignty
[defence]’ unstoppable? To investigate this question, this article analyses
the case of Denmark, a ‘least likely’ case (see further below). The analysis
focuses on a possible Europeanisation of Denmark’s defences, understood
as the Danish Armed Forces (DAF), including Defence Command Denmark
(DCD) and its doctrine, and their politico-administrative frame (Ministry of
Defence, MoD). The focus is on the defence and security political cooperation
originating in the EU, thus not covering other European defence cooperation
outside the EU frame such as, for example, the European Intervention Initiative
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The Danish defence opt-out and
the non-Europeanisation of Danish
Defence.
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or the Nordic Defence Co-operation (for further discussion of Europeanisation,
see below). Denmark is particularly interesting from a theoretical point of view
because it has invoked four EU policy opt-outs, including one on defence
policy. If the contributions mentioned above are correct in their assumptions,
Europeanisation, or traces of it, should be visible within the DAF and MoD. If
not, then ‘automatism’ should be reconsidered in the literature. As mentioned
above, if Europeanisation of the DAF and MoD does take place, it indicates a
democratic problem in Denmark, as the vast majority of parties and members
of the Danish Parliament decided in 1994 to opt out of any kind of EU-led
security and defence cooperation (Larsen 2011), unless a referendum lifted
the opt-out. At the time of writing, May 2022, just such a referendum has
been called for 1 June 2022. This article contributes specifically to the field of
Europeanisation by investigating the question of whether the Europeanisation
of national defence policies is stoppable. It contributes with new empirical
knowledge about the DAF and MoD and the influence of the EU hitherto, and it
aims at analysing the practical consequences of the referendum, be it to keep
or to lift the defence opt-out.
After the Maastricht Treaty on the European Union (TEU) was signed in
February 1992, it was subjected to a referendum in Denmark and rejected
by a narrow margin. The Danish Government negotiated a so-called ‘national
compromise’ with the major opposition parties, aimed at implementing four
opt-outs from the following policy areas: 1) defence policy; 2) the third phase
of the Economic and Monetary Union; 3) EU citizenship; and 4) the handing
over of sovereignty in the areas of justice and home affairs. It was agreed
that these opt-outs could only be abolished after new referenda (Rasmussen
2018). Therefore Denmark does not participate in the military aspects of the
Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), especially not in the Common
Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Although Denmark is a member of certain
committees, such as the Political and Security Committee (PSC) and the
European Union Military Committee (EUMC), it does not have representation
on, for example, the European Union Military Staff (EUMS), or the European
Defence Agency (EDA), and its participation in the Permanent Structured
Cooperation on Security and Defence (PESCO) is very limited.
In a number of reports from the Danish Institute for International Studies
(DIIS 2000: 264; DIIS 2008: xiii; DIIS 2019: 73) the opt-outs are seen as
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Because of the opt-out, the Danish Parliament has had to tread a careful route
to respect it, while at the same time trying not to ignore the development in
the CSDP and to avoid being totally unprepared should the opt-out be lifted.
As an example, in 1999 a majority in the Danish Parliament asked the govern
ment ‘To follow the development closely, participate actively in all discussions
and secure Danish interests in further work in the EU on crisis management
and the European defence dimension, with due respect for the Danish optout’ (Udenrigsministeriet 2001: 1, my translation). In the political agreement
on Danish Defence of 2010-2014, it was stated that: ‘Furthermore, in the event
of the discontinuation of the Danish EU defence opt-out, Danish Defence
must be able to participate in EU operations outside Union territory […]’
(Forsvarsministeriet 2009: 2, my translation).
The 2018-2023 Defence Agreement was somewhat less committed to the
EU than the previous one, stating only that ‘Denmark closely follows the new
initiatives within the EU’s defence dimension, including enhanced cooperation
between NATO and the EU’ (Forsvarsministeriet 2018). Still, Larsen’s 2011
observation remains correct:

T H E D A N I S H D E F E N C E O P T-O U T A N D T H E N O N-E U R O P E A N I S AT I O N O F D A N I S H D E F E N C E

hampering Denmark’s potential to exercise its full influence within the EU
(cf. Larsen 2011: 93).

‘Although the defence opt-out has constrained the way Denmark
has participated in the build-up of the ESDP [European Security and
Defence Policy; today the CSDP], Copenhagen has supported the
development of the EU as an actor in the field of security, albeit in a
low-key manner’ (2011: 93).
These formulations all indicate that the spectre of the CSDP is in some way
present anyway, and Olsen’s 2011 article stipulated exactly that (cf. further
above).
The present article takes on a ‘ghostbusters’ role to analyse how far – if at all
– the spectre of Europeanisation has penetrated the MoD and the DAF; that is,
DCD and the tactical level. It investigates what mechanisms are or are not at
work. To answer the research question: ‘Is Europeanisation unavoidable?’ we
will focus on two cases, described in more detail later.
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Structure.
The rest of the article is structured as follows. The approach and sources are
presented next, followed by a discussion of the theoretical point of departure
– Europeanisation. Then two cases that reflect the insights of Europeanisation
theory are introduced;5 the first relates to downloading, the second to
socialisation (no case study of uploading is included, because Denmark does
not participate in defence cooperation). This leads into the conclusion of the
article, discussing the theoretical and practical implications of the findings.

Data, approach and delimitation.
This section introduces the data, approach and delimitation of the study.

Data.
The data consists of the defence agreements covering the period from the end
of the Cold War up to and including primo 2022, press releases from relevant
authorities, debates in Parliament, statements in newspapers and, in particular,
a series of interviews with civil servants from the MoD and MFA, officers in
the DCD and officers at the tactical level, including those on the service staff.
These interviews were conducted between mid-2018 and the end of 2021
and provide a unique opportunity to analyse the possible Europeanisation of
Danish Defence. A drawback has been the desire – indeed the condition – of
anonymity on the part of the vast majority of those interviewed. Triangulation
has been applied to overcome this.
The 27 semi-structured interviews were grouped into three categories, the
first two groups including representatives from the three armed services (air
force, army, navy),6 while the third group involved ministerial civil servants.
When quoted, the Interviewees are identified by a number. Numbers 1-8 are
members of the DCD,7 numbers 9-21 are from the tactical level, and 22-27 are
from the MFA and MoD.8 In overview:
– Defence Command Denmark:9 8 interviews
– Tactical level (service staff,10 brigade and regiment/wing/flotilla
commanders): 13 interviews
– MoD and the MoF:11 6 interviews
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In this article, we use a case study approach, specifically that of Denmark as
a least likely case.12 Least likely cases, as opposed to ‘most likely’ ones, are
‘tough test’ cases. (Willis 2014: 4). This approach was chosen based on the
argument that if Europeanisation takes place in Denmark – a Member State
with an opt-out which has the purpose of preventing Danish entanglement
with the military aspects of the EU’s Defence and Security Policy – then it
is likely that Europeanisation takes place in other EU Member States with
less restrictions on this policy area, too. Or as Levy more elegantly puts it,
(2008: 12) the ‘ “[Frank] Sinatra inference” – if I can make it there I can make it
anywhere’. This implies that a theory or an approach that fits a least likely case
in the words of Bennet and Elman (2010: 505) ‘[…] gains confidence’.
It was argued in the introduction that Europeanisation studies generally
consider that security and defence policies become Europeanised due to
adaptational pressures, socialisation, etc. Denmark has, as mentioned,
an opt-out from European defence cooperation, which has been upheld by
changing governments and parliaments since 1993. Thus, seen with ‘political
eyes’, Europeanisation of Danish defence policy should not take place. This,
however, is what the contributions mentioned above claim, and logically the
opt-out would not prevent Europeanisation.
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Approach.

Thus, any Europeanisation of Danish defence policy should not take place in
an ‘automatic’ way.
Research on Europeanisation is a methodological challenge in terms of
causality. Exadaktylos and Radaelli, in the conclusion to their 2012 edited
volume on causality in Europeanisation studies, were rather pessimistic.
For instance, it is difficult, if not impossible, to segregate the influence of
external factors, such as globalisation, from internal dynamics. This study’s
contribution could have consisted of a comparative analysis with other
small European states, but this would not solve the problem because they,
too, are exposed to many of the same external influences as Denmark (e.g.
globalisation, the perceived threat from Russia). Radaelli and Saurugger (2014:
ix-x) concluded with regard to causality: ‘Thus instead of having a causal chain
going down from the EU to the domestic level, we have multiple pathways
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through which the EU pressure is refracted, and in some cases rhetorically
amplified if not constructed’. Thus, the interviews gain additional value as part
of the triangulation.

Delimitation.
The period under investigation runs from the end of the Cold War up to and
including primo 2022. This period was chosen because the end of the Cold
War signalled both a reduction in size of the Danish Defence forces and a
new doctrine which shifted the emphasis from territorial defence to an
expeditionary force used actively outside NATO. The chosen period also
encompasses the entering into force of the TEU (Maastricht Treaty) and
its follow-up treaties, including the Lisbon Treaty. Towards the end of this
period, we have also seen a shift back towards a doctrine emphasising more
traditional territorial and deterrent defence, as seen in the most recent Danish
defence agreement (see below). Additionally, the end of the period in question
has seen Russia’s assault on Ukraine call the defence opt-out into question by
triggering a referendum on the opt-out to be held on 1 June 2022.

Europeanisation and its mechanisms.
In this section, Europeanisation theory is presented, as it constitutes an
important part of this article’s frame.
The concept of ‘Europeanisation’ has been heatedly debated, and numerous
definitions have been suggested. Elaborating on Ladrech’s 1994 definition,
Radaelli (2003: 30) suggested that Europeanisation is the:
‘Processes of (a) construction, (b) diffusion, and (c) institutionalization
of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles,
‘ways of doing things’, and shared beliefs and norms which are
first defined and consolidated in the EU policy process and then
incorporated in the logic of domestic (national and subnational)
discourse, political structures, and public policies’.
Today, there is a relative consensus that Europeanisation includes both the
downloading, or top-down, approach, under which states react to legislation
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The next question is: How does Europeanisation come about? That is, what
mechanisms are at work?
According to Dosenrode (2020), each of the three main kinds of
Europeanisation has its own primary mechanisms. For downloading, it is
‘goodness of fit’, and for cross-loading, it is socialisation and learning. For
uploading, the mechanisms of two- or three-level games and lobbying come
into play. However, as Denmark does not participate actively in this policy
area, the latter is left out, as already mentioned. Should the defence opt-out be
lifted this would change.
Börzel coined the concept of a ‘misfit’ in 1999, and this has since been
expanded to the ‘goodness of fit’ hypothesis which is in wide use (e.g. Börzel
& Risse 2002; Featherstone 2003; Knill & Lehmkuhl 2002). Here, the structural
compatibility of the domestic institution with European institutions (Börzel
1999: 573) ‘determines the degree to which Europeanisation changes [the]
redistribution of resources and hence the degree of pressure for institutional
adaptation’. Concretely, the point is that if the member state is politicalinstitutional in accordance with the EU level, there is no pressure to adapt,
whereas if a misfit exists, it may lead to pressure on the member state to adapt
its relevant policy and/or institution.
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and other decisions emanating from the European, supranational level; and
uploading, which is the process whereby the Member States influence the
supranational level. Additionally, there is also cross-loading, whereby the
EU creates frames for the Member States to exchange best practices and
experiences, with little or no involvement from central institutions. In the case
of Denmark’s participation in the EU’s defence dimension, CSDP, it is assumed
that the downloading process is the strongest Europeanisation process at
work due to the opt-out, which prevents active Danish participation in the
military aspects of the CSDP (see below).

The concept of goodness of fit has been criticised in relation to adaptational
pressure (cf. Featherstone 2003; Haverland 2003). On the other hand, Schmidt
(2006: 673) described the concept as ‘extremely helpful’. Haverland (2003)
contended that a domestic misfit does not constitute the necessary conditions
for shifts to occur. He drew attention to domestic veto points, which may cause
a government to delay or relax the implementation of EU legislation, despite
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its goodwill, showcasing the strategic dilemmas faced by governments (cf.
Börzel & Risse 2002).
Cross-loading is associated with socialisation and learning. According to
Checkel’s classical definition (2005: 804), socialisation is:
‘…a process of inducting actors into the norms and rules of a given
community. Its outcome is sustained compliance based on the
internalization of these new norms. In adopting community rules,
socialization implies that an agent switches from following a logic of
consequences to a logic of appropriateness; this adoption is sustained
over time and is quite independent from a particular structure of
material incentives or sanctions’.
Moumoutzis and Zartaloudis (2016: 342) noted that ‘once these norms and
rules have been internalised, actors are driven by a logic of appropriateness,
namely by considerations of what constitutes normal, right or good behaviour
within the context of a given community’.
Regarding socialisation as a mechanism of Europeanisation, Börzel and
Risse (2002) argued that a high level of misfit may lead to processes of
socialisation and learning that result in the internalisation of new norms
and the development of new identities, provided that (one of) two mediating
factors are present:
‘Change agents’ or norm entrepreneurs mobilise at the domestic level.
A political culture and other informal institutions conductive to consensusbuilding and cost-sharing also facilitate domestic change in response to
Europeanisation.13 (Börzel & Risse 2002: 76)

The chosen cases.
Inspired by the literature on Europeanisation, which expects a certain
‘automatism’ concerning Europeanisation stemming from CFSP and CSDP
(see above), two cases will be examined, one related to downloading and one
to socialisation.
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The case will look into: 1) the changes in the organisation of Danish Defence,
and 2) the transformation of doctrine from an expeditionary to a territorial
defence that is taking place at the time of writing of this article. Are EU
developments the reason for these changes? If Europeanisation takes place,
one should expect administrative adaptation, especially in the MoD and the
DCD, as well as adaptation in the Danish Defence in general to enable the
fulfilment of EU tasks outside the EU. Also, a general convergence of the Danish
Defence with CSDP (inter alia EU Battlegroup certification) could be expected.
Is the changing doctrine of the Danish Defence a result of Europeanisation, or
is it that of ‘NATO-isation’, following a general trend in NATO?
Case 2: If Europeanisation through socialisation is taking place, the actors,
MoD, and members of DAF are being introduced into the norms and rules of
the CSDP in particular and the EU in general as a community, with the result
that Checkel (2005: 804) described as: ‘Its outcome is sustained compliance
based on the internalization of these new norms’. One could describe this as
a creeping Europeanisation.
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Case 1: Downloading. Drawing upon those authors who have argued that an
automatic Europeanisation takes place, it is expected that Europeanisation
occurs with regard to both the Danish Defence’s organisation and procedures
as well as its capability and objectives.

Together, these two hypotheses will give a clear picture of the possible
Europeanisation of the Danish Defence.

Changes in Danish Defence; A case of
downloading Europeanisation?
If downloading Europeanisation does occur in the MoD and DAF, there are
two central locations where it could be expected to take place: a) in the
organisation and administrative setup of the MoD and DAF; and b) in the major
transformation which the DAF is currently undergoing. One should expect
the development of the CSDP to be mentioned as the reason, or part of the
reason, for these changes occurring, or at least one should observe a general
convergence of the DAF with the EU Battlegroups,14 as well as an adaptation
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of the DAF to enable it to fulfil the same tasks as the rest of the other CSDP
members outside the EU.

Administrative adaptation?
The question of administrative adaptation or downloading, will be examined at
all three levels i.e. the MoD, the DCD, and the tactical level.

The Ministry of Defence
When I wrote about the Europeanisation of the Danish central administration
(all the ministries) in 1993, only two ministries had not been affected by
Danish EC/EU membership: the Ministry of Church Affairs and the MoD
(Dosenrode 1993: 457). As the EU has developed, this has changed, although
not dramatically. Of the 21+ sections in the MoD, only one, with 15 civil
servants, is responsible for EU affairs, and it also has other, equally or more
important responsibilities, such as NATO and the Nordic Defence Cooperation
(NORDEFCO). Put differently, of the approximately 270 civil servants employed
in the department, only two or three in the section just mentioned focus on
EU affairs. As a new job aspect established in 2019, one of these two or three
civil servants looking after CSDP is on secondary assignment to the MFA
(Interviewee 27). The EU does play a role, but a very small one. However, the
MoD monitors and keeps the Danish Parliament informed on developments
in the CSDP. Concerning the importance of the EU, one senior civil servant
expressed it in this way (Interviewee 25): ‘If there is a collision of agendas, I
often choose the NATO meeting, or the regional meeting [e.g. NORDEFCO] and
let a deputy attend the EU meeting’.
There is no permanent coordination committee with regard to EU defence
policy, which includes the three most involved ministries, namely the Prime
Minister’s Office, the MFA, and the MoD at a senior level. Coordination
functions on an ad hoc basis, via exchanges of emails and telephone calls.
However, since 2019 there has been a systematised exchange of information
between the MoD and the MFA organised by a civil servant on secondary
assignment. This low-level coordination system indicates that the issue does
not have high priority. In comparison, Denmark held the chair of NORDEFCO in
2020 and allocated three civil servants to the task instead of the normal two.
In other words, the EU and NORDEFCO get roughly the same manpower in the
department (Interviewee 27).
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DCD can be considered a filter between the politico-administrative level and
the tactical armed forces.15
In the DCD, it is acknowledged that the EU is coming to play an increasingly
important role in the field of European defence and security, and within the
Coordination and Development Staff, the EU is monitored by one or two
officers, as well as by the Danish Military Representative to the EU.
The Danish Military Representative to the EUMC is also the Danish Military
Representative to NATO. One person on his staff follows developments
in the EU. The NATO aspect of the tasks clearly dominates the military
representative’s tasks (Interviewees 5, 10). When asked about participation
in the EUMC, three sentences summarise the situation (Interviewee 5): ‘We
interpret the opt-out restrictively’; ‘We monitor the developments’; and ‘We
do not deliver statements’. The Military Representative to the EUMC reports
to the DCD and the MoD. Apart from the Danish Military Representative and
his assistant, one or two officers on the Coordination and Development Staff
(DCD) monitor EU developments. No serious adaptation has taken place within
the DCD, apart from adding the tasks of the Danish Military Representative to
the EUMC to the existing tasks of the Military Representative to NATO.

Tactical Level
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Defence Command Denmark.

The 13 officers from the tactical level unanimously declared that there had
been no changes in administrative structures due to the development of the
EU.

The Danish Defence change of doctrine from expeditionary
logic to territorial logic.
Denmark is a founding member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO),16 and thus sided with the United States and the rest of the alliance
during the Cold War. During that time, the Danish Defence adhered to a
territorial defence doctrine, although at a low level.
After the end of the Cold War, no immediate threat to Danish territory was
seen, and the Danish Defence profile was changed to that of an expeditionary
force in support of Denmark’s activist foreign policy (Saxi 2010: 3). Denmark
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participated in a number of international operations, mostly under UN
mandates (e.g. ex-Yugoslavia, Afghanistan). NATO remained Denmark’s prime
supplier of security and, within the alliance, Denmark shifted from being a
‘reluctant’ to an ‘able and willing’ participant, pursuing the small-state strategy
of being a ‘loyal ally’. The consequences of this change in Danish NATO
engagement, from territorial defence to expeditionary force were fundamental:
‘On a structural level, whole weapon systems were disbanded, such
as the submarine force, the ground-based air-defence capability, and
most of the artillery. Instead, Denmark’s forces are now designed to
support NATO operations and are closely linked to – even integrated
into – US and UK forces’ (Petersson 2018: 369).
Denmark was able to make the change from territorial to expeditionary
because it did not feel threatened; for example, when the Danish Parliament
passed a Defence Act in 1993 it stated in the comments that there was no
direct military threat to Danish existence and sovereignty. The act committed
Danish Defence to engage in conflict prevention, peacekeeping, and peace
enforcement. This approach has continued over the years. In 2009, the
Danish Defence Commission of 2008 concluded that: ‘It is our assessment
that Denmark will not be confronted with direct, conventional threats in the
foreseeable future’ (Forsvarskommissionen 2009: 60, my translation). One of
this commission’s recommendations relates to the EU:
‘It is in the Danish interest that the EU’s ability to decide upon and
implement civilian and military crisis management is strengthened.
The maintenance of the defence opt-out is not in the Danish interest’17
(Forsvarskommissionen 2009: 99-101, my translation).
The expeditionary nature of the Danish Defence was upheld until the enactment
of the latest defence agreement, covering the years 2018-2023, which moved
defence towards a territorial stance but, as one senior officer (Interviewee
3) described it, ‘territorial, but with the ability to continue the international
operations we are undertaking’.
During the interviews in DCD, interviewees did not hesitate when they were
asked why Danish Defence was in the process of changing, as stated in the
last defence agreement. All interview partners, at all levels, gave the same reply
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with slightly different wording: ‘Russian aggression, as seen in the occupation
of Crimea and Russian involvement in Ukraine’. The change in the level of threat
was illustrated by the Sino-Russian naval exercises in the Baltic Sea (2017) and
the Russian-Belarusian joint exercise Zapard 2017 and Zapard 2021. Events in
Belarus (summer 2020) and Russian promises of help to Belarus, as well as
the massive Russian military build-up at the border of Ukraine at the end of
2021, followed by Russia’s assault on Ukraine in 2022, have not de-escalated
the situation. When the officers in DCD (Interviewees 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) were
asked about the impact of developments in the EU on the transformation of
Danish Defence, the unanimous answer was that there were ‘none’. This is in
line with the argument for an enlargement of the defence budget, made by
then Minister of Defence Frederiksen (2016-2019) in 2018: ‘The threat from
Russia is real and growing. Thus, we must show determination to defend –
and we are determined’ (my translation). His successor, Bramsen (minister
2019-2022), has expressed similar opinions (J. Nielsen 2019; Mouritzen &
Larsen 2020). Adding to the perceived Russian threat, there was also pressure
from US President Donald Trump requesting NATO members to spend 2% of
their GDP on defence (Redder 2018). This was mentioned by all interviewees
in the DCD (Interviewees 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8). This pressure led to an additional
increase in the Danish defence budget, which saw it reach 1.5% in 2023 (M.
Nielsen 2019). At the time of writing, it has been decided to increase the Danish
defence budget for the coming period in a way that it will meet the 2% NATO
target agreed upon in Cardiff 2014 (Mogensen 2022).
The answer to the (then) hypothetical question: ‘If the Danish opt-out on defence
were to be cancelled tomorrow, in what way should the Danish Defence change
(education, equipment, doctrine)?’ was also the same from all the officers
interviewed: ‘In no way’. The reason for this is that the tasks the EU performs,
for example, as peacekeepers in Somalia or as part of Operation Atalanta, are
of the same type as the ones that Danish soldiers perform in NATO operations.
As one officer stated: ‘We just have to change our shoulder badge from one
with one star [NATO] to one with 12 stars [the EU]’ (Interviewee 2). This of
course reduces the value of the changes as an indicator of Europeanisation.
Another indicator of Europeanisation taking place, other than naming it as the
reason, or part of the reason, for the dramatic change in Danish Defence, would
be a convergence with the standards of EU certification of EU Battlegroups to
enable it to participate in joint actions. None of the interviewed officers from
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DCD saw any need for such convergence. Convergence to NATO standards
was described as paramount.
Howorth (2007: 188) quotes Giegerich to argue that adaptation is driven by
the constant interactions between the EU and its Member States, as well as by
the emergence of collective norms. This is in line with Keukeleire and Delreux’s
(2014: 130) statement, that ‘[…] the need to continuously formulate “national
positions”’ leads to Europeanisation. This cannot be detected in the case of
Denmark either, due to the low degree of interaction at all levels. Lifting the
opt-out would naturally influence the Danish Defence as a participant in these
interactions.

Sub-conclusion.
In summary, when looking at the two most obvious places to search for traces
of downloading Europeanisation (changes in the administrative structure of
the MoD and DCD, and the transformation of Danish Defence into a territorial
force), it can be seen that only a minor adaptation has taken place in the first
two, and none in the latter. The fact that the administrative adaptation is tiny
is basically due to the opt-out. There is no reason to use many administrative
resources, given the political situation as it was. One senior civil servant’s
answer to the question ‘what would change in case of the opt-out being lifted?’
was that staffing levels would have to be expanded considerably (Interviewee
27). The military development of the CSDP is recognised and monitored, but
not much more than that. Thus, it is not possible to confirm Olsen’s findings
that administrative Europeanisation has taken place (2011), because in total
only between five and seven people (two or three in the department, two in
the NATO representation, and one or two in DCD) monitor defence-related
developments in the EU (Interviewees 25, 27). Regarding the transformation
of the Danish Defence doctrine into a territorially oriented force, the reason
was the perceived Russian threat, as well as pressure from the United States.
Looking outside Denmark, for example, in Meijer and Wyss’s anthology (2018:
1-31), it is stressed that a majority of states in Europe have followed the same
path, returning to a territorial logic mainly caused by Russian aggression.
In other words, serious Europeanisation is not yet taking place but ‘NATOisation’ is.
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If it was not possible to detect Europeanisation to a significant degree when
examining the administrative structures and procedures of the MoD and
DAF, there is still the question of whether ‘creeping Europeanisation’ through
socialisation is taking place at the level below government. Here, we rely
especially on interviews with senior civil servants and military officers.
If Europeanisation is taking place, both an awareness of the EU and a
common, less tangible, feeling of ‘how things should be done’ must be present,
following a logic of appropriateness; in other words, socialisation (see above).
Socialisation can occur within the different strata of Danish Defence.

The Ministry of Defence.
The implications of the opt-out were very clear to the civil servants interviewed
in the MoD and MFA: Denmark does not pull its weight as it could. This
finding is supported by Olsen (2011: 23): ‘The officials from both departments
[MFA and MoD] openly expressed strong frustration over the unobtrusive
role they are forced to play due to the opt-out’. However, there was a very
clear understanding that one was not going to try to push the limits through
taking ‘private initiatives’, which could endanger the survival of the minority
government in Copenhagen (Interviewees 8, 18, 22, 24).
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Working under the defence opt-out: creeping
Europeanisation through socialisation?

Physically being present and having relationships with others – in this case,
European civil servants – is a precondition for socialisation. However, that is
not often the case, nor is it prioritised (see above). Of the top diplomats and
officers, only the Danish ambassador to PSC and the Military Representative to
EUMC have intense and frequent contact. The ambassador reports to the MFA
and is less relevant here. Nevertheless, it is worth noting that Michalski and
Danielson (2018) argued that socialisation does takes place within the PSC.
A former Danish ambassador to the PSC (Interviewee 26) clearly indicated
that, although there was no shift in loyalties, there was an atmosphere of
collegiality in which they tried to help each other and find formulations that
were palatable to all. The same sentiment was repeated by an attaché to the
Permanent Danish Representation (Interviewee 6). This fits Quaglia et al.’s
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argument for caution concerning the effects of socialisation on civil servants’
loyalties: ‘EU and/or committee identity (and pursuit of European interests)
comes after or coexists with national identity (and the pursuit of national
interests)’ (2008: 160).

Defence Command Denmark.
As mentioned above, the number of individuals working to monitor the EU’s
defence developments is small: one or two in the DCD in Copenhagen and two
in the Danish NATO representation, including the Danish Representative to the
EUMC, who is also referred to above. The person most exposed to socialisation
is the Danish Military Representative to the EUMC, which meets once a week.
The Danish Military Representative, as previously mentioned, is also the
Danish representative to NATO and three interviewees (5, 6, 8) indicated that
the priority is NATO, not the EU. Two former Danish Military Representatives
to the EUMC clearly stated that there were no signs of Europeanisation,
and constantly referred to NATO as the frame for action (Interviewees 5, 8).
Regarding the building of relations, Interviewee 8 put it like this: ‘The work
in the EU is relational, and when we don’t sit on the other committees, we
simply don’t get the information and we don’t build the relations in the same
way as our colleagues’. Concerning defence policy, the main task of Danish
civil servants is to listen, follow developments, and report back (Interviewees
21, 22, 23). A former Danish Representative to the EUMC (Interviewee 5)
summarised the role of the representative to the EUMC like this: ‘He monitors,
not too closely, and reports back’.
Still, the Danish Representative to the EUMC participates in the discussions and,
as Denmark always tries to send a highly qualified person, s/he is able to provide
input. For example, in 2018, the Danish representative to the EU and NATO had
often been to Africa and was the person in charge of NATO’s Mission in Mali for
two years. Hence, because much of the work of the EUMC is concerned with
the same kind of operations, his advice counted. Interviewee 3 added that it is
possible to get some things done before and/or after the meeting.
A precondition for socialisation is to be in close engagement in order to be
able to adopt norms and values. This precondition is not really fulfilled in the
case of the DCD. Denmark also does not participate in staff exercises within
the CSDP as it does in NATO.
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Tactical level.
Senior members of five of the seven higher staffs were interviewed (including
current members, Interviewees 9, 10, 11; as well as former members now
in other positions, Interviewees 1, 4, 7), as were the commanding officers at
the regimental/air wing/squadron level (Interviewees 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,
21). Their clear opinion was that the EU does not play any role at all. It is
NATO that counts; NATO norms and NATO missions take centre stage. The
planned new multilateral NATO battlegroups to be set up to deter Russia from
attacking central and south European Member States are likely to enhance
‘NATO-isation’.
As the DAF does not conduct exercises with EU Battlegroups, and is not
certified to EU norms, there is little room for socialisation. Their certification
and norms are NATO standard, and exercises take place within the NATO
framework.

Sub-conclusion.
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Civil servants and officers from the MoD (and MFA) are primarily Danish
civil servants who attend meetings in Brussels and are not exposed to
socialisation to any great degree. Thus, the preconditions for Europeanisation
via socialisation seem small to non-existent.

The purpose of this case was to investigate whether Europeanisation via
socialisation had taken place in Danish Defence. While it was possible to detect
a generally EU-positive attitude in the department, the DCD, and at the tactical
level, the EU does not play an important role, and it is not possible to find signs
of socialisation. The EU does not influence Danish Defence but NATO does, as
was also seen in the negotiations leading up to the latest defence agreement,
which was ‘tailored according to NATO wishes’, as a senior officer from DCD
expressed it (Interviewee 10). International military cooperation takes place
within NATO, not the EU. There is no traceable, ‘creeping Europeanisation’
taking place.
Why is this so? First of all, the basic precondition for socialisation is not there;
that is, frequent interaction between the same people is lacking. The EU
has low priority at the departmental level and in the DCD, and the number of
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people (between three and five of 270 in the department and the DCD) working
with the EU on a regular basis is too small to spark an all-encompassing
socialisation process. Secondly, the DAF does not take part in staff exercises
or exercises with EU Battlegroups, thus effectively preventing socialisation at
the tactical level. This also goes for the now-dissolved Danish International
Brigade and the brigade that took its place (Interviewee 18). There is no room
for the ‘norm entrepreneurs’ mentioned by Börzel and Risse (2002: 76). Of
course should the Danish Government and Parliament decide to lift the optout after a referendum and decide to cooperate in the intergovernmental
CSDP, the possibilities for socialisation would increase.

Conclusion.
The purpose of this article was to investigate the Europeanisation, or the
presumed Europeanisation of Danish Defence. The background for this was
a puzzle: within the literature on the Europeanisation of security and defence
policies it is commonly argued that Europeanisation takes place quasiautomatically (cf. Irondelle 2003; Keukeleire & Delreux 2014; Ladrech 2010;
Menon 2002; Mérand 2008; Olsen 2011; Palosaari 2013; Riddervold 2015;
Rieker 2004; Riishøj 2007; Weber et al. 2004; Wivel 2014). However, Denmark
has an opt-out on defence cooperation, leading to the question: is this also the
case for Denmark? Are there no limits to Europeanisation?
Due to Denmark’s defence opt-out, it is seen as a least likely case regarding
Europeanisation within this field. Based on insights into Europeanisation
theory, this study looked into two cases, the first searching for signs of
Europeanisation in the forms of adaptation or downloading and second that
of socialisation.

Results.
In the first case, downloading at the national level was investigated to answer
the question of whether pressure from the EU in general, and the CSDP in
particular, had led to: a) administrative changes in Danish Defence, and b)
whether Europeanisation had a role to play in explaining the changes of doctrine
in Danish Defence from an expeditionary force towards a mainly territorial
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The reasons for the change from deployable to territorial defence (doctrine)
were related to the changed security political situation, especially in relation
to Russia’s perceived aggressive behaviour, as well as to pressure from the
USA. There were no parallels with countries such as France which, in the mid1990s, changed its doctrine due to Europeanisation (Irondelle 2003).
In terms of Europeanisation via socialisation, no signs were found in the
second case at the national level. There is a benevolent attitude towards the
EU in the department and a strong feeling that the opt-out harms Denmark’s
national interest. This is in accordance with findings by, for example, Larsen
(2011) and Olsen (2011).
These findings contradict our expectations at the beginning of this project, as
well as Olsen’s main findings: ‘With the opt-out from the European cooperation
on defence, it is surprising that the adaptations in the MoD have been carried
out’ (2011: 25). ‘Quasi-automatic’ Europeanisation is not taking place in Danish
Defence.
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one. The answer was negative in both cases. Administrative adaptation was
minimal in the Defence Department. In a larger section employing 15 civil
servants responsible inter alia for the EU, only two or three are monitoring
developments in the EU/CSDP. In the DCD in Copenhagen, one or two officers
monitor the developments, and two officers are deployed to Brussels, the
most senior of whom, the Military Representative, considers his participation
in the EUMC as less important than his main task, which is coordinating with
NATO. At the tactical level, no signs of adaptation were found.

Theoretical and practical implications.
This article began by questioning the strong trend within the specific literature
on the Europeanisation of defence policy towards viewing Europeanisation
as ‘automatic’ and unstoppable. The findings presented here indicate that
Europeanisation is indeed stoppable and is not ‘automatic’, at least not in
Denmark.
Looking into the general Europeanisation theory, Haverland (2003) and Börzel
and Risse (2002) explain the lack of Europeanisation by drawing attention to
the domestic scene, and especially to veto points or veto actors.
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CSDP is an intergovernmental policy, not a supranational one. However,
Haverland’s (2003: 215-216) four conditions for the shaping of the degree
of Europeanisation are nevertheless useful here too (misfit; governmental
willingness to implement; domestic mobilisation in favour of EU requirements;
and veto points controlled by pro-EU groups). This is so because we are
looking at a downloading process, which indicates basic mechanisms
regarding the Europeanisation of national policies and may also explain a lack
of Europeanisation. The first limit concerns the question of whether a misfit
or an adaptational pressure exists. It is less important, in a juridical sense, as
Denmark has a legal opt-out. On the other hand, being left outside a development
that will have an impact on your country does create a political pressure. This
is what was seen in February 2022, when Russian aggression against Ukraine
made (military) security a topic within the EU and was used as an argument
for the Danish Government and a majority in the Danish Parliament to call
a referendum on the defence opt-out. Secondly, there remains the question:
‘Is the government willing to implement?’ Until Russia’s assault on Ukraine in
2022, various Danish governments had over the years been reluctant to call
a referendum on the defence opt-out and thus let Denmark participate in the
rapidly developing CSDP, should the opt-out be lifted.
Haverland (2003) next turned to domestic mobilisation in favour of EU
requirements and veto points controlled by pro-EU groups (veto points
controlled by opponents are, of course, equally important especially in the
case of Denmark). In March 2022 a clear majority in the Danish Parliament,
an important institutional veto-player, agreed on a referendum recommending
it to be abolished. Looking at the population, a survey by ‘Tænketanken
Europa’ (Think-tank Europe) held in 2021, showed that 45% of the electorate
were in favour of keeping the opt-out, 31% wanted it abolished, and 25% did
not know. This had changed by March 2022, where a survey presented on
Danish Radio (2022) told that 38% were positive regarding lifting the optout, 23% were against and a very large group, 39%, was in doubt or would
abstain from the referendum. Thus, the lack of Europeanisation before the 1
June 2022 referendum, is explained by Haverland’s model. It also predicts that
Europeanisation might occur, should the opt-out be lifted.
‘Creeping Europeanisation’, or socialisation, the second hypothesis, as
mentioned, was not found either. Börzel and Risse (2002) argued that the
processes of socialisation and learning resulting in the internalisation of
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Contrary to the specific, defence-oriented Europeanisation theory, mentioned
above, the overall, general Europeanisation theory gives a very plausible
explanation as to why Europeanisation has not taken place in Danish Defence.
This is also in accordance with de Flers and Müller (2012: 23), who warned
that one should not overestimate the effect of the EU on Member States’
foreign policies. Thus, the prevailing thesis within the specific branch of
Europeanisation that looks at the Europeanisation of defence forces may need
to be re-examined, because it seems that Europeanisation is indeed stoppable
and is not automatic.
This fact, that Europeanisation is stoppable is an important point in relation
to the democracy discussion in Denmark, irrespective of the result of the
referendum on 1 June 2022. This article argues that the Parliament’s decision
not to participate in EU-driven security and defence cooperation was not
circumvented by developments coming from the EU – although the opt-out
comes at the cost of losing influence within a very important policy area. The
analysis also demonstrated that should the Danish defence opt-out be lifted,
Europeanisation is likely to happen as a result of a conscious political decision.
However, should the opt-out not be lifted status quo, i.e. non-Europeanisation
is likely to continue.
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new norms and the development of new identities may occur if one or two
mediating factors are present: norm entrepreneurs and a political culture
conductive to consensus-building and cost-sharing (see above). An active
Danish participation within the CSDP, following the lifting of the defence optout would open the mechanism of socialisation of Danish Defence, depending
on how actively the Danish Government would like to participate in the CSDP.
It is in this context important to emphasise that the control of Danish (non-)
participation in the CSDP was in the hands of the Danish Governments and
the Danish Parliament during the period of investigation. No serious traces of
Europeanisation were found, only a diminutive administrative adaptation (cf.
above).
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Notes.
1

Søren Dosenrode, PhD, is a Jean Monet Professor (European Politics) at Aalborg
University. He would like to thank Nanna Kirstine Holt, MSc, for her assistance in
relation to interviews and literature search.

2

In a narrow sense, defence policy is about the means to defend a state, uphold its
integrity, and how to use these means (doctrine). Defence policy is part of a country’s
security policy, which itself constitutes part of the state’s foreign policy. In this article,
the focus is on Danish Defence and its politico-administrative frame along with the
Ministry of Defence, and less on doctrine.

3

When discussing the Europeanisation of strategic culture, which is slightly outside the
topic of this article, Howorth (2007, pp. 187-188) concluded that convergence is taking
place, although slowly.

4

Wivel and Marcussen’s contribution from 2016 is sub-titled: ‘Explaining the (lack of)
Europeanisation of Nordic security and defence policies’. However, it is unclear about
what they consider Europeanisation to be. They use the concept of Danish foreign
policy since the Napoleonic wars, thus giving the concept of Europeanisation a much
broader applicability than commonly understood (for instance, Featherstone (2003)
has discussed this problematic well).

5

This contribution draws upon, e.g. J.P. Olsen (2002) and Howell (2009). Both argue
that Europeanisation is a middle-range theory.

6

The senior officers interviewed had the rank of colonel or above, with one lieutenant
colonel as the exception. The officer interviewed was an army captain.

7

DCD, positioned within the MoD, is the level that transforms political decisions and
sees to their implementation at the tactical level.

8

See overview of interviews at the end of this article

9

Including one former Military Representative to the EU and NATO.

10

Air Force staff, Army staff, Navy staff.

11

Including one former ambassador to PSC.

12

Cf. De Vaus (2013), Flyvbjerg (2006), Lijpjhart (1971) and Yin (2018) on the case study
approach.

13

See also Egeberg (2003), Fouilleux et al. (2005), and Michalski & Danielson (2018).

14

EU Battlegroups have to be certified before they are accepted onto the list. They are
certified according to EU norms, not NATO or national norms. One general (Interviewee
5) put it this way: ‘I don’t exactly know the EU certifications, because we don’t do
them’

In 2012, the DCD was reorganised. From being a fairly independent institution, it was
incorporated into the MoD. The reason for this was to save resources, 300 million DKK
per year, at a time where the Danish Defence had to save 3 billion DKK (Jørgenssen
2012).

16

For a brief overview of the development of Danish foreign policy since 1945, see Larsen
(2009) or Petersson (2018).

17

It is statements like these that lead authors such as Larsen (2018, p. 97) to write about
Denmark as ‘[..] a semi-integrated foreign policy actor within the EU’.
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Overview of interviews.
Defence Command Denmark.
Title

Branch

Date

Code

Place

Senior officer

Navy

14/6/18

1

Copenhagen

Senior officer

Navy

14/6/18

2

Copenhagen

Senior officer

Army

14/6/18

3

Copenhagen

Senior officer

Air force

14/6/18

4

Copenhagen

Senior officer,
former Mil Rep

Air force

21/4/20

5

Phone

Attaché

Army

17/2/21

6

Phone

Senior officer

Navy

22/2/21

7

Phone

Senior officer,
former Mil Rep

Army

22/2/21

8

Phone

Title

Branch

Date

Code

Place

Senior officer

Air force

27/6/18

9

Karup

Senior officer

Army

24/10/18

10

Karup

Officer

Army

24/10/18

11

Karup

Senior officer

Army

4/6/19

12

Aalborg

Senior officer

Army

6/6/19

13

Written

Senior officer

Army

6/6/19

14

Phone

Senior officer

Army

11/11/19

15

Aalborg

Senior officer

Air force

22/4/20

16

Aalborg

Senior officer

Army

15/4/20

17

Phone

Senior officer

Army

23/4/20

18

Phone

Senior officer

Air force

27/6/18

19

Karup

Senior officer

Army Home Guard

22/11/21

20

Skive

Senior officer

Army Home Guard

24/11/21

21

Aalborg

Tactical level.
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Title

Branch

Date

Code

Place

Civil servant,
former amb. PSC

MFA

15/6/18

22

Copenhagen

Civil servant

MFA

15/6/18

23

Copenhagen

Civil servant

MoD

14/6/18

24

Copenhagen

Civil servant

MoD

15/6/18

25

Copenhagen

Civil servant,
former amb. PSC

MFA

24/9/19

26

Aalborg

Civil servant

MoD

29/5/20

27

Phone
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Defence.
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Towards maritime security in the
Gulf of Guinea. Are Danish efforts
fit for purpose?
Jessica Larsen1.

Introduction: a quest for maritime security in
the Gulf of Guinea.
The year 2021 marked a new gear in Danish efforts to address maritime
security in the Gulf of Guinea. It was the year when Denmark deployed its
first naval ship to the region with the aim of combatting piracy. The naval
operation was subject to much international attention when, in November
2021, the Danish crew exchanged fire with, and apprehended, several Nigerian
suspects. But Denmark’s efforts are much more comprehensive than the
naval mission and began already in the early 2010s. This chapter takes stock
of the Danish maritime security engagement in the Gulf of Guinea (see Map 1)
and examines whether Danish efforts are fit for purpose.
Denmark is a small maritime power (Larsen, forthcoming). What is meant by
this is that Denmark is a conventionally small state with limited resources,
yet it seeks to punch above its weight in maritime affairs by using its limited
resources in strategic security theatres, where it can shape order-making and
gain influence on the international stage to advance its own security interests.
For the past decades the maritime domain has served as a central theatre to
this end, where Denmark has participated in various international maritime
security missions – often serving as flag state. This includes counter-piracy
off the coast of Somalia, removing chemical weapons from Syria and Libya, as
well as patrolling the Strait of Hormuz (ibid).
It is clear from where Denmark’s urgency springs to contribute to maritime
security in the Gulf of Guinea. While a small maritime power, Denmark currently
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possesses the fifth-largest merchant fleet in the world2 with 30-40 Danish
vessels operating in the Gulf of Guinea every day. Furthermore, Danish
maritime companies nurture significant investments in major regional ports
such as Lagos (Nigeria) and Tema (Ghana). Its maritime interests have led
Denmark in recent years to increase involvement in international and regional
efforts to create maritime security in West Africa, where maritime crime is a
major security issue, including piracy, armed robbery at sea, illegal, unreported
and unregulated (IUU) fishing and smuggling of drugs, arms and counterfeit
commodities. Denmark’s engagement in the Gulf of Guinea has not least been
encouraged by the Danish shipping community. As such, it would seem that
the Danish Government’s maritime security efforts are as much a matter of
economic policy and even domestic policy as of security policy – a principle
which the Government’s new Foreign and Security Policy Strategy from 2022
also explicitly states (DFSPS 2022: 6).
Until 2021 Danish maritime security efforts consisted of participating in the
collaboration between international and regional security actors to develop the
Gulf of Guinea coastal states’ own maritime security capacities, a focus which
has been ongoing since the passing of UN Security Council resolution 2018
(2011) a decade ago. Denmark has thus contributed to training and exercises
with regional navies, the establishment of a region-wide structure with centres
supporting maritime domain awareness and information-sharing (the socalled Yaoundé Architecture), as well as international support to develop
sufficient legal frameworks for law enforcement at sea and prosecution on
land. Since 2021 a new trend of naval intervention by states outside of the
region has been initiated to complement capacity building, including the
deployment of the first-ever Danish frigate to the Gulf of Guinea as one of
two warships participating in active counter-piracy operations in the region.
As part of this trend, the EU devised the so-called Coordinated Maritime
Presences (CMP), which allows EU Member States’ naval assets deployed in
the region to coordinate through Brussels.
Yet despite these concerted international efforts spanning both civilian and
military policy tools, maritime insecurity in the Gulf of Guinea has been on
the rise. From 2019 to 2020, kidnappings from piracy attacks in the Gulf of
Guinea increased by 40%, and in 2020 the region accounted for 95% of the
world’s kidnappings at sea.3 While 2021 presented a lull in the number of
attacks, the Gulf of Guinea was at this time considered the most dangerous
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This chapter addresses the apparent puzzle of a decade of comprehensive
maritime security activities on the one hand yet rising insecurity on the other. It
asks whether support to maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea is fit for purpose.
To do so, the chapter takes Danish activities as its case, given Denmark’s
ongoing, increasing and diverse role in the region’s maritime security efforts.
While a comprehensive effects assessment of Danish efforts is beyond the
scope of the chapter, it will discuss Denmark’s general priorities and direction
in the context of the security threats specific to the Gulf of Guinea. The case
shows that there has been a shift in international efforts from broad capacity
building to a more concerted focus on piracy, while the threat picture is only
deepening in complexity. It therefore argues that Denmark and its partners
must not neglect the broader context of threats to maritime security, which
feeds the very piracy that the international community is currently focused
on combatting: Firstly, fighting piracy at sea does not address its root causes
on land, and secondly piracy is far from the only threat. The growing number
of international collaboration and coordination fora addressing maritime
security in the region are important platforms for Denmark to address this
challenge with its partners.
Methodologically, the analysis is based on qualitative data generated since
2018 on maritime security efforts in the region. This includes interviews with,
and observations of, international and regional maritime security practitioners
and related authorities, both in Denmark and in the region. It furthermore draws
on analysis of key policy and strategy documents that have been produced
over time to guide and support the comprehensive civilian and military efforts
in a Danish context as well as internationally. As there are 19 littoral states
and multiple international actors involved in maritime security in the Gulf of
Guinea, the focus will be on Danish and related external efforts. As mentioned,
the aim is not to comprehensively evaluate the sum of activities but to focus
on Denmark’s role in efforts to create maritime security in the given theatre of
operation.
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sea in the world, posing a major threat to international shipping, hereunder the
considerable Danish merchant fleet operating in the region.

The chapter is organised as follows. The next section defines maritime security
and identifies the main threats and challenges specific to the Gulf of Guinea
region. This is followed by an analysis of the Danish case of maritime security
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engagement in the region to examine how efforts to strengthen maritime
security have evolved from capacity development of regional security and law
enforcement to also including a military component, namely the deployment
of a Danish frigate in an active counter-piracy mission. These Danish civ-mil
activities are discussed in the context of the broader collaboration between
regional and international maritime security efforts to understand Denmark’s
role within its larger trend. The chapter then compares these efforts to the
threat patterns in the region to thus assess whether ‘supply’ corresponds with
‘demand’. Against this backdrop, the chapter finally identifies requirements
and necessary focus areas for Denmark and its collaborating partners going
forward to ensure that maritime security efforts are sustainable and relevant.

Maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea:
threats beyond piracy.
To assess if Denmark’s maritime security efforts as part of an international
engagement are fit for purpose, it is necessary to first understand the context
in which Denmark and its partners are operating, in other words the threat
patterns in the Gulf of Guinea region. This enables us to identify whether
supply corresponds with demand.
In general terms, threats to maritime security span a wealth of different illicit
activities, which have gained both scholarly and policy attention, especially
since Somali piracy erupted around 2008 (Bueger & Larsen 2020). To
offer a general definition, maritime security can be divided into four overall
dimensions (Bueger 2015). There is some overlap between each, as they sit
on a continuum with somewhat similar traits. Thus, one dimension is national
security, where inter-state disputes, arms proliferation and terrorism are main
examples of threats. A second dimension relates to human security, including
again terrorism but also the threat of piracy, incidents of human trafficking
and the consequences of illegal, unregulated and unreported (IUU) fishing. A
third dimension is economic development, which relates to the threat posed
by IUU fishing and furthermore the economic consequences of smuggling
activities and even the impacts stemming from pollution of marine resources.
A fourth dimension is the marine environment, thus relating again to pollution
but also to, for instance, climate change.
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Piracy has gained much attention, because it poses a major threat to
international shipping and causes both risks to seafarers (human security)
and affects the stability of maritime transportation and pricing (economic
development). Already in 2011 and 2012, the UN Security Council passed two
resolutions to draw regional and international attention to insecurity in the
Gulf of Guinea.4 As mentioned in the introduction, by 2020 the Gulf of Guinea
constituted the world’s piracy hotspot, where kidnap for ransom within the
space of a few years became the most prevalent modus operandi (Jacobsen
& Sernia 2021: 17). While there is a trend indicating that in recent years piracy
attacks have been taking place across a larger area, from Guinea on the
western tip to Angola, the vast majority of attacks are concentrated around
the EEZ of Nigeria, and Cameroon.5 This brings an important distinction to
attention: piracy is defined in legal terms in UNCLOS Article 101 as illegal acts
of violence and trepidation that take place on the high seas, i.e. beyond the 12
nautical mile border of coastal states’ territorial waters. Yet what is commonly
referred to as ‘piracy’ in the context of the Gulf of Guinea actually encompasses
multiple types of maritime crime. In addition to kidnap for ransom on the high
seas, it includes robbery of local vessels as well as hijacking taking place
closer to the shores than 12 nautical miles (Jacobsen & Sernia 2021). Much
of it stems from the Niger Delta on the Nigerian coast, where criminal groups
engage in different types of offences.
Another type of threat to maritime security that has been a major challenge
over the past decades is illegal oil bunkering and so-called ‘petro-piracy’ –
stealing oil from tankers – especially in the oil rich Niger Delta (Murphy 2013).
These crimes have their origins in a history of troubled governance, where
international oil companies have not been subject to sufficient regulation by
Nigerian authorities, thus on the one hand polluting the waterways and fish
stocks that are vital for Delta communities’ livelihoods (economic development)
while on the other hand extracting natural resources without putting anything
back into these local communities (human security). This impeded the
sustainable development of local economies and resulted in militant groups
taking up vigilante methods and stealing oil in the 1990s, either from aboard
tankers transiting the region or at source along the pipelines in the Niger
Delta, sometimes also vandalising oil installations. Such acts increased oil
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With this definition in mind, the below shows how the threat pattern challenging
maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea includes aspects of all four dimensions.
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leaks and added to the water pollution (marine environment), which to this day
exacerbates the damage done to local livelihoods.
While the activity of these militant groups declined, the patterns of insecurity
and lack of rule of law persisted. This has allowed international trawlers to
conduct illegal, unreported and unregulated (IUU) fishing – this time not in
the internal waters of the Niger Delta but more broadly across the Gulf of
Guinea maritime domain. Data is somewhat scarce but an estimated 40% of
the fishery catches taking place in West African waters are illegally obtained
(Okafor-Yarwood et al. 2020: 33). Unregulated fishing means that fish stocks
are not monitored, thus threatening the ecosystem (marine environment). The
region is highly dependent on fish protein, both on the coast and in the region’s
hinterland, thus overfishing affects local communities’ day-to-day ability to
feed themselves (human security). Furthermore, large numbers of coastal
communities rely on revenue generated from both small and large-scale
fisheries (Chan et al. 2019: 17). The depletion of fish stocks is a real concern,
as it hits both national markets and local coastal communities (OkaforYarwood et al. 2020: 30, 31) (economic development). In other words, IUU
fishing touches great parts of the region and the wide-ranging consequences
of IUU fishing raise the stakes, even if it is not currently at the centre of the
agenda in the way that piracy is.
Another threat to maritime security is smuggling activities along maritime
corridors in the Gulf of Guinea, linking West African maritime crime to illicit
markets in Latin America, North Africa and Europe. A main commodity of
concern is drugs but also counterfeits, cigarettes and other goods destined
for illegal markets. Organised criminal groups use the region as a transit hub,
where for instance cartels from Latin America conceal cocaine among licit
goods in containers heading in the direction south of Africa through the Indian
Ocean to Asia, or north over the Sahel to Europe.6 The Gulf of Guinea is also a
transhipment hub for Moroccan hashish going to America.7 The introduction
of drugs has according to some led to an increase in drug users (OkaforYarwood et al. 2020: 52). By inference, this can have major socio-economic
repercussions in society (human security). Smuggling activities introduce
contraband commodities into the black market. By inference, smuggling may
impact negatively on local commodity markets (economic development).
Furthermore, smuggling activities provide revenue to organised crime that
goes into financing further criminal activity and militancy. This is of particular
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As seen above, threats to maritime security are many and in various ways
affect all four dimensions: national security, human security, economic
development and the marine environment. Unifying these threats playing
out in the maritime domain are three enabling factors. Firstly, all the types of
maritime crime and threats to maritime security discussed above are premised
on challenges to governance capacities and lack of law enforcement, not only
at sea but also on land, for instance in the Niger Delta where government
services, as mentioned, are to a large extent absent. With limited rule of law,
criminal groups are able to conduct criminal operations at sea with impunity.
Secondly, some of the maritime crime partly facilitated through corruption and
links between organised crime and public authorities, be it in piracy operations
or smuggling. It is known that criminal groups engaging in piracy enjoy some
level of protection from public authorities in Nigeria to carry out operations.
There are also indications that group members are linked to political elites,
which hire them to participate in election violence (Jacobsen & Sernia 2021:
66). Thirdly, the crimes are exacerbated by the land-based instability facing the
region, which spurs criminal activity as one viable income-generating strategy,
for instance oil theft or piracy. Threats to maritime security are, in other words,
an exponent of a larger challenge related to lack of governance in the region,
which contributes to perpetuating the existence of maritime crime.
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concern, given the conflict-ridden Sahel region. INTERPOL has for instance
reported seizures of tramadol that was being smuggled from India through
Nigerian ports to jihadist fighters in Nigeria and Libya, as well as cocaine
shipped from Colombia through Guinea Bissau going to al-Qaeda affiliates in
North and West Africa (INTERPOL 2020: 27-28). The prospect of a corridor for
drug smuggling to finance militancy adds a further destabilising element to the
region (national security).

Accompanying these three enabling factors – limited governance, corruption
and land-based instability – is a final point of importance in the attempt to
assess the threat pattern and address maritime security. When talking about
maritime security, it is necessary to acknowledge the actual and potential
interlinkages between the types of crimes, and between the characteristics
of the actors committing them. Research suggests that in maritime crime
there are overlaps and fluidity between the types of crime that a person or a
group commits (Jacobsen & Høy-Carrasco 2018; Jacobsen & Sernia 2021).
Financial resources, maritime assets, navigational skills, support networks
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and much equipment can be used for multiple (illicit) purposes, e.g. piracy
actors engaging in smuggling, or illegal fishing moving into smuggling by sea
etc. The presence of one type of maritime crime carries the risk of spilling over
into another. This raises the stakes considerably and introduces the necessity
of approaching maritime crime in a holistic way.

Early efforts: a comprehensive approach
to capacity building of maritime security
infrastructures.
With the above, it is evident that threats to maritime security in the Gulf of
Guinea are many. International concern picked up in strength with the passing
of UN Security Council Resolutions in 2011 and 2012 on the topic of piracy and
armed robbery at sea.8 Denmark stepped up its efforts in 2015 with the first
phase of the maritime security programme under the Peace and Stabilisation
Fund.9 Denmark worked – and still works – alongside likeminded donors such
as France, the UK and the US, focusing especially on Nigeria and Ghana where
Denmark has formal diplomatic representation. Danish efforts complemented
and supported international maritime security efforts, which rested on two
main pillars. The one pillar was the regional Yaoundé Architecture, which will
be explained below, and the other pillar was capacity building to strengthen
both the regional Yaoundé Architecture, as well as national capabilities of
select coastal states.
Regarding the Yaoundé Architecture, coastal states belonging to the regional
economic organisations of West Africa and Central Africa respectively
(ECOWAS and ECCAS) adopted the so-called Yaoundé Code of Conduct in
2013, a framework which spelled out a comprehensive inter-regional centres
structure with the aim of addressing piracy, armed robbery at sea and other
maritime crime (YCoC 2013). The Yaoundé Code of Conduct integrated already
ongoing efforts in West and Central Africa to establish common mechanisms
to broadly address maritime crime (Larsen & Nissen 2018: 18). The centres
structure of the new Yaoundé Architecture was (and still is) comprehensive,
even cumbersome. It includes an inter-regional coordination centre (ICC) in
Cameroon, two regional information-sharing centres in Côte d’Ivoire and Congo
to cover West and Central Africa respectively (CRESMAC and CRESMAO),
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Regarding the second pillar, the international efforts to strengthen and
operationalise the Yaoundé Architecture, states with maritime interests
emerged from the international community to provide support. These states
were encouraged by the UN Security Council resolutions of 2011 and 2012.
They had, furthermore, taken note of the comprehensive counter-piracy efforts
conducted in the western Indian Ocean to combat Somali piracy since 2008,
where an elaborate – and largely successful – burden-sharing arrangement
was devised between international naval states and regional prosecuting states
(e.g. Larsen 2015). Thus, international actors almost hit the ground running
in the Gulf of Guinea. Firstly, they established various information-sharing
bodies, e.g. the so-called MDAT-GoG (a Franco-British initiative receiving and
sharing information on suspicious activities at sea from merchant shipping),
and a strategic forum called the G7++ Friends of Gulf of Guinea Group, to
discuss and coordinate efforts through high-level engagement, to some extent
emulating executive-level arrangements to address Somali piracy (Bueger,
Larsen & Schätzlein 2019). The G7++ contained a range of working groups to
deal with legal issues, financial flows, maritime domain awareness, education
and training needs, as well as broader questions related to the region’s blue
economy agenda. Secondly, donors from the international community active
in the region combined civilian and military policy interventions to strengthen
the capability of regional maritime law enforcement to address the range of
crimes within the framework of the Yaoundé Code of Conduct.
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19 national-level centres across the littoral states responsible for maritime
operations (MOCs). Finally, five multinational maritime coordination centres
(MMCCs) were established to cover a corresponding number of maritime
zones dividing the Gulf of Guinea waters into distinct areas of responsibility
and patrolling zones. Collectively, the Yaoundé Architecture was envisaged
to coordinate maritime law enforcement operations, establish maritime
domain awareness and share information across relevant states. But, as this
description would suggest, the centres structure is vast and intricate, and
at the time of writing, most of the centres were still to be fully staffed and
operationalised – seven years after their conception.

As part of these international efforts Denmark stepped up its engagement
in 2015. Denmark already had years of experience with counter-piracy from
its engagement in a Somali context, including both a Peace and Stabilisation
Fund programme on maritime security capacity building and several years
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of conducting counter-piracy naval operations in the western Indian Ocean
(Larsen & Nissen 2017). Denmark began activities in the Gulf of Guinea through
the Peace and Stabilisation Fund in 2015, later adding an active counter-piracy
mission in 2021. The first phase of the Peace and Stabilisation programme
allocated DKK 15 million from 2016-2018 to support the development of
the Yaoundé Architecture’s zonal and centres structure, as well as special
forces training and support to the annual US-led international naval exercise,
OBANGAME EXPRESS (GoG MSP 2018: 11). Activities were carried out by
providing funding to programmes conducted by the EU and IMO, and Danish
Defence furthermore contributed to the OBANGAME EXPRESS (GoG MSP
2022: 16). The second phase running from 2019-2021 increased investments
significantly to DKK 46 million (GoG MSP 2018: 1). Focusing primarily on
Ghana and Nigeria, the programme’s four engagements addressed regional
capacities to conduct maritime law enforcement in response to piracy; the
development and implementation of national maritime strategies; supporting
research on maritime security; and supporting counter-piracy operations (GoG
MSP 2018: 1). In January 2021 the programme was allocated an additional DKK
10 million, and Denmark furthermore established a Special Representative on
Maritime Security,10 thus anticipating an increased Danish focus in the region.
Indeed, the third phase of the programme from 2022-2026 expanded Danish
engagements on many levels. It targeted five countries instead of the previous
two (Benin, Cameroun, Cote d’Ivoire, Ghana, Nigeria and Togo), covered five years
instead of the previous three-year phases, and was allocated DKK 175 million,
which is a significant increase from the preceding phases (GoG MSP 2022: 1).
Denmark was scaling up its efforts. The third phase, on-going at the time of
writing, is now part of a larger engagement on the part of the Danish state, given
the November 2021 counter-piracy mandate for the Danish Navy, to which we
will return in the next section. The four engagements of the new programme
are the following: through the UNODC, to support the regional criminal justice
systems to undertake responses to maritime security threats by training the
navy and coastguard in the five mentioned states; through INTERPOL, to
support policing skills and collaboration around evidence collection and crime
investigation, as well as developing the handover agreements necessary for
international navies to extradite suspects for prosecution in the region; through
a research institution in Ghana, implement a training component focusing on
regional cooperation and policy implementation; through Danish Defence,
to train regional navies in ability to establish maritime domain awareness,
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As such, Danish efforts echoed the international approach, much of which
supported the Yaoundé Architecture. States like France and the US were
already present militarily in the region, and through the annual exercises like
the French-led Grand African NEMO and the US-led OBANGAME EXPRESS,
regional navies had the opportunity to test and train maritime operational
capabilities in real-life scenarios, all the while tapping into the Yaoundé
information-sharing structures. These states likewise implemented a range
of capacity building activities similar to the Danish engagements (Larsen &
Nissen 2018). States like Germany, France, the UK, the Netherlands, along with
Denmark, and furthermore the EU, devised a range of projects which targeted
maritime security in its broadest sense. For instance, EU projects included
funding to the UNODC programme developing national strategies in both
West and Central Africa (SWAIMS and PASSMAR), devising an informationsharing network (GoGIN), improving regional fisheries management (PESCAO)
and supporting port security (WeCAPS).11 In addition, UN Office on Drugs and
Crime (UNODC) used its Global Maritime Crime Programme to reform relevant
domestic legal frameworks and upgrade judicial systems, not least through
Danish and EU funding. What seems to be missing from this range of capacity
building activities was a dedicated focus on prison facilities. As we shall see
below, this is a critical gap.
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interception, and boarding operations responding to a counter-piracy capacity
(GoG MSP 2022: 1, 27). The programme thus addresses key aspects along the
entire criminal justice chain from law enforcement at sea, including interdiction
and investigation, to prosecution.

In sum, Denmark’s engagement in the Gulf of Guinea comprises a variety of
capacity building activities, reflecting the general approach of the international
community to apply a broad understanding of how to address threats to
maritime security within the framework of the Yaoundé Architecture and along
the criminal justice chain spanning both land and sea. Denmark, as other
likeminded donors active in the region, used the so-called comprehensive
approach, namely combining civilian and military policy tools – and this
toolbox was expanded with a significant addition in 2021:
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Recent efforts: a turn towards naval
operations to counter piracy.
During the implementation of the second phase of the Danish Peace and
Stabilisation programme in the Gulf of Guinea, the maritime threat picture
in the region shifted. As mentioned in the introduction, the number of piracy
cases increased significantly in the late 2010s, posing great risk to international
shipping and seafarers calling at ports in the region. This did not mean that
the other types of threats to maritime security discussed above vanished. But
to the international community, piracy was an immediate threat to merchant
shipping and required concerted action. Therefore discussions began in some
countries about ways of supplementing capacity building with actual naval
operations, representing a shift in the approach towards a hardening of efforts,
to naval patrols (and support hereof), and a focus on piracy. The first to make
this move was Italy in the spring of 2021,12 soon followed by Denmark.13
The Danish mission was decided by the Parliament in May 2021 with the aim
of protecting vital shipping lanes from piracy. Parliament granted a five-month
counter-piracy mission commencing in November of that year and ending in
April 2022 (B295 2021).14 It included a boarding team with special forces and
a helicopter, in essence echoing the exact set-up familiar from counter-piracy
missions to combat Somali piracy a decade earlier. Yet, in contrast to counterpiracy missions off the coast of Somalia, which were largely conducted
under EU and NATO frameworks, the Danish deployment to Gulf of Guinea
was a national endeavour – and so was that of Italy. This reflects a trend of
‘minilateral’ or even unilateral maritime interventions, whereby states use naval
assets to project power and pursue national strategic interests, as much as
pursuing international governance objectives (Larsen 2020). In the case of
Denmark, a small maritime power with significant maritime interests, it was
compelling to react to the increased threat of piracy. As it proved politically
impossible to establish an international alliance to carry out common counterpiracy operations in the Gulf of Guinea, Denmark – like Italy – thus decided to
go it alone.
The two national solo contributions were established in parallel with discussion
at the EU level on the same topic of forming a naval presence in the Gulf of
Guinea. The EU was already on a path to consolidating itself as a maritime
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Notwithstanding the lack of ‘sharp’ counter-piracy missions, the increased
international concern with establishing naval presence in the Gulf of Guinea
led to the creation in 2021 of yet another international coordination forum,
again copying a known mechanism from the fight against Somali piracy:
the Shared Awareness and Deconfliction mechanism, commonly known as
SHADE-GoG. Unlike the high-level G7++ forum mentioned in the previous
section, SHADE was a mechanism which brought together naval practitioners
and the shipping industry to discuss and coordinate on an operational level. Its
specific focus was fleshed out in three working groups on: cooperation at sea,
air deconfliction of military crafts, and information-sharing. It fundamentally
complemented the new and increased focus on maritime security operations,
that is to say naval patrols to counter the specific threat of piracy. While one
risk of the existence of solo missions, such as the Danish and Italian counterpiracy operations, could be a lack of common strategy and coordination and
the potential to focus only on national priorities (rather than regional needs),
both SHADE and the CMP seemed timely initiatives to counter the drawbacks
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security actor (Larsen 2019). To this end, the European External Action Service
developed a new concept, through which EU Member States could deploy
warships without the necessity of a fully-fledged naval mission under the
framework of the Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP). Its name was
the Coordinated Maritime Presences (CMP), and it was decided with Council
Conclusions in January 2021.15 The very idea of this concept underscores
the tendency towards minilateral and unilateral maritime interventions; it
allowed the naval contributions of EU Member States to remain under national
command and consisted of a coordination cell in Brussels through which
Member States could share information and coordinate actions. It was not,
in other words, a military mission under the CSDP framework – this was not
a viable option, as the Gulf of Guinea was not a key security concern for all
Member States to the extent that it could attract political backing in the EU
for a fully-fledged naval operation as seen in the context of counter-piracy off
the coast of Somalia and irregular migration in the Mediterranean Sea. The
CMP was rolled out in the Gulf of Guinea beginning in 2021, thus potentially
leading to an increase of European naval assets, though not guaranteeing
actual counter-piracy mission mandates for these vessels, as this was still a
national competence. Thus France, Spain and Portugal were among the states
present with naval assets and tapping into the CMP, yet they were not in active
missions at the time of the CMP’s establishment in the region.
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of minilateral and unilateral maritime interventions – as well as mitigating the
fact that efforts to build the capacity of regional navies and coastguards were
still not yielding sufficient regionally-led law enforcement at sea.
Further underscoring a turn towards a focus on piracy over the broader maritime
security was the UNODC’s focus when it came to updating national legislation
and capacity building of the judicial sector in the region to enable coastal
states to prosecute maritime crime. It favoured piracy. This is for instance
seen in the emphasis placed on testing the prosecution capabilities of national
jurisdictions through mock trials on piracy specifically.16 Also, international
exercises in the Grand African Nemo and OBANGAME frameworks primarily
concerned piracy scenarios, although they did include elements of smuggling
and waste dumping as well.17 As the secretary-general of the International
Maritime Organisation said at the inaugural meeting of SHADE: ‘Piracy and
armed robbery continue to damage the economy and trade. This situation has
continued for several years, and these illegal acts must be stopped. Now is the
time to make real progress’.18

Capacity building put to the test.
The chapter has thus far presented the threat picture in the Gulf of Guinea and
discussed Danish responses in the context of regional and international efforts.
Before we turn to the question of whether Danish efforts are fit for purpose,
it is necessary to dwell on how the Danish counter-piracy mission fared in
theatre. It holds an important lesson learned on the relevance of capacity
building. Mere weeks into the operation, the Danish frigate intercepted a
suspected piracy vessel with 8-9 persons onboard. The vessel was considered
suspicious because it was heading towards an area with merchant ships. The
interception turned violent, and the Danish navy ultimately took the lives of four
Nigerian suspects (later to be discovered as five: one suspect was believed
to have fallen overboard and drowned). The navy apprehended the remaining
four persons alive onboard the suspicious vessel.19 In the exchange of fire,
one suspect was wounded. He endured an amputation of his leg onboard the
Danish warship and was later flown to a hospital in Ghana for treatment due
to his critical condition.

152

Firstly, the Somali counter-piracy operations had been carried out in
international coalitions, most notably NATO and the EU. Naval states, including
Denmark, had been able to draw the benefit of a blanket handover agreement
established between the more powerful institution of the EU, which the EU
had made with the regional states of Kenya, Seychelles and Mauritius (Larsen
2017: 82-83). Such political muscle power that the EU had shown to establish
a handover agreement was absent in the Gulf of Guinea. Here, Denmark was
on a so-called solo mission and would be negotiating with coastal states on
its own. While there were initiatives within ECOWAS to establish a template for
a handover agreement at the time of the Danish mission, this was naturally of
no use in the instant.20
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News of the incident went around the world, as the question arose about
what to do with the four suspects in custody, not to mention the deceased.
Within 24 hours, the case was put before a judge in Copenhagen as required
in Danish criminal procedure. The judge decided to put the suspects on
remand on suspicion of attempted manslaughter due to the exchange of fire
with Danish special forces – i.e. not piracy, as no attempt to board a ship had
taken place preceding the time of arrest. But it was clear that the Danish state
was not willing to try the suspects in Denmark. Nigeria would be the obvious
prosecuting state, as the suspects were Nigerian. The parliamentary decision
to deploy a Danish frigate had included somewhat optimistic formulations
about Denmark seeking to establish handover agreements (B295 2021: 3).
This was nothing new, as the same strategy had been used during the early
days of countering Somali piracy (Larsen 2017: 76-77). Yet two important
differences between these two operational environments existed, which made
it more challenging in the Gulf of Guinea case.

Secondly, in the case of Somali counter-piracy the international community
with remarkable efficiency and speed ensured that the prosecuting states were
trained to undertake piracy trials, and their prison systems were upgraded to
ensure that when a naval state handed over suspects for prosecution, they
would be guaranteed proper treatment under international law and standards
(Larsen 2015). In the Gulf of Guinea, capacity building clearly abounded.
However, it focused on operationalising the Yaoundé Architecture, which was
primarily oriented towards law enforcement in the maritime domain. While the
UNODC, as mentioned earlier, was also supporting legal reform and facilitating
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mock trials in certain coastal states to train state prosecution and judges
– including in Nigeria – this did not solve the problem of prison standards.
Amnesty International, which monitors the state of human rights around the
world, reported both overcrowding and violence in Nigerian prisons, as well
as the fact that Nigerian courts impose the death penalty (Amnesty 2021:
272). These conditions would hinder states such as Denmark from handing
over suspects for prosecution and incarceration due to obligations under
national and international law. No other states were seen to come forward
with conditions acceptable to a Danish handover.
This state of affairs left Denmark as a small state – even if a small maritime
power – in a challenging position. It had both living, dead and wounded (piracy)
suspects in its custody, yet no jurisdiction willing or able to prosecute. Under
much media attention, the Danish frigate continued its operation with the
suspects aboard while diplomatic and political dialogue ensued in search of an
appropriate court room and prison for the four suspects on board the Danish
frigate. After six weeks with no solution, the Danish state prosecutor dropped
the charges against the three healthy suspects and released them, while the
four dead were handed over to Nigerian authorities. The fourth suspect with the
amputated leg was brought to Denmark for prosecution.21 Due to Denmark’s
international human rights obligations to ensure the proper treatment of the
suspect, his health conditions made it impossible for the warship to release
him with his compatriots. For this reason alone, he was brought to Denmark
for prosecution and was still awaiting trial, as this chapter went to print.
The excursion into the Danish counter-piracy mission brings to the fore an
important learning point. Despite the Yaoundé Architecture, despite years of
capacity building, no coastal state ultimately stepped forward to take the case
– in some way explaining why a turn to naval operations evolved in the first
place among extra-regional states like Denmark and Italy to combat piracy.
This begs the question: if there was no coastal state coming forward as able
and willing to put to use the maritime security capacities that donors have
supported them to build over the past decade within the Yaoundé Architecture,
what has the value of capacity building efforts been?
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Having thus discussed the threat patterns and the vast range of efforts to
counter threats to maritime security – piracy most notably – we now turn to
whether Danish engagements in particular are well suited for the context. As
mentioned in the introduction, the chapter is not an assessment of the effects
on the ground of Danish efforts to date, but rather discusses the relevance
of Denmark’s general priorities and direction – in the context of the security
threats and needs specific to the Gulf of Guinea.
Starting with the stated scope of Danish efforts, Denmark’s priorities are clear
– and to a large extent relevant. In Denmark’s maritime security strategy at
the time of writing, the Priority Paper for the Danish Efforts to Combat Piracy
and Other Types of Maritime Crime 2019-2022 (DKPP 2018), the scope of
threats is described as follows: ‘piracy and other types of maritime crime
such as arms trafficking, drug smuggling and illegal fishing often arise from
and contribute to regional instability, thereby aggravating the situation for
those living in the affected areas, the Blue Economies of states in the region,
as well as those sailing the seas around them‘ (DKPP 2018: 2). This largely
reflects the current threat pattern in the region, which we saw above spans
a range of crimes and threats related to the maritime domain. However, as
also seen above, Denmark and other donors seem increasingly to focus on
piracy as the major threat posed to maritime security in the region. This, too,
is acknowledged in the Priority Paper: ‘Among the types of maritime crime
that pose a particular threat to Danish and international shipping, piracy and
armed robbery at sea are considered the most severe. As a result, the focus
of this paper will be on Denmark’s efforts to combat piracy, armed robbery
at sea and related maritime crimes’ (DKPP 2018: 3). Denmark’s focus is thus
clear, and its focus on piracy is deliberate. This prioritisation is clearly relevant,
considering Denmark’s interest in protecting its shipping interests and given
that it is a small maritime power, which implies that it needs to priorities its
limited resources in theatres that are of particular strategic importance. Yet it
can be noted that the focus on piracy does not cover the range of threats to
maritime security present in the Gulf of Guinea region.
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Fit for purpose?

Moving to the stated aims of Danish efforts, they are described in the Priority
Paper as containing the following objectives:

155

DANISH FOREIGN POLICY REVIEW 2022

Denmark will contribute to strengthening regional capabilities and capacities
in the short and medium term through support of Maritime Domain Awareness
(MDA) and response as well as a longer-term institutional strengthening of
maritime governance and law enforcement. Denmark furthermore supports
local authorities in building naval capacities to prevent and deter pirates and
to ensure that piracy and other maritime criminal acts are met with sufficient
punitive responses (DKPP 2018: 8, emphasis in the original).
Priorities to this end are listed as: improving legal frameworks and the ability
to investigate and prosecute maritime crime; promoting regional cooperation
and coordination on combating maritime crime; and strengthening regional
authorities’ ability to monitor the maritime domain and respond to threats
(DKPP 2018: 8). This traces the general contours of what Denmark aims to
achieve. When we turn more specifically to the Peace and Stabilisation Fund
programme for maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea, the strategic objective
up until the time of writing was to enhance regional maritime security in
the Gulf of Guinea ‘through more capable maritime and law enforcement
institutions at national and regional level’ (GoG MSP 2018: 1). More concretely,
this was broken into four key results (ibid.):
•
•
•
•

Strengthened national and regional maritime law response to piracy
Maritime strategies in place and operational in Ghana and Nigeria
Research-informed regional dialogue and capacity development strengthens maritime security
Maritime operational planning and response enhanced to counter piracy
in Gulf of Guinea

It would seem that Danish efforts fall well within the general scope of
international capacity building and the region’s intention to build a regional
maritime security infrastructure as per the Yaoundé Architecture. Yet efforts
do not include addressing the challenge identified above of ensuring legal
finish for the suspects in Danish custody. Collectively, regional states were
unable to prosecute the case produced by the Danish navy, not least due to the
latter’s human rights obligations. Crucially, there was no handover agreement
and no suitable prison facilities to support the Danish operation. This is to
some extent ameliorated in the third iteration of the Danish maritime security
programme 2022-2026 initiated just after the launch of the counter-piracy
operation, which will support the establishment of handover agreements and
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To thus answer whether Danish efforts are fit for purpose in the context of
cooperation efforts between regional and international maritime security
actors, it is necessary to make two points. Firstly, Denmark’s support to
maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea is comprehensive, using both civilian
and military policy tools to strengthen regional abilities to address what is a
highly complex threat picture. Comprehensiveness in itself does not guarantee
that the response is appropriate, but the combination of capacity building and
a counter-piracy mission was a known quantity, which had shown positive
effects in the context of Somali piracy. Given the rise in piracy on the high seas
in the Gulf of Guinea region, there is considerable evidence that the Danish
approach would hold value for creating both short- and long-term effects
to combat piracy, especially the third phase of the Peace and Stabilisation
Fund programme, which focuses on the entire criminal chain necessary to
bring justice in piracy cases. Combined with a counter-piracy naval mission,
the set-up would seem strong. This would suggest that Danish efforts are fit
for purpose insofar as piracy is concerned (although this analysis does not
assess the actual effects on the ground).
Secondly, however, the trend itself of narrowing the focus on maritime
security to piracy specifically could hamper the positive effects of Denmark’s
contribution in the region. While piracy is a major threat to international shipping,
IUU fishing and smuggling activities cause detrimental effects to regional
populations across the above-discussed dimensions of human security, the
marine environment, economic development and even at times also national
security. Accordingly, some Africa-based research communities have drawn
attention to the fact that while piracy is on everyone’s lips, IUU fishing presents
an urgent, if overlooked, threat (ISS 2021). Indeed, many coastal states in the
Gulf of Guinea sit below, or on, the global average in terms of their vulnerability
to IUU fishing – as well as their ability to combat it.22 Capacity in this regard is
therefore needed. Other regional researchers have argued that the collective
threat pattern to maritime security, including the wealth of maritime criminals
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considers addressing select prisons in the region (GoG MSP 2022: 30-31).
This is only now beginning to be addressed, almost a decade after the signing
of the Yaoundé Code of Conduct in 2013. It questions the extent to which
the experience that has been amassed over the past decade with capacity
building of maritime security in general, and counter-piracy in particular, is
being considered.
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in the Gulf of Guinea, is a challenge that is under-addressed in the shadow of
piracy (KAIPTC 2021). Reaching back to the analysis of threat patterns in the
Gulf of Guinea, we recall the possible connections between maritime crimes
and their enabling factors, that is lack of governance capacities, corruption and
land-based instability with what this includes of poverty and lack of livelihood
opportunities. From this perspective, focusing on one symptom of an endemic
problem without addressing the root causes, there is a high likelihood that the
effects of such efforts would be very limited indeed. A dilemma thus remains
about what could be done going forward to fully utilise the momentum
generated in 2021 by the increased military presence of concerned states.

Final remarks and way forward.
As shown in this chapter, international efforts with Denmark as an active
participant began with comprehensive civ-mil capacity building of regional
and national maritime security law enforcement. While the first UN Security
Council resolution of October 2011 in fact focused solely on piracy and
armed robbery at sea, urging states to develop domestic laws and regional
frameworks to address this particular crime (UNSCR 2018 [2011]), the regional
and international collaboration grounded efforts in the Yaoundé Architecture
with its broad approach to maritime security, i.e. not only piracy. This echoed
the second UN Security Council resolution 2039 (2012), which – although the
focus was on piracy and armed robbery at sea – briefly mentioned the Council’s
concern also for ‘transnational organised crime, including illicit weapons and
drug trafficking’. Accordingly, efforts were concerted and comprehensive,
displaying a broad understanding of the threats posed to maritime security as
also reflected in the actual threat patterns specific to the region.
Later, international naval presence was stepped up in response to the rising
number of piracy attacks – and in the acknowledgement that regional
capabilities and assets still proved not to be fully geared for blue water
operations in many coastal states, despite years of capacity building within the
Yaoundé Architecture. This would indicate that piracy increasingly took centre
stage ahead of other maritime crimes. Denmark as a small maritime power
took responsibility and decided upon a naval mission to the region due to lack
of results of the capacity building of the Yaoundé Architecture and coastal
states’ abilities to sustain maritime domain awareness. It followed a trend
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In this context, the chapter finds that Danish maritime security engagements
in the Gulf of Guinea have been both comprehensive and relevant, given the
stated aims in the Priority Paper and the PSF programme. A significant gap
was, however, identified in the case of the counter-piracy operation, which
was not able to secure a fitting court room and suitable prison to ensure legal
finish in the case involving the four Nigerian suspects. There are indications,
however, that these issues will be addressed in the years to come. But more
generally, the international turn to countering piracy suggested by new
initiatives launched within the year 2021 is cause for some reflection.
Recalling the varied threat picture in the Gulf of Guinea, piracy is clearly only
the tip of the iceberg. IUU fishing and organised crime are significant threats
to maritime security and sustainable development in the region, which require
concerted efforts. Thus, if asking whether efforts are fit for purpose in the
context of the broader threat picture it begs the question: fit for whom and for
what? It is evident that international counter-piracy operations may protect
international shipping – hereunder the significant Danish merchant fleet
– yet regional communities are also affected by a range of other maritime
security threats, which may exacerbate piracy as well as entrench instability
patterns, not least IUU fishing. Added to this are a range of enabling factors,
as discussed in the chapter. Firstly limitations to the governance capacities
and lack of sufficient political will in some of the coastal states, in particular
the Niger Delta in Nigeria, from where most of the region’s piracy emanates.
The slow progress on the Yaoundé Architecture would seem to illustrate
this. Secondly, another enabling factor discussed in the chapter is problem
of corruption, which exacerbates – if not encourages – maritime crime,
in particular piracy but also with the potential of indirectly strengthening
organised crime more generally in the region. Thirdly, land-based instability
in the Sahel with pockets spreading into coastal states is a concern also
from a maritime crime perspective, as evidenced in the smuggling activities
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underscored by Italy, the EU’s development of the CMP and international policy
and operational coordination mechanisms. Piracy was the focus in scenarios
of exercises in the Grand African Nemo and OBANGAME frameworks, the
raison d’être of the new SHADE GoG mechanism, and the UNODC’s focus on
piracy when it comes to supporting the prosecution capabilities of national
jurisdictions through mock trials on piracy specifically. Much of the capacity
building effort underscores this focus on piracy.
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supporting militant movements. Such interlinkages are worrying trends, which
may become more and more entrenched, if not addressed. They also result
in coastal states understandably turning their focus to the immediate threat
posed by land-based conflicts as a higher priority than maritime security.
Given the broader context of threats to maritime security, the stakes are high,
and fighting one crime may result in another picking up. From this perspective,
Danish efforts are not wholly fit for purpose. It seems paramount that
Denmark and its partners, both international and regional, do not neglect the
broader context in which threats to maritime security play out, because each
carries the potential to feed the very piracy that the international community
has been so focused on combatting. Indeed, piracy is far from the only threat
and fighting it at sea does not address its root causes on land. To ensure
that maritime security efforts are sustainable and relevant requires a holistic
approach targeting governance and crime prevention – on land – to enable
the addressing of the root causes. Not instead of, but in addition to.
That said, Danish resources are naturally not unlimited. As a small maritime
power, Denmark has prioritised its efforts in a manner relevant to its policy
interests – remembering that maritime security is a foreign policy issue
intersected by both security, economy and domestic interests. Therefore,
Denmark alone cannot expand attention and resources to the full range of
threats to maritime security in the Gulf of Guinea. As we have seen in this
chapter, coordination and collaboration both with regional partners and
international donors are key features of maritime security efforts in the region.
These features could be used more strategically to devise a burden-sharing
arrangement among donors and regional partners to address the broad threat
picture as comprehensively as possible. Efforts surrounding the Yaoundé
Architecture could be used to this end, sustaining political dialogue in the
G7++ Friends of Gulf of Guinea Group and consolidating working relations
with regional authorities in the context of maritime security capacity building.
This should include a more explicit focus on good governance and crime
prevention in land as integral parts of funded activities, as these relate directly
and indirectly to the maritime domain. Context-specific revisions of efforts are
necessary on a running basis through monitoring and lessons learned.
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