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Norwegian Strategic Culture:
A Key to Understanding the Norwegian Approach to the Use of Force

Summary

The concept of strategic culture has as its pdideparture the fact that despite having many
options for strategic policies, states consistesglgm to prefer a certain type of policy. The way
that the decision-makers’ perceptions on the ugeroé shape the formulation of security

policy, remains a problem that receives the atantif scholars of international relations and
strategic studies. This study focuses on Norwep&spectives on the use of force and strategic
preferences based on current political and militegspectives on the use of force in Norway,
providing the answer on the main question of tlesith

Which strategic perceptions and preferences for the Norwegian security policy can provide an

understanding of the current Norwegian strategic culture and approach for the use of force?

This thesis is built on an existing study of stgateculture written by Kerry Longhurst, whose
concept is further refined for this thesis. Therfeavork for analysis is developed by coupling
the study by Longhurst with a study by Barry Buparthe security of the state in order to find a
research model adjusted for the empirical analyssdrategic culture in Norway. This way of
applying the concept of strategic culture enablesecinsight into strategic considerations of the
Norwegian political and military elite as referenfsstrategic culture. Focusing on a comparison
of the considerations and perceptions of the palitand military elite, my claim is that the
Norwegian strategic culture lacks coherence. | batexdl that there are two substantially
different strategic cultures exist among politiaatl military elites in Norway.

In this thesis it is argued that deployment of Negvan forces within the framework of
international operations and the strengthening wtifateralism is likely to continue to have a
decisive impact on the thinking on the use of foxtthin the Norwegian political and military
elite. However, when deciding on priorities withie security and defence policy, contradictory
influence may to a certain extent appear.

Different preferences for the use of force betwientwo elites lead to a concern that one of
these two considerations may significantly prewahat would be the result if the priorities and

perceptions of one of these two sides are not dereil to the extent expected?
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Chapter 1: Introduction — Quest for Approach toWegian Perspectives on the Use of Force

The concept of strategic culture has as its pdideparture the fact that despite having many
options for strategic policies, states consistesglgm to prefer a certain type of policy. The way
that the decision-makers’ perceptions on the ugeroé shape the formulation and
implementation of security policy, remains a probléhat receives the attention of both scholars
and practitioners of international relations amdtsgic studies. Based on these considerations, |
have chosen to study the Norwegian perspectivésense of force and strategic preferences
affecting the choice of security and defence pedicNorway, as a small power has never had the
strong tradition in advanced strategic thinking ikaso characteristic for big powerslorway’s
defence has traditionally been structured as aradion Defence’, with a focus on national
defence, in particular attentive to the key geolgiegd position in the immediate vicinity to
Russia and the long Atlantic coast. The post-Colt Wansformation from a territorially based
national defence to the development of an out-e&aimension on the use of force in
Norwegian strategic culture has been challengetthépld invasion defence thinking, at least on
the military level, and the transformation was #iere relatively slow until the turn of the'20
Century. Since then, Norwegian perspectives omuseeof force evolved significantly, and today
Norway is an important contributor with around &@ldiers deployed abro&drhis study

focuses on current perspectives on the use of forkierway.

On the conceptual level, inspiration for this stulgyives from the body of literature in the field
of security studies and on strategic culture. Kémye Longhurst, whose study of strategic
culture will be considered in this study, claimattfevery collective capable of using or
threatening to use force has a strategic cultdréf contrast to some of the more traditional
approaches to security studies, the strategicreu#tpproach is focused on subjective, nationally
specific aspects of security and defence poliayat&gic culture can be defined 4a]*

distinctive body of beliefs, attitudes and pradicegarding the use of force, which are held by a
collective (usually a nation§” The introduced definition of strategic cultureeals an approach

that is focused on how collective perceptions,recisely the perceptions of relevant national

! Neumann, Iver B., “Norges handlingsrom og behoweth overgripende sikkerhetspolitisk strategi”l®, Det sikkerhetspolitiske bibliotek,
no. 3, Oslo, 2002.

2 Jakobsen, Peter V., “Nordic Approaches to Peacedilpes: A New model in the making?”, p.145-178nton & New York (Routlege),
2006.

3 Longhurst, K., “The Concept of Strategic Culturi@’Gerhard Kuemmel (edylilitary Sociology: The Richness of the Disciplipe282-295,
Bade Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000.

4 Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thawgion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.



representatives as referents of strategic culamrehe use of forcqlay a role in defining

interests and thus shaping choices of securitgypdWith this as a point of departure, this paper
will consider the following question:

Which strategic perceptions and preferences for the Norwegian security policy can provide an

understanding of the current Norwegian strategic culture and approach for the use of force?

Beginning with the notion of strategic culture, #im of this study is to reveal the Norwegian
preferences for choice of security policy and thespectives on the use of force. The intention is
to provide a close insight into the perceptions stnategic considerations of the referents or
bearers of Norwegian strategic culture. As refer@ntbearers of Norwegian strategic culture
this study will consider the political and militagjite, which will be considered in detail in
chapter 3. Once examined, insights into the peimepand considerations of the referents of
Norwegian strategic culture will provide the basiscomparison and the uncovering of
dominant perceptions and considerations. Basedasetdominant perceptions and
considerations, the question of coherency in Noraregtrategic culture with regard to its
referents will be addressed. The question that irssma how to apply this concept of strategic
culture to approach the Norwegian strategic peraeptand preferences for security policy and
the use of force.

Examining the conceptual foundation of the concdstrategic culture will provide the
foundation for further developing the researchsaequired for considering Norwegian
preferences for security policy and perspectivetheruse of force. The following section will
provide an insight into the conceptual foundatiohstrategic culture which explanatory and
research power are still questioned.

1.1 On the Strategic Culture

In quest for inspiration | focused on a recent thdoal model formulated in 2004 by Kerry
Anne Longhurst | consider this model to be useful as a stapioigt for developing my own
research model for the empirical study of Norwegitaategic culture.

Identifying the main components of strategic c@furonghurst initially considers core values
that have their origins in the development of theeig strategic culture. These core values are

forming foundational elementsnd remain the ‘unobservable’ aspects of stramgiare. These

5 Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thawgion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.



core values are contributing to fundamental charatics of the use of force, which certain
strategic cultures have. Atthe same time, these@ntributing to the construction of a national
identity which leads to a kind of ‘national paradign strategic matters. Related foundational
elements and values are highly resilient to chaBgnding from these foundational elements
are the ‘observable’ manifestations of strategituce, the long-standing policies and practices
that actively relate and apply to the external emment the substance of the core of the
strategic culture. These aspects of strategic iulite calledegulatory practicesHalfway
between the foundational elements and regulat@gtiges are theecurity policy standpoints
(Figure 1)°

Regulatory Practice

A T T 4

Security Policy Standpoir

f f

Foundational Elements

L

Figure 1: Longhurst’s strategic culture paradigm

As regulatory practices are related to implemeotatif decisions made, based on the already
chosen and formulated security policy, these vatllme of interest for the research in this thesis.
However, challenges related to their implementatihbe addressed in the last chapter as
suggestions for further research. Security poltapdpoints, on the other hand, are the
contemporary, widely accepted interpretations on teobest promote core values through
policy channels, setting the preferences for sgcpalicy choices. The security policy
standpoints in turn inform the process of definimg strategies and instruments by which
security policy goals should be achieved. The stamds thus affect the choice of ‘appropriate
options’ from the various available decision-optioNloreover, the security policy standpoints
provide information on how the referents of stratelture, that is the political and military
elite, assess and prioritize certain foundatiotezhents’ Referents of strategic culture cannot

contradict foundational elements, but they caridrgnodify regulatory practices to meet their

6 Longhurst, K., “The Concept of Strategic Culturi@’Gerhard Kuemmel (edylilitary Sociology: The Richness of the Disciplipe282-295,
Bade Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000.

! Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thawgion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.
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perceptions and interpretations of the contexhefexternal environment for the foundational
element$. The foundational elements therefore determinesthie’s realm of prioritized areas

and behaviour, a sphere of legitimacy; in shortividianormal’ for a state to do. In this sense,

the relationship of perceptions and interpretatiminge external environment to foundational
elements, through the security policy standportsiribute to defining state interests and
priorities, which in turn determine certain poligseferences and choices, above others by setting
an agenda that excludes some options whilst inetudthers’

This influenced my choice to explore the relatiopdetween perceptions and interpretations of
the external environment of foundational element$laow the Norwegian political and military
elite prioritize these foundational elements, idaeyrto reveal Norwegian preferences for security

policy choice and perspectives on the use of force.
1.2 Research Questions

To capture the essence of Norwegian strategicreyltwvill explore the link between the views
of the political and military elite with regard tioe priority given to existing foundational
elements. This will be examined through the follogvguestions:

1. How do the Norwegian political elite prioritize fodational elements?

2. How do the Norwegian military elite prioritize fodational elements?

The question on how the Norwegian political andtany elite interpret the external
environment will be explored through following intelated questions:

1. How do the Norwegian political elite interpret #aeternal environment?

2. How do the Norwegian military elite interpret thdernal environment?
These different, yet interrelated, questions ditleetcourse of this study.

1.3 Outline of the study

In order to address these questions, | organizedthdy in the following way. Chapter 1
introduces the theme of strategic culture as ano@gh to address the Norwegian perspectives

8 Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thagion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.

° Ibid, p.5-24
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on the use of force and strategic preferencehosécurity and defence policy choice. Chapter
2 is built on existing study of strategic cultupasticularly of Kerry Longhurst, whose concept is
further refined for this thesis. This chapter elabes on the analytical framework developed by
coupling Longhurst’s study with Barry Buzan'’s stuatythe security of the state, based on his
classic strategic studyeople, States and Féathus developing the research model adjusted
for the empirical analysis of strategic culturéNiarway. Chapter 3 will provide a
methodological clarification of how this conceptéramework will be applied in the case of
Norway; who are the referents of strategic culaurd which documents and literature represent
them respectively.

Chapters 4 and 5 place the empirical productstiredrame of analysis by focusing on the
perspectives of foundational elements and the peareof the external environment examined
in representative documents of the political antitany elite respectively. Chapter 6 presents a
comparison of the findings on the questions posduist chapter regarding how the Norwegian
political and military elite prioritize foundatiohalements of the state; and how they interpret
the external environment respectively.

These findings and comparisons are then used dm#he for the overall summary in chapter 7,
while the conclusions in chapter 8 considers thdifigs presented in the preceding chapters in
light of the thesis’s key questions and concermgpier 8 ends with suggestions for further
research.
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Chapter 2: Towards the Framework for the Strat€giture Analysis

The intention with this chapter is to develop arfeavork for analysis of the Norwegian strategic
culture paradigm. Beginning with the theoreticahcept developed by Kerry Longhufsthis
chapter will refine it further, through the focuistibe research questions presented in chapter 1.
Furthermore, this chapter will develop the theasdtiramework that should be used for the
research of the foundational elements of the statehow these are prioritized, on one side, and
the perceptions and interpretations of the exteenaironment on the other. In the quest for a
theory that can provide the basis for the develagragthe framework for analysis of strategic
culture, | paid close attention to Barry Buzanassiic strategic studytople, States and Féar
Examining security at the state level, Buzan pdisegollowing question‘What is it that
policy-makers are trying to make secure withinrindtifaceted phenomenon that we call a
state?” Unpacking the notion of the state, he examinestimtents of the state in relation to the
idea of national security. These contents of taeegirovide a solid theoretical base for
considering and examining foundational elementh®fLonghurst model, and for answering the
first set of research questions from chapter 1. 3dw®nd set of questions is related to the
perceptions of the external environment that ditaencing security policy formulation. The
inspiration for the framework to explore the pettoaps of the political and military elite, and
interpretation of the state’s external environmeras found in Barry Buzan’s analysis of the
threats to the state. According to Buzan, thessathrderive from five different sectorsilitary,
political, economi¢societalandecological This analysis will present a clear range of ptigén
threats arising from the external environment efstate, as part of the framework for analysis

of the perceptions of strategic culture referéhts.

2.1 The strategic culture concept developed by barg

Providing a characteristic notion of strategic etdtapproach, Longhurst noted that:
The ‘unobservable’ aspects of strategic culturethieecore values related to the
foundational elements, giving them basal qualitied characteristics. [...] Stemming

from this core are the actual observable maniféstet of the strategic culture - ‘the self-

10 Longhurst, K., “The Concept of Strategic Cultur@’Gerhard Kuemmel (edylilitary Sociology: The Richness of the Disciplipe 282-295,
Bade Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000.

1 Buzan, B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendifernational Security Studies in the Post-Coldr \®&”, p. 112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
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regulating policies and practices’ which give aetmeaning to the foundational elements
by relating and promoting them to the external esrvinent™

This distinction between the unobservable and ebdée components of the strategic culture as
a starting point for the development of researattept for strategic culture is important. This is
because not all of the factors examined by diffeseholars of strategic culture, like ideas,
values, norms, identity, behaviour etc, are equalijable for scientific research. Longhurst
further points the researcher towards observablefestations of the strategic culture - ‘policies
and practices’ which give active meaning to thenfiational elements by relating them to the
external environment. Furthermore, if an observatdaifestation of strategic culture can be
found in policies which give active meaning to tbendational elements by relating them to the
external environment, | would argue that explotimg level of priority given to the foundational
elements by the political and military elite willqvide an active meaning to foundational
elements. On the other side, exploring the integpien of the external environment from a
political and military elite perspective, togethgth perspectives on the foundational elements,
provides a solid base for the research design.eTtves aspects will be further refined through
Barry Buzan'’s analysis of the national securityess which | found the inspiration for
developing a research model that can examine thgoreship between the perceptions of the
state’s political/military elite on the externaMonment and the active meaning given to the

foundational elements examining how perceptiongeeitized.

2.2 Explaining the National Security

It will be useful here to define the concept ofioial security, before moving on to consider the
foundational elements and threat perception. F@ptirpose of this study, national security will
be understood as defined by Weever:

One can view ‘security’ as that which in languagedry called a speech act [...] itis

the utterance itself that is the act [...] By sayisgcurity’ a state-representative

moves the particular case into the specific ardainging a special right to use the

means necessary to block this developriient.

12 Longhurst, K., “The Concept of Strategic Cultur@’Gerhard Kuemmel (edlilitary Sociology: The Richness of the Disciplipe 282-295,
Bade Baden: Nomos Verlagsgesellschaft, 2000.

13 \Weever 0. iBuzan, B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold We”, p.17, TJ
International Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
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This definition of security, among many otherseodfuseful insight because it stresses that once
something is considered a security problem by thegqiment, it automatically legitimizes the
use of hecessary meah#s pointed out above when setting out Longhsratodel,

considerations related to foundational elementsrdenes the state’s sphere of legitimacy, in
short what is ‘normal’ for state to do in situasonhen their security is questioned. In the
following sections | will clarify what is meant dgundational elements of the state and the need
to protect these from the above mentioned fivemssdif threats that may arise from the external

environment.

2.3 What refers to Foundational Elements of théeSta

As mentioned earlier, this question can be answyadhravelling the notion of the state and its
constitutive parts related to the idea of nati@®aurity. Suggesting both metaphysical and
concrete manifestations of the state as a compofiterritory, polity and society, Buzan has
as his starting point the contrasts between thigithehl person and the stdteThis contrast
provides a clue as to why the abstract side togettie the physical side of the state is so
important to understanding state security. Statesanerable to physical damage and
deprivation, but the state appears to be muckhclesgly connected with its ‘body’ or physical
element than is the case with individugl&Inlike individuals, states can survive a temporary
loss of their territory, for instance when govermtsen exile continue to receive widespread
international and domestic suppHtThis leads to the conclusion that, although stdégend on
their physical elemente. their territory, statehood is more an idea heldammon by a group
of people, than it is a physical organism. Duehte tifference between the nature of individual
and state, national security, as opposed to indafidecurity, is much more varied and
complex'’ It provides a far more varied, fragmented and mi#y contradicting range of
security objects than does the more integratedtsirel of the individual. By conclusion, Buzan
suggests that the complex issue of national sgatait be perceived and examined through a

simple descriptive model formed on the basis oftiinge diversity of ideas about the state. This

14 Buzan, B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendifernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \®&”, p.57-69, TJ International Ltd.,
Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

15 Ibid, p.57-69.

18 1bid, p.57-69.

7 \bid, p.57-69.
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model presents a distinction between the ideangtgutional expression and the physical base
of the state (table 2.1}

The idea of
the state
_ The institutional
The physical base expression of the
of the state state

Figure 2.1: The Foundational Elements of the state

These three components of the state, suggestedzanBwill for the purposes of the research
model applied in this study are considered to eddlndational elements of the state.

The idea of the state is the most abstract compgari¢he model, but also the most central. The
two main sources for the idea of the state areetfbbnd in the nation and in ideologies of state
organisation. Buzan defined the notion of natioa é&ge group of people sharing the same
cultural, and possibly the same ethnic or racietitage™® As nations are the product of closely
shared history, they normally constitute the méygebpulation of some core territory. If the
territories of the nation and the state coincitles possible to look for the purpose of the state
the protection and expression of an independertstiag cultural entity: the nation would
define much of the relationship between state aciks/*° These can organized in accordance
with some fairly general principles, like democragyislam, or some more specific doctrines
like republicanism or communism. Many varietiegofitical, economic, religious and social
ideology can serve as a foundation of a state alhthevclosely connected to the state’s
institutional structure$’ These ideologies of state organisation can paténbe threatened, or

even distorted, corrupted and eventually underminedontact with other ide& Even national

18 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.57-69, TJ International Ltd.,
Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

19 1bid, p.69-82.

20 |bid, p.69-82.

2L Ibid, p.69-82.

%2 |bid, p.69-82.
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cultures are vulnerable to this, as could be tatst on a small scale by the French sensitivity to
the infiltration of the French language by Enghgbrds and usages.

The institutions of the state comprise the entiezimery of government, including its
executive, legislative, administrative and judidalies, and the laws, procedures and norms by
which they operate. Compared to the idea of the sstate institutions are more visible as
objects of national security and more vulnerablphysical threats, due to its physical existence.
However, the crucial element for understandingamati security, as Buzan noted, is the
distinction between states with serious domestiarsy problems and those whose primary
security concerns are exterfalnternal dimensions of threats refer to the doinésstitutional
stability and the socio-political cohesion betwgenernment and the society. These internal
threats will not be of particular concern for tlesearch in this study. With regard to the analysis
of threat perception to institutions from an intranal perspective (external environment),
where governments could be perfectly legitimatgegaim the game of nations, this will be

considered through the lenses of Longhurst’s model.

The physical base of the state comprises its papaland territory, including all of the natural
resources and man-made wealth contained withlvortders. It is the most concrete of the three
components in the model, and consequently thesasieiscuss as an object of secufftipue

to its relatively concrete character, the physizde is also the area in which states share the
most similarities in relation to security, in caadt to the ideas and institutions of the state. The
threats to the state’s physical base, populatideroitory, are of a mutual kind to all states
because of the similar physical quality of the otgenvolved. Threats to physical objects are
necessarily more direct and obvious in seize oraggnthan are threats to more amorphous
objects like ideas and institutiofisSince the state ultimately rests on its physieakh the
protection of territory and population must cousfandamental national security concern.

As posited in the introducing part of this chaptbese components of the state provide a solid
analytical base for considering and examining fafiothal elements from the Longhurst’s
model and for providing answers to the first setesiearch questions presented in chapter 1
(Table 2.2).

2 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.102, TJ International Ltd.,
Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

24 |bid, p.91.

% |bid, p.91.
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Foundational Elements

Source

Elements

The Idea of the State

The Institutions of the
State

The Physical Base of the
State

Table 2.2 presents the model that illustrate nedadiistribution of political and military

considerations on foundational elements
2.3 How can the concept of external environmenhtepreted?

Now, when the blueprint for foundational elemestdgefined, an approach for interpreting the
way in which decision makers’ perceptions influeeseeurity policy formulation and
implementation must be found, based on Longhusstaegic culture model. Longhurst points
towards observable manifestations of the strategjtcire, policies and practices, which give
active meaning to the foundational elements bytirglahem to the external environment. This
aspect further influenced my quest for an approga@proach to studying Norwegian strategic
preferences on the use of force and security afehde policy choices; an approach based on
examining the active meaning given to the foundeti@lements by relating them to observable
perception of the external environment. In deveigphe framework to explore the perceptions
of the political and military elite, and interprta of the state’s external environment, | found
the inspiration in Barry Buzan’s above mentionedlgsis of the threats to the state coming from
five different sector&® This analysis presents a clear range of potemdigibnal security issues,
or more precisely, potential threats perceived ftbenexternal environment of the state. These
security issues, or potential threats perceivadedrom and stretch across tinditary, political,

economigsocietalandecologicalsectors (table 2.3Y.

6 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
%7 Ibid, p.112-145.
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Threats from the External Environment

Military sector | Political sector | Economic sectort Societal sector | Ecological secto

Table 2.3 lllustrates sectors of threat from thiemal environment related to Barry Buzan'’s

suggested analytical framework based on threabisect

Perceptions and interpretations of the externalrenment, examined through these five sectors,
together with perspectives on the foundational el&s) develops the framework for analysing
the Norwegian strategic preferences for the uderoé and for the security and defence policy.
This framework presents at the same time, the setiweugh which referents of strategic culture,
or more precisely the strategic documents thaesst them, will be examined in this study.
This will be expanded upon in the next chapter. Niowill return to the five sectors. As Buzan
has stressed, it is worth examining the charadtireats within these sectors in order to
attempts to get a general sense of kagitimate national security agendd’ or in Longhurst’s
terms a sphere of legitimat§’ or what is ‘normal’ than for the state to do. Eitaboration that
follows will provide us with the close insight insectors from which threats to the state that
influence the decision-making paradigm in secuaitd defence matters, may be perceived. At
the same time, it directs further the approach tdw#ée answer on second set of questions from
chapter 1, related texternal environmenand its interpretation by Norwegian political and

military elite.

2.3.1 Sectors of Threats from the External Envirentn

Firstly, threats within thenilitary sector may be considered as the form of threantlag

threaten all the components of the sfat&s such, military threats are usually given thghleist
priority in national security matters because @f tise of force involved. The use of force, and in
that sense even the threat of use of force, imfhiesvillingness to go beyond the line separating

the regular competitive interplay of political, @omnic and societal sectors from the more

8 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

2 Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thawgion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.

30 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
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extreme competition of war. The existence of time bf separation and potential risks to go
beyond this line, with its potentially dramatic sequences, is the reason why nearly all states
maintain military forces to counter potential nalig threats?

As political threats are aimed at the organizational stalofityre state, their purpose may range
from pressuring the government on particular polihyough overthrowing the government or
disrupting the political fabric of the state sa@sveaken it prior to a military attack. Since the
state is an essentially political entity, polititaieats may be as much feared as military ones.
Broadly considered, political threats arise from gineat diversity of ideas and traditions. In
terms of ideologies of state organisation, durlmgpast century, liberal-democratic, fascist,
communist, and more recently Islamic, politicaladdave contradicted each other in practice
just as much as monarchical and republican idehgdhe nineteenth centuf§ Specific

political interventions by one state in the doneeaffairs of another deserve most attention in
this study. Buzan considers that these specifitigall interventions deserve the label of national
security, but it remains problematic to draw bouiegabetween therff. As this kind of political
threats may be coupled with threats from the mnylitgector, and considering the Norwegian
geographical position in the immediate vicinityRiuissia, as presented in chapter 1, these
political threats will be given particular attentidue to their relevance for Norway.
Societalthreats can be difficult to separate from politmae, as significant external threats on
the social level amount to attacks on society attbnal identity, and thus easily fall into the
political realm. Societal threats are often infloed by an interplay of ideas and communication
that may produce politically significant societaldecultural threats, as illustrated by the reaction
of Islamic fundamentalists to the penetration ofstéen ideasd? As Norway falls within the

label of liberal democracy, | do not expect to @wbat such an interplay of ideas and
communication may be considered as threat to thietyan Norway. | expect it to be difficult to
separate the threats from the societal sector political ones, in particular with regard to
threats to society arising from international tesm, which is the most serious form of
perceived threats to western societies.

Economicthreats are the most complicated form of threalei@ with within the framework of

national security, and only occasionally will sgiececonomic threats deserve to be ranked as a

31 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

%2 Ibid, p.112-145.

33 Ibid, p.120.

3 Ibid, p.112-145.
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national security problerir. These threats may be considered within both @mriat dimension

and also an external dimension related to intesnatieconomic affair€cologicalthreats to
national security, like military and economic onesy damage the physical base of the state,
perhaps to a sufficient extent to threaten its medinstitutions. Traditionally, however,
ecological threats have been seen as an unprddigtat of the natural conditions of the life,
and thus more a matter of fate than an issue én#tional security agendaOn the other hand,
with the consequences of such natural disasteiadnéve potential of being as vast as, for
example, the consequences of Tsunami that hit 8astiAsia in 2004, it is to expect that current
ecological threats are considered almost as sea®tise military ones, and that military and
ecological techniques will play interactively inatons between the states.

2.3.2 How to operation threats from the externairenment?

The question of when a threat becomes a nationatisgissue depends not just on the type of
threat, and how the recipient state perceivesttalso on the intensity on which the state
react’’ Many factors can affect the threat perception isitgrin the particular recipient state, but
as Buzan points out, it is a problem that not fithese factors can be measured or estimated
accurately. Furthermore, many of the factors fratjyedccur in complex combinations which
make the overall weighting of intensity highly pletmatic, such as the probability of threats
occurring or the weight of threat consequence anether or not perceptions of the threat are
amplified by historical circumstances. As positadier, the potential threats stretch across the
military, political, economic, societal and ecologji sectors, as summarised in the Table 2.3.2.
It presents the model for the research of the jpéiare of the external environment from the
political and military elite perspectives respeetwwhich will be used for empirical research in

chapters 4-5.

% Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.

%8 Ibid, p.112-145.

37 Ibid, p.112-145.
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Perception of Threats from the External Environment

Sources N N
Political Military
Sectors

Military

Political

Societal

Economic

Ecological

Sum

Table 2.3.2 presents the model illustrating re&atistribution of political and military

considerations of threats from the external envirent

2.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of the Theorétreahework

The presented theoretical framework is based ostth&egic culture concept which is developed
by Kerry Longhurst and further refined and adagtedesearch of Norway’s strategic culture
through the Buzan'’s approach to studying the natisacurity. To define national security |
refer to Weever’s definition which provides an irigighto how defining an issue as a security
problem by the government automatically legitimi#tes use ofrnecessary meahd his view
corresponds with Longhurst’s model and considenatrelated to foundational elements that
determine the state’s sphere of legitimacy or vidhatormal’ for state to do in situations when
their security is questioned. With regard to theesech questions from chapter 1, related to
considerations of how Norwegian political and raitit elite prioritizefoundational elementsf

the state and how they interpret theéernal environmenbr which issues may pose threats to
security of foundational elements in Norway, |edlion Buzan’s approach which examines the
contents of the state, relating these to the ideatonal security. This approach provides a
solid theoretical base for considering and exangiive foundational elements from Longhurst’s
model. The following three component parts of ttates suggested by Buzan, will consider
being the foundational elements of the state smshudy: the idea of the state, the institutional
expression of the stateand the physical base of the state. Furthermsrtheabasis for the

38 Eurther in the text — the institutions of the stateused in Buzan B., “People, States and Fear Aginda for International Security Studies
in the Post-Cold War Era”, p.112-145, TJ Intermaaid_td., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
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framework to explore political and military elitefqgeption, and interpretation of the state’s
external environment, | use an analysis of thedtisreo the state coming fromilitary, political,
economig¢societalandecologicalsectors. This analysis presents a clear rangetehpal threats
perceived from the external environment of theestest part of the framework for analysis of
perceptions of strategic culture referents. Thasaessments of this type lie in the heart of
security policy*® The difficulties arise when applying this modeltbe particular state and
categorizing its elite’s considerations and pelicggtthat are sometimes formulated differently.
Therefore | made the overview Appendix lwith examples of categorization related to elite’s
considerations on foundational elements and pdaorepof threats from external environment.
My concern on the disadvantages of the presentethmthat Kerry Longhurst’s approach to
strategic culture and Barry Buzan’s approach tdysty the national security, reflect more
British views on how to study national security gmdferences for use of force and security
policy and that these views may not corresponderfeptly to the Norwegian approach to use of
force and national security policy. In particuldris may be due to the specific and relatively
unique Norwegian combination of historical, geodpiapl, cultural and political history, which |
think invites a careful interpretation and approaxthe Norway’s strategic culture. Again,
returning back to the theoretical framework, asnialated for the research in this study, |
consider it to be useful and applicable for uncmgedominant perceptions and considerations
of the referents of strategic culture. As arguetheintroductory chapter, it represents a
contribution to the conceptual foundation of stgateculture whose explanatory and research

power is still questioned.

%9 Buzan B., “People, States and Fear — An Agendinfernational Security Studies in the Post-Cold \Wea”, p.112-145, TJ International
Ltd., Padstow, Cornwall, 1991.
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3. The Methodological Approach to Strategic CultAralysis

Done well, the careful analysis of strategic cuttwould help policy makers establish
more accurate and empathetic understandings ofditferent actors perceive the game
being played [...] Done badly it could reinforce stetypes about the predispositions of
other states and close off policy alternatives de@mappropriate for dealing with local

cultures?®

The purpose of this chapter is to clarify the mdtilogical approach | will apply when studying
strategic culture in the case of Norway, somethifagind difficult from the very beginning.
There exists an extensive body of literature onctivecept of strategic culture, and | collected
and read more than 30 articles and books wheregitaculture is either discussed or applied
for research. This survey over the literature @ndbncept enabled me to choose as a starting
point a recent study on strategic culture by K&wgpghurst, as elaborated in chapters 1 and 2.
Combining this study with Barry Buzan'’s classi@gtgic study “People, States and Fear” in
order to study the security of the state, enahlgbér theoretical refinement of the concept,
developing a research model better adjusted foemmgrical analysis of strategic culture in
Norway. The questionsowandwhy | will apply this model through the empirical raseh will

be clarified in this chapter through the elaboratio the chosen research method design, data

collection strategy and data analysis method iloWohg three sections of this chapter.
3.1 Research method

An important part of the development and plannifithis research project was the identification
of whether | will employ a qualitative or quantited method. Qualitative approaches to data
collection, analysis, interpretation and reporttivg differ from the more traditional quantitative
approache&’ To answer the questions raised in this thesidl reliy on a qualitative exploratory
research design as the overall methodologicalftmaxamination in this study.

As soon as the form of research method was chtsemext step was to decide on the approach
to data collection, that is, whether it was to oduictive or deductive. This is one of the first

problems a researcher must deal with when decmling data collection method; should he/she

40 Johnston, Alastair I., ‘Thinking about StrategidtGre, International Security, 19:4, pp. 33-64, 399

4 Creswell, John W. “Research Design — Qualitatyeantitative and Mixed method approaches”, p. 103-SAGE Publications, California,
2008.
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start from already known theories pointing furttewards empirical analysis using a deductive
approach, or should an inductive approach staftorg the empirical data towards theory be
used. | have chosen to use the deductive approatisistudy. A deductive approach starts with
assumptions, which the researcher then examinaghrempirical data to test whether these
assumptions are correct or have to be rejetdthin criticisms of the deductive approach are
related to the risk of the researcher only looKmgdata that confirms the expected result of
his/her researcft. Besides, such a choice limits the access to nateerélated to strategic-level
decision making on security and defence policy.thiz reason, | will rely explicitly on primary
sources coming from the state institutions whict lwa further elaborated upon in the following
third section.

3.2 Strategy of data collection

As Creswell has suggested, qualitative resear¢hpdsto collect data through examining
documents, observing behaviour or interviewingipaants** To decide on wakiowdata
should be collected, my first step was to clarityonor what were the appropriate referents or
focus in the study of strategic culture. Studying tlebate on the strategic culture concept |
concluded that it is often a much contested islkuthe heart of the debate among scholars of
strategic culture were two questions: should omssicier only views of elites in the field of
security and defence; or should the broader pulplicion also be subject to analysis? In the
existing literature | found in general limited dission of public beliefs or opinion, and where it
does exist it is generally combined with opiniofhshe elite. Strategic culture analysis mostly
focuses on the elites, whether they are purelyrtitieary or those in the broader political-
military decision making sphere. My position on teérent of the strategic culture is that
political and military elite voices within ‘natiohatrategic community®, as specified by the
founder of the concept, is relevant, while the deygoublic sphere is rather considered as the
general contextual environment. This preferenaxforing political and military elites, rather
then broader public opinion, is due to the fact #teategic cultural literature does not consider
broader public opinions as necessary. Furtherm@enerally found public opinions difficult to

conceptualize and to be of less importance to ggqolicy-making. The conditionally negative

42 Jacobsen, Dag ., “Hvordan gjennomfgre undersek®lsp.23, HayskoleForlaget, Kristiansand, 200§.tMnslation.
43 Ibid, p.23. My translation.
a4 Creswell, John W. “Research Design — Qualitativeaitative and Mixed method approaches”, p.1753EAublications, California, 2008.

% Snyder, Jack L., “The Soviet Strategic Cultureplications for limited Nuclear Operations”, p.8, RB Report R21254-AF, Santa Monica,
California, 1977.
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side of this choice is the fact that I, as forestpdent on the Norwegian Defence University
College, can hardly expect to be able to do a ceh®rsive survey of the opinions of or arrange
interviews with the representatives of the politead military elite in Norway. This limitation
directed my focus on examining documents applyimegrisive data analysis. The question which
then followed was which documents could be seeae@m&senting the political and military elite
respectively, creating the basis for security agigidce policy making. | consider it as necessary
to use primary sources, namely official statementhe form of institutional documents from
relevant bodies, from the political and militargeirespectively, to ensure the accuracy of the
security policy standpoints that arise from a &ftn on foundational elements and perception
of external environment from both national elif€kis enabled qualitative validity, and at the

same time the need for ensured credibility wasliedf by using primary sourcés.
3.3 Which documents have to be analyzed?

To find an answer to this question | examined finst political decision making process related
to the security and defence policy. Political cohtf the Norwegian Armed Forces is exercised
through a division of power and cooperation betwibenParliament and the Government. The
Parliament adopts documents that represent Norwesgieurity and defence policy while it is
the Government which has the highest executiveoaityiresponsible for military and civil
preparedness in peacetime and for the command ad@cts of total defence in time of crisis
and war’’ When it comes to the cases when foreign and sgqaiicy have to be directed,
Parliamentary Commissions are consulted prior tusttns being taken together with the
relevant state institutions. In the case of seguanitd defence policy, or precisely, when
Parliamentary White PaperStpringetsproposisjgron long-term planning of security and
defence policy has to be agreed upon and adoptediadions in the form of reports as are
sought from the political and military sides respexty. The government therefore appoints a
Forsvarspolitisk utval$f, or Defence Commission, consisting of politicginesentatives from

all parties in Parliament and independent secpoticy experts, to prepare a report as their
contribution to the Parliament’s long-term plannorgsecurity and defence policy. When it

comes to the military side, the strategic lead@rshithe of the Armed Forces include the

48 Creswell, John W. “Research Design — Qualitativeaitative and Mixed method approaches”, p.190GE/ublications, California, 2008.
4 Norwegian Ministry of Defence, “Norwegian Defend208”, p.15, Oslo, 2008.
“8 Further in the text as Defence Commission.
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Forsvarssjef’, that is, the Chief of Defence, and his/her stiategctions within the Ministry

of Defence, collocated with the Defence St8ffhe Minister of Defence heads the Norwegian
Ministry of Defence and has political responsilifior the activities of the Armed Forces. The
Chief of Defence is the country’s highest rankinigitary official and is the principal adviser to
the Government and the Defence Minister on miliggugstions as well as exercising full
command of Norwegian Armed Forc¥s.

Based on this analysis, an answer to the questiamich documents have to be analysed can be
sought. Exploring further the process that con&#ihe basis for the Parliamentary debates and
decision making on the national document directiagional security and defence policy, | found
that two reports, or documents, represented tha maggestions from the political and military
elite, and at the same time, the foundational HasiBarliamentary debate and decision on the
national strategic document that directs secunty @efence policy. The document by the
Defence Commission, "NOU 2007:15¢ styrket forsvarUtredning fra forsvarspolitisk utvalg

ved kongelig resolusjon 18. august 2006. AvgitFttsvarsdepartementet 31. oktober 2607”

will represent the primary ‘political’ source inistthesis, while the primary military source will

be the "Forsvarssjefens forsvarsstudie 2007 —rahatt (FS07)*, a document written by the
Chief of Defence. Both reports were published magear, 2007. As these two served as the
basis for the Parliamentary White Paper, it wagcklgo explore these two documents in the
search for political and military interpretationfstioe external environment and the order of

priority of foundational elements of Norway.
3.3.1 Data Analysis and Interpretation

The process of data analysis in this study involmespreting texts from different sources, to
which the same analytical framework from chaptera2 applied. The analysis of these two
sources, based on the presented analytical madeigdpd a broad insight into when the
meanings given to foundational elements and pamrepof the external environment are
considered. Having as a starting point John Siadig three basic criteria for comparative
analysisthe most similar systems design (MSSD), the mifstetit systems design and the

method of concomitant variatiphchose to use in this studyhe most similar systems design

9 In further text as Chief of Defence.
%0 Norwegian Ministry of Defence, “Norwegian Defend208”, p.15, Oslo, 2008.
%1 bid, p.16.
Further in the text as Defence Commission’s “A §gtbened Defence”
%3 Further in the text as Defence Study 07.
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(MSSDJ*. This comparative analysis is applied to the tivov@mentioned documents. As these
two documents are having the same purpose, thiatfigtm the basis for Parliamentary debate
and decision making on the national document ggidiational security and defence policy, |
found it relevant to compare findings from them Igp MSSD. Findings from this
comparative analysis are presented in Chapter&infarmation gathered this way can not
easily be measured or displayed in graphs or fasjuhereas one of the primary strengths of
quantitative research applied in this researchasit aims at drawing conclusions by explaining
and comparing the considerations and perceptiams fne two sources. However, in addition to
this broad insight into considerations and percsstirom sources, further inspiration for the
additional analysis in depth of the findings wasrd in presenting and comparing absolute
numbers and percentage of relative distributiooanfsiderations and perceptions expressed as

numerical illustrations of findinga
3.4 Advantages and Disadvantages of Analytical ool

As suggested earlier, strategic culture forms thenr@ompassing contextual environment within
which and out of which a state’s security policydemulated and executéfCertainly, as an all
encompassing environment it contains a rich bdsaslditional themes that could be explored,
but as mentioned earlier, not all of these areabletfor scientific research. Thus, the first
disadvantage comes from the overall requiremergdmntific certainty for this master thesis,
something I had in my mind when developing the fooknalysis Norwegian strategic culture.
Introducing this analytical model | was aware tihét a form of trade off between the scientific
requirement on one side, and the richness of thillwbideas, values, norms, identity,
behaviour, mind-set, emotions, beliefs etc, sonegiconsidered by scholars of strategic culture,
on the other side.

The advantage of this analytical model is thatabresiderations of the presented elements
forming the strategic culture can be researchecdcantpared. Furthermore, another advantage is
the use of official documents representing insonally expressed political and military views

on the security and defence matters in Norwaygethepreventing any questions on their

accuracy or validity.

54 Mill, John S., “System of Logic: Ratiocinate andllrctive”, Longmans, Green, & CO, London, 1893.

%5 Edstrom, H., "Hur styrs Forsvarsmakten? Politisk biilitar syn pa Forsvarsdoktrin under 1990-tal@%4-65, Umed Universitet, Sweden,
2003.

%6 Longhurst, K., “Germany and the Use of Force: Thawgion of German security policy 1990-2003", p-18, Manchester University Press,
2004.
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Chapter 4: How do the Norwegian political elitegpitize foundational elements and perceive

threats to them?

4.1 Order of priority for foundational elements

4.1.1 The Idea of the State

The starting point for the analysis of consideraifor foundational elements in the
Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission’s * A Sgixened Defence’ are the Norwegian
values and interests that have to be securedhhdigthe timeless demand for security for the
state and society[ “.] and not just in short term military threat pige”.>’ This refers to 4[...]
future full of insecurity® in which Norwegian values and interests have tedmeired.

Norway’s sovereignty and sovereign rights, togethigéh Norway’s national interests, is the
basis of the fundamental right of Norway as a statech is based on International Law.
According to the Defence Commission, this will etpcted by Armed Forces if necessary.
Peace, security and ensuring of Norwegian intef®steducing the possibilities for excessive
pressure against Norway or even the use of forasmsgNorway, define the basis for the role of
the Armed Forces according to Defence Commissibis dpproach paves two perceived ways
for maintaining Norway's sovereignty. Firstly, Naawdefends its territorial integrity alone, and
secondly, Norway being defended through the supgoitlied forces. The main aim in both
ways is to prevent war or the escalation of cohficcording to the Defence Commission,
ensuring Norwegian peace and freedom is a basievhl addition to maintaining Norwegian
state sovereignty, the Armed Forces are expectedrtribute to peaceful development in the
world where human rights have to be respectedng§déorway as a small state, the Defence
Commission emphasises the interest and necessityaimtaining and strengthening respect for
International Law.

Defence Commission therefore considers active ifmriion to the maintenance and
development of the International Law to be of fuméatal interest to Norway. Further, the
Defence Commission considers the strengtheningaperation between states in all respects to
be of importance, particularly within the framewatkthe United Nations collective security
system and NATO obligations, and with neighbouang other states. Promoting cooperation

57 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p. 10, Oslo, 2007. My translation.
58, .

Ibid, p. 10. My translation.
%9 Ibid, p.34.
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between states in international organizations, bthal and regional, is perceived as
particularly necessary and important for both acpad development of international relations
and the functioning and development of the Inteomai Law. The strong Norwegian interest for
this rule-bound conduct of international relati@msone side, and its relation to interstate
security perspective on the other, has been cleapyessed:Ihternational Law, in particularly
the UN Charter, constitute the framework for ceaéld communication between states, setting
strong limits for the lawful use of military fore@md creating frames for states’ obligations and
rights”.®° It is a Norwegian interest to promote an internaicsociety founded and maintained
through the international relations based on caaper. The Defence Commission’s reason for
this focus on promoting the international socistjts perceived contribution to interstate
confidence building, stability and predictabilignd as a result - security.

In that respect, the most important means by wNicitway, as a minor power, can prevent
negative international development in which powamnahates international relations, is to
work strongly on the strengthening of the inteestadoperation in the framework of
international organizationsRelevant, efficient and respected internationalamigations, in
particular the UN and regional organizations, repeat the best foundation for achieving the
aim of a world system based on International Law e principled of the UN Chartef.
Beside the importance for small states security esncrete example of the importance of UN
and International Law framework, the Defence Consiois emphasises the Norwegian right to
explore resources on the continental shelf andersea waters outside Norwegian territorial
waters as established by the International Agreémen

The sharing of the burden of participating in intgronal operations among nations is
considered by the Defence Commission to be ofqdati importance to Norway and its Armed
Forces, anchoring at the same time the use ofamilfbrce in the UN Charter and a common
approach of the International Community. Furthiee, Defence Commission goes on to consider
the importance of increased UN credibility and deeelopment of UN capability with regard to
a comprehensive approach to solving conflicts thhomternational operations, resulting in
more emphasis given to participation in UN-led aiens from most Western countries,
including Norway. Beside participation in interratal operations and peace arbitration in
conflicts, the Defence Commission considers thg kenm efforts for global disarmament to be
important and sees it as a good example of Nonmezpatribution®

€0 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stteeged Defence”, p.13, Oslo, 2007. My translation.
61, .

Ibid, p. 13. My translation.
%2 Ibid, p.16.
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The Defence Commission emphasises that Norway @iggspriority to UN’s superior and
global role in the efforts of the international mbg towards world wide peace and development.
Further, the Defence Commission clarifies thatNleewegian policy is not simply based on
Norwegian interests to promote a more peacefuldydit also a desire to promote fundamental
values for UN efforts, in particular a universapect for human right§. The Defence
Commission emphasises the obligation of Norwayettogr with other states, to stop conflicts
and to relieve humanitarian emergencies, as cleagyessed in the UN principle of
Responsibility to Proteéf.

Ever since its establishment in 1949, the Deferm@@ission has perceived NATO as being of
fundamental importance for Norway’s security anfedee policy. The Defence Commission
does not consider the future of NATO as given,rhatlier as being dependant on the support of
its member states which makes the Alliance relemsadtcredible. This has a high priority in
Norwegian interests. To relate the importance efrtile of NATO for Norway to the framework
of the UN, the Defence Commission stresses that While the UN stands as central for peace,
security and development of the world in generdTR represents a concrete framework for
the defence of Norway against a military attatkThe Defence Commission emphasises in
particular the importance for small states sucN@svay to participate in the NATO
transatlantic forum, where protection of the ins¢seof the member countries is discussed and
there is a possibility to contribute to the deaisinaking®® Contact with USA and large
European powers are also considered by the Defeogenission to be very important for
presenting and discussing Norwegian interests titddes®’ Although Norway is not a member
of the EU, the influence of the EU in Norwegianig#ty policy has grown significantly in the
last years, particularly due to the common Europgecurity and Defence Policy (ESDP). The
establishment of EU Battle Groups is considerduktof central importance for cooperatfén.
This Norwegian contribution and participation te tecurity and defence dimension of
cooperation with the EU is directed through thepmration with Sweden, Finland and Estonia
and European Defence Agency (EDRA).

&3 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p.15, Oslo, 2007.
% Ibid, p.16.

& Ibid, p. 15. My translation.

8 Ibid, p.15.

7 Ibid, p.15.

8 Ibid, p.14.

%9 Ibid, p.15.
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As stressed by the Defence Commission, an impootagiettive for Norway is to continuously
seek attention in High North area among allies AT and among the cooperation partn@rs.
In addition to active Norwegian diplomacy amonggalland partners, the Defence Commission
emphasises the importance of cooperation with Rusdioth a bilateral and international
framework’*

Norway and Russia have, as the Commission seesautmber of mutual interests in

the northern areas, both economic and ecologiché possibilities are therefore

good for improving bilateral cooperation. Furthenproving of bilateral

cooperation, which has been developed during theylears, should be an important

objective for Norway. Good cooperation based onualuhterests adds to confidence

building and is thus important for aspects of ségyolicy.”

The Defence Commission emphasises a good integnadilicy in Norway as precondition for
an improved security polic} Respect for human rights and individual human sgcim the
Norwegian society are considered as fundamentdlhawme to be protected both in the state and

world wide/*

4.1.2 The Institutions of the State

Institutions in Norway are based on the foundinigies of democracy, law and order in the state,
justice in legal system, the welfare state, hunigints and security for every citizen in

Norway.”” The Norwegian state institutions are related atessovereignty the maintaining of
which includes the deterrence of potential oppanémdt could try to impose pressure on the
Norwegian government’s policy choices. NATO represé¢he central framework for Norway’s
security in the case of larger scale use of foramibtary attack against Norway.

The Defence Commission gives particular attentothé sovereignty and functioning of
Norwegian jurisdiction in the northern parts of Way. It is stressed that Norway relies on a

predictable and responsible policy in the High Rdktea, as precondition for a viable

0 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréiegied Defence”, p.18, Oslo, 2007.

L Also known as the Paris Treaty signed in 1920 by, USA, UK, France, Italy, Japan, Denmark, Theléflands, Sweden and in 1924 by
Soviet Union. Svalbard Treaty gives Norway soversigver Svalbard islands group. Norway's governnagtlared it as neutral and non-
militarized zone in 1950, with exception that NAT@n intervene if neutrality is endangered.

e Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréegied Defence”, p.18. My translation.
"3 Ibid, p.20.
™ Ibid, p.10.
"5 Ibid, p.18.
% Ibid, p.17.
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development of the area characterised by stahitityensured securify It also includes the
fulfilment of Norway’s obligations as coastal statesides management and exploration of
resource<® Additionally, the possibility of a warmer Arctidimate could enable easier access to
oil, natural gas and minerals in this area, therabgeasing the competition among the states in
“the area where borders and jurisdictional condisaare uncleat’®, particularly in Fishery
protection zoneKiskevernsonénn the Barents Region. The unclear borders betvimway

and Russia, the military importance of the HightN@area for Russia, and the presence of
valuable fish and petrol resources, important éoNlerwegian economy, both within and outside
of Norwegian territory, are open questions that plicate the jurisdictional conditions that
remain a Norwegian intere€Besides the unclear state borders, including dneptex question

of the Barents Region, the Defence Commission adds/en more challenging question of the
far northerly group of islands around Svalbard.Way's management over fishing resources in
this area is based in the Svalbard TreSta(bardtraktate)f* rather than in Norwegian
legislation, and is subject to the disagreemensoofe countries:Spain, Island and Great
Britain, in addition to Russia, are countries tledgarly expressed its disagreement with Norway
in the Svalbard questiorf? It is estimated that significant oil and naturas gesources exists on
the sea bed in the area of Svalbard and couldna¢ $isne in the future be reached, and the
Defence Commission are expecting additional presson Norway in that regafd Although
NATO represents the central framework for Norwasgsurity and territorial integrity, the
potentially changed conditions in Svalbard area heaxe the impact on the way Norwegian
authority in this area would be considered or sujggolp which again could impact on the extent
of Alliance involvement in the aré4Therefore, the Defence Commission considers iral t
evaluation of the security situation by surveillarand intelligence activities, to be necessary for
decision making process for Norwegian authorities #thus be among the priorities for defence

policy ®

" Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréiegied Defence”, p.18, Oslo, 2007.
8 Ibid, p.18.

& Ibid, p.17. My translation.

80 1bid, p.17.

81 |bid, p.17.

82 Ibid, p.17. My translation.

8 Ibid, p.17.

8 Ibid, p.18.

8 Ibid, p.34.
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4.1.3 The Physical Base of the State

As suggested earlier, the physical base of the statsists of its population and territory,
including all of the natural resources and man-maealth contained within its borders. It is by
far the most concrete of the three componentstttie s the model and its content is the easiest
to identify as objects of security. The Defence Gussion stresses the importance of security
for the state and the Norwegian population, inglgdiationals outside the Norwegian borders
who may be exposed to the harassment or assaugtumable carry out self-deferfeGlobal
challenges, namely the spreading of weapons of destsuctiofi’ and international terrorism,
could have an impact on Norwegian security, andtrobthese challenges are related to societal
security. The safety of the civilian population vl as functions and infrastructure of central
society is perceived by the Defence Commissioroagents of the security for society in
situation when state existence is thre&tdrurther, the right to use natural resources like o
natural gas and fish, based on the UN Law on tleeR&gime, together with Norwegian
territorial integrity and physical protection oftimaal borders, objects, resources and ecological
management, is emphasises as being necessaryifaamiag the welfare society, and not just
its physical protectioft’ This is predominantly related to the High Nortkeathat represents an
area with strategic importance in the global cont&Xhe area is particularly politically

sensitive due to the estimates existence of tlge lamounts of petroleum resources under the
sea in the High North area, particularly in thed3ds Region where the exact location of the
national border between Norway and Russia isgigistioned. The Norwegian territorial
integrity in this area depends to a large exterdroagreement between Norway and Russia on
the demarcation of both states’ economic zonelsarBarents Region, something which has yet
to be achieved" This open territorial question is pragmaticalljveal with Gray Zone

Agreement from 1977, which deals with the explamf fish resources in this area and which
prevents bilateral problems. However, the bordsputie may prove to be of a different weight
and dimension if significant oil and natural gasoerces are to be found in the futtf®esides
this complex territorial question at the Barenta,Sbe Defence Commission considers as even

more challenging the question of the abovementiasiadds around Svalbard. Preserving fish

8 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p. 10, Oslo, 2007.
87 n the further text as abbreviation - WMD.

8 |bid, p.17.

8 Ibid, p.10.

% Ibid, p.17.

1 Ibid, p.17.

%2 |bid, p.17.
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resources and preventing the destruction of ther@at the Norwegian sea territory and in the
High North area, is of high importance for the statonomy, and any challenge to utilization of
these resources and danger to the environment bautelconsequences on state sectfity.
Besides the relation to the UN framework, the DeéeGommission relates the physical base of
Norway to the maintenance of the sovereignty, whire Armed Forces will maintain state
sovereignty through monitoring and prevention ofaiions against Norway®! When it comes

to the territorial defence, the Defence Commisgi@sents a more complex picture. For the
defence of Norwegian territory from a military attaNATO represents concrete framework
with its collective defence principf8.But according to the Defence Commission, moshef t
potential incidents related to Norway’s physicakence, is expected to be related to the
question over the exploration of the resourceénHigh North area. These incidents may
potentially escalate into a crises or conflict @icale that may require the involvement of NATO
and a collective defence of Norway. The Defence @a@sion stresses, however, the possibility
of the potential crises being of such a scaleithat'to big for Norway, but too small for

NATQO”. As a result, the Defence Commission ins@ishe need for national capabilities for
crisis management in Norway'’s close area that ak@ ¢ontrol over incidents that physically
challenge Norway's territorial integrity or threageto escalate into a conflict in High North area,
where involvement NATO collective defence principiay be questionelf.The NATO

principle of collective defence remains the cerfitainework for Norway’s territorial defence
together with Norwegian Armed Forc¥sHigh priority is given to the situations wherenhan
lives may be endangered by catastrophes or disatedhese cases all necessary available state
resources are expected to be engaged in searcksmnek actions both on land or at sea. This
view on the safety for the population includes gusescases of terrorist attacks abroad and

catastrophes in foreign countries, where Norwegitrens may be involved.
4.1.4 Summary of Foundational Elements
Analysing the absolute numbers and percentagdative distribution of how frequently

foundational elements were considered by the Def€@mwmmission, within the presented research

results from ‘A Strengthened Defence’, indicatdsrnesting differences. The idea of the state is

% Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stteeged Defence”, p.18, Oslo, 2007.
94 . .
Ibid, p.10.



35

the most often used among the three elements, Wialestitutions of the state is the least used
element (Table 4.1).

Order of Priority for Foundational Elements

Source Defence Committee’s ‘A Strengthened Defencg€N=201)
Elements
The Idea of the State 138 69 %
The Institutions of the
23 11 %
State
The Physical Base of the
40 20 %
State

Table 4.1 lllustrates the absolute numbers andepésge of relative distribution of how many
times foundational elements are considered in Hrkafentary Defence Policy Commission’s ‘A
Strengthened Defenc@N=201).

Analysing the Defence Commission’s consideratidrfewndational elements, the value of living
in peace, welfare state, freedom and further dgweémt of democracy seems fundamental for
Norwegian interest and the focus point within dentity and the idea of the state as foundational
element. Besides these values, high importancees go international side of the idea of the
state, where the Norway'’s strong interests are asipéd through the promotion of International
Law and the contribution to active maintaining &mdher development of the international legal
system, including the protection of human rights.véll be presented in the next part of this
chapter, many of the challenges for Norway thatDb&ence Commission identifies are related to
the question of collective for international sogjgéhereby implying that Norway as a small state,
together with other small states, is more dependeimternational cooperation than the larger
powers. In this regard, the Defence Commissiong@inp as Norwegian interests the need for
credible, respected and efficient internationaborgations like the UN and regional organizations
which represents foundations for a world order Baserespect for human rights and the
principles of the UN Charter. Together with the Wegian interest in an efficient UN and to
contributing to UN credibility, the Defence Commasconsiders membership in NATO and
cooperation with EU in the area of security ancedeé as important elements of the framework

%8 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p.47, Oslo, 2007.
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for Norwegian security and defence. When analybitajeral perspectives considered by the
Defence Commission, cooperation with Russia is raeatl most, five times more than with

USA. This is where Norway’s strong interest in @ént multilateralism should be directed, as
recommended by the Defence Commission, in actippa@t of constructive engagement by
Russia in the international society, which wouldtcilbute to making it easier to solve the
bilateral questions that remain open between NomvalyRussia, and to inspire to improved
confidence between the two states.

With regard to institutions of the state as fouratat! element, this is something the Defence
Commission awards less attention in quantitative@se Besides ensuring the functioning of the
law and order in the state, justice in the legatey and functioning of the society, the Defence
Commission gives particular attention to the fumimitng of jurisdiction in northern parts of
Norway, namely the High North area. The state &hthstitutional policy, as they suggest, should
be predictable and responsible in the High Norteadas a main precondition for a viable
development of this area, with stability and endwgecurity. The regional and international
perspective is often used, as questions relatetigio North area are to some extent
internationalised, particularly with regard to tiigestion of national authority of the group of
islands around Svalbard and in Barents Region.phiysical base of the state, the Defence
Commission predominantly relates to territoriakmnity and Norway’s population, including
nationals outside Norway'’s borders who may be eapds the harassment or assault or unable to
defend themselves. Particular attention is giveseturity matters in the High North area and to

the utilization and control of state resources Basenational sovereignty and International Law.

4.2 Perception of Threats from the External Envinent

4.2.1 Threats from the Military Sector

The Defence Commission emphasise that the cutnesdittpicture has changed as a
consequence of globalization, large powers politivalry, climate change, migration, energy
security, weak states and violent extremism. Péiarepf all these threats, according to the
Defence Commission, should influence the definihgral decision making on Norwegian
security and defence polidy The Defence Commission’s perception of militametts on the

global scale is dominantly related to low intensionflicts in which Norwegian Armed Forces

% Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréiegied Defence”, p.10, Oslo, 2007.
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may participate. Elaborating how these conflictsldde manifested, the Defence Commission
presume a broad spectrum of forms of conflict, depey on what factors the actors involved
consider to be their objectives and ratiorfafe Strategies of asymmetric warfare that could be
used in intrastate conflicts by non-state actoestipularly when military forces of parties
involved in conflict lack both quality and siz®* These strategies, the Defence Commission
considers, could be based on the innovative usecbhology, terror against civil populations,
threats for use of WMD and on limited, but repeattdcks on soldiers of international forces
involved in dealing with conflicts or in stabilizah operatiornt’> The Defence Commission
considers there to be many armed conflicts, andkiiearisk of conflict cannot be excluded even
in Europe: {...] although the importance of the use of military &ig significantly reduced in
the part of the world where Norway is situated,ftiots on the Balkan showed that the risk of
war can not be excluded once and for dff® Real military threats on the regional level are not
excluded and the Defence Commission relates tletbe tincreased Russian military activities
in the Barents Region, and the potential misundaedsnhgs or lack of mutual confidence that can
lead to a limited military crisis on the border lvRussia>* Direct military challenges are
related to the Barents region and neighbouring iRu¥8orders between the two states remain
unclear in this region which is military importaand sensitive for Russid® The consequences
for Norway will depend to certain extent on Rusgaticy towards neighbouring countries on
the one side, and their increasing military adeegitin this border area on the other, as assessed
by the Defence Commission. This includes increasidof incidents related to the exploration
of resources and to military activities in thisat® Increased military activities in Barents
region may result with incidents and even crisasgh on misunderstandings or politically
driven challenges, which in the worst case may ldgviato military threats against Norway.
These threats are considered by the Defence Commissbe potential limited air, sea or land

attacks on Norway’’

100 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréweged Defence”, p.22, Oslo, 2007.
101 Ibid, p.22. My translation.
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4.2.2 Threats from the Political Sector

As previously argued, political threats are aimetha organizational stability of the state and
their purpose may range from pressuring the govemrn particular policy to overthrowing
the government or weakening the political fabri¢hed state prior to a military attack. Since the
state is an essentially political entity, polititaieats may be as much feared as military offes.
Starting off from a broader perspective, the Deée@Gommission assesses the potential world
development, where the consequences of the pabtiggalry between a few strong regional big
powers may lead to a diminishing of the role oérnational organizations and international
cooperation among stat&8.The Defence Commission lists the rising Russiahitoms to
challenge US dominance as being most interestilNptavay, but stressing also that a world
with a limited number of regional big powers may necessarily present a problem for
international society, as long as they pursue poresible policy of cooperatioht? If not, the
importance and efficiency of multilateralism maydminished, like in the case of the UN
Security Council that may be paralysed with just pprmanent member having a strongly
opposing attitude and the possible implications thay have on the functioning of the UN as
whole!*! The Defence Commission considers it as very negéoir Norway, if a development
towards a multi-polar state system results in akeemg of International Law and cooperation
between states in international organizatidh3hreats with possible global influence, as
considered by the Defence Commission, are fallitbimthe threats from political sector,
although due their nature these have impact divealthreat sectors, naming threats coming
from weak states and intrastate conflicts or migratimmssed by global warming® The
spreading of conflicts or destabilizing of statesttsurround conflict areas is perceived by the
Defence Commission as a potential threat to bajlonal and global security* Stressing that
the future of NATO is not given, but as already t@red being dependant on its member states
support, the Defence Commission expresses conoeensnternal misunderstandings between
NATO states, related to sharing of burdens in m@gonal operation such as Afghanistan and

the lack of will to provide sufficient soldiers ftie NATO Response Force. This is considered

107 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréegied Defence”, p.35, Oslo, 2007.
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as a challenge to NATO's institutional strengthmething which is very important and relevant
for Norway whose defence in the case of full se&e depends on the NATO principle of
collective defencé™ To some extent, NATO’s institutional strengthetated to challenges for
Norway in High North area. The Defence Commissistmeates these as possible challenges to
Norwegian authority and rights for resources manag# in this are&™® For instance, a
potentially serious challenge would be a situatrowhich Norway could not or would not want
to deal with challenges in High North area throbifkiTO because of the different attitudes
among some Alliance members on Norway'’s rightsstatlis in the High North aré¥.

Norway’s sovereignty and sovereign rights in mamie the jurisdiction according to Norwegian
laws on Norway’s territory may be challenged bytarostaté® Challenges to Norwegian
jurisdiction, the potentially self-asserting Russiareign policy and the military importance of
High North area for Russia, is stressed by the mEfeCommission as being of continual

importance for Norwegian security polit¥.

4.2.4 Threats from the Societal Sector

Most of the threats to society or human security b&related to dangers posed from
international terrorism. The Defence Commissionsgrothers refers td\'ew York, Bali,

Madrid, Sharm el-Sheikh, Beslan and London asgoste of the most mention places struck by
terrorism in few last years*?° In relation with international terrorism and somedest groups

that are showing desire for large casualties beauged by their attacks, the Defence Commission
stresses the clear danger of possibly new and meea serious forms of terrorism that could be
related to spreading and use of WND.

Stressing that maintaining the welfare state isight importance for the Norwegian society, the
Defence Commission considers physical threats jectdband infrastructure, and threats to
managing resources and environment as being theefiandations of the Norway’s welfal&

The Defence Commission includes here the dangesraputer attacks on information systems of

critical importance for societ{?>
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4.2.4 Threats from the Economic Sector

Potential threats coming from the economic seaibrgobal importance may have an impact on
Norway both directly and indirectly. The politickrovalry between the big powers may lead to a
multi-polar state system and a situation wherengdid number of strong regional big powers
show little interest in international cooperati@rowing competition over limited resources may
have a negative direction with the possible resiNtorsening the situation in the Middle East
region or of producing states losers of such glabaipetition something which may lead to the
temptation to use drastic actions in an attemptaqtiring the resources needed to secure own
economies?* Energy resources are required for developing mosetieties and allowing
economies to grow, in Asia as in the western wdrlte Defence Commission estimates that the
development of international energy trade, in pafér the high demand for energy resources and
focus on energy security, could have consequemcdsdrway as exporter of energy resourtes.
Firstly, challenges to Norway’s economy may be edusy external demands for reduction of
prices for energy resources, and secondly, theséenlges could be related to international
pressure for extended exploration for new energgureces which may cause pressure on
Norway’s claim for exploration and managing petunteresources around SvalbafdDue to the
importance of energy supplies, the Defence Comomssonsiders Norwegian energy
infrastructure to be a possible valuable targetrftarnational terrorism, challenging Norway as
exporter of energy resourcEsS With relation to energy economy, the Defence Corsinis
stresses that risirgjate expenses due to the aging population onidegand the potential
situation of declining incomes from petroleum inaly®n the other, may present a challenge in
the long term for upholding a balance of state puiglic expenses in Norway, with the impact this

may have on the development of the defence s&&tor.
4.2.5 Threats from the Ecological Sector
A majority of ecological threats identified and @essed by the Defence Commission have either

global or regional character, but to significantegx a collective character. However, the priority

given to threats in the Arctic, High North and Bateeregion is mainly due to their direct potential

124 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p.13, Oslo, 2007.
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consequences on Norway'’s security policy. Thessatkrare perceived as possibly very
important, with the potentially vast consequenaestate security, spanning through all other four
sectors that may play interactive role in relatioith other states, like with for example,
neighbouring Russia. Considering the long termpetve, the Defence Commission estimates
both direct and indirect potential impacts of egotal threats on Norwegian security policy, first
and foremost as consequence of climate ch&igarting their assessment from the global
perspective, the Defence Commission considergtbhal climate change represents a most
serious challenge for the world in the’Zentury>° that may lead to significant changes in living
conditions in some parts of the world, causingdasgale global migratioli* Climate change thus
can have security consequences, causing interaattonflicts based on a struggle for limited
resources like water, food, more habitable terggrminerals and energy resources. This can
cause destabilization of whole regions like Afrivdddle East and parts of Asia, due to being
areas which may be seriously impacted by temperaises, something which would result in
serious consequences for global secdfityhis fact influences Norway’s efforts in suppoftioe
international society that is facing concerns aylebal climate chang€?

Ecological threats perceived from regional perspedcre predominantly related to High North
and Arctic areas where significant ice melting rfemd to the establishing of new strategically
important sea transport routes in the Arctic séee 3hipping traffic which could multiply in that
case will represent further political challengesMorway, but the Defence Commission considers
it as a significant ecological challenge. Tempeeguising again, may lead to increased
competition for the access and right to oil, ndtges and minerals exploration in High North and
Arctic areas->* Within ecological challenges the Defence Commissilso considers potential
crises situations that threaten human securityhemational level requiring rescue actions, or
disasters and catastrophes on the Norwegian tgratal abroad where Norwegian citizens are
involved. The Defence Commission also sees thewtgsin of nature and its consequences on
fish resources in the Norwegian seas as percen@dgical threats to the Norwegian territory.
Considering the importance of fishing resourcegtierNorwegian economy, the Defence

Commission concludes that threats to these resowitihave consequences on security policy.

129 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréeged Defence”, p. 18, Oslo, 2007.
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If these challenges are coming from actors sup@diyeother state, it will represent challenge to
Norway’s sovereign rights and will be considerezhallenge to national security’

4.2.6 Summary of Threat Perception

The analysis of absolute numbers and percentagsadive distribution in relation to the research
of threat perception, indicates that the Defencea@assion considers military, political and
societal threats relatively equally often, whil®kegical threats are considered less often.

Economic threats are most rarely considered cordgarthe other four threat sectors (Table 4.2).

Perception of Threats from External Environment
Source
Sectors Defence Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defenc@\=136)
Military 34 55 %
Political 35 56 %
Societal 31 3%
Economic 10 =%
Ecological 26 19%

Table 4.2 lllustrates absolute numbers and pergerdérelative distribution of considered threats
from the external environment in Parliamentary De&ePolicy Commission’s ‘A Strengthened
Defence’(N=136).

The analysis of the Defence Commission’s threatggion from the five sectors set out has its
starting point the current changed threat pictbeat should influence the way in which Norwegian
security and defence policy is defined. The chartgezht perception is mainly the consequences
of: globalization, big powers rivalry politics, slate change, migration, energy security, weak
states and violent extremism. In the military thsesector, perception of military threats on the
global scale is related to low intensity confliztsvhich Norwegian Armed Forces are and may
participate, where limited, but repeated attacksadiers of international forces could occur
during operations. The potential for direct miltdéinreats is related to bordering Russia,
considering possible incidents and crisis that eaantually lead to limited air, sea or land attacks

135 Parliamentary Defence Policy Commission, “A Stréegied Defence”, p.18, Oslo, 2007.
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on Norway. Most of the threats from the politicat®r are related to the importance and
efficiency of multilateralism for Norway, and thetpntial situations in which it may be
diminished, or even paralysed. As Norwegian rightsnergy resources in the parts of High North
area are based on International Law, a weakeniggpbgl multilateralism may have
consequences for Norway’s sovereign rights. Bedigeshallenges to Norwegian jurisdiction, a
potentially self-asserting Russian foreign poliog ahe military importance of High North area

for Russia where state borders remain uncleartegssed by the Defence Commission as of being
of continued importance for Norwegian security pgliln this regard, a possible weakening of the
institutional strength of NATO presents additioohaéllenges for Norway. The Defence
Commission is of the view that societal threats taylistinguished between those related to
maintaining the welfare state (threateningetg, Norwegian management of resources and
environment) and threats of a more collective reafar the international society, related to
international terrorism. Economic threats to Nonaag linked to international energy trade,
particularly to growing demand for energy resouraed the focus on energy security with
potential consequences for Norway as exporter efggnresources. This includes energy
infrastructure becoming potentially valuable tasger international terrorism, due to the global
importance of energy supplies, making Norway vidbér as an exporter of energy resources. The
majority of ecological threats identified and assesby the Defence Commission have to a
significant extent a collective character for theernational society. Looking at the long term
perspectives, the Defence Commission estimatestdirgl indirect potential consequences and
impacts of global climate change and pollution,skhiay contribute to mass migrations and
international conflicts based on a renewed strufiglémited resources. The Defence
Commission names the High North area and the Baregton as areas where ecological threats
may have more direct impact on Norway’s securitcgan the case of significant ice melting on
Arctic. Such a situation may lead to multiplyingtbé shipping traffic in the Arctic Sea, with its
political, military and ecological challenges thisy involve. Potential crisis requiring rescue
actions due to threats to human security, suchsasters and catastrophes on the Norwegian

territory and abroad when Norwegian citizens awelwved, are given particular attention.

4.3 The Bottom Line

The absolute numbers and percentage of relatiteldison indicates that the Defence
Commission considered each of the foundational ehsnin ‘A Strengthened Defence’ at

different frequency. The idea of the state is tlushoften referred to among three elements, and
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the institutions of the state are the least useshent. An analysis of threat perception suggests
that the Defence Commission considers politicalitany and societal external threats relatively
equally often, while ecologic threats less oftensidered. Finally, economic threats are most
rarely considered, in comparison to the other tbreat sectors.

The Defence Commission’s consideration of foundeti@lements reflects the value placed on
living in peace, the welfare state, of freedom anther development of democracy as
foundational for Norwegian interests and identRgrticularly high importance is placed on the
international side of the idea of the state whespect for the UN Charter and International Law,
protection of human rights, constructive interstaieperation and active development of
international society are of important Norwegiaterast. The Defence Commission considers
membership in NATO and cooperation with the EUhia $ecurity and defence area to be a
framework for security and defence in Norway. Tlylothe strong and often clearly expressed
interest in efficient multilateralism, the Defen€emmission reflects on the bilateral perspective,
where active support to Russian constructive engagein international society is considered to
be a contribution to a more workable solution &f bilateral issues between Norway and Russia.
Emphasising the functioning of law and order inghate, justice in legal system and the
functioning of the society, the Defence Commisgloves particular attention to the effective
functioning of Norwegian jurisdiction in High Norttrea. Concerning the physical base of the
state, the Defence Commission focuses on thedealiintegrity and the population, including
Norwegian citizens outside the state territory thay be exposed to the harassment or assault or
be unable for defend themselves. Again, particaii@ntion is given to the security in the High
North area and to the utilization and control atstresources, based on national sovereignty and
International Law.

The analysis of the Defence Commission’s threatgggion from the external environment
illustrates the attention given to global challenge consequence of globalization, the politics of
rivalry between the big powers, climate change ratign, energy security, weak states and
violent extremism, with their influence on threargeption from five sectors set out. The Defence
Commission perceives that threats from the milissegtor have to be expected in low intensity
conflicts and international operations where Nonaegontingencies participate and will be
deployed. Direct potential military threats is tethto neighbouring Russia and the worst case
scenario that may lead to a limited military crige¢he air, sea or on the land, particularly ia th
area bordering to Russia. Threats from politicatareare related to the importance and efficiency
of multilateralism for Norway and the potentialsitions in which multilateralism may be

diminished. This may result in challenges to Norlsapvereignty and institutional authority,
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particularly in combination with potentially seléserting Russian foreign policy. The Defence
Commission’s perception of societal threats cadibtnguished between those related to
maintaining the welfare state on the one hand tlarghts of more collective nature for
international society related to international@eésm on the other.

Economic threats may arise from international epérage, particularly due to the growing
demand for energy resources and the focus on eseyyity with its potential negative
implications this may have for Norway as an exgasteenergy resources. International terrorism
that may perceive Norwegian energy infrastructereauable target represents a further potential
threat for Norway. Finally, ecological threats itldad and assessed by the Defence Commission
have to a significant extent a collective charaftiethe international society as global climate
change and pollution may contribute to mass mignatind international conflicts based on the
struggle for limited resources. Significant ice timgl on Arctic, may, due to potential multiplying
of the shipping traffic in the Arctic Sea, includifligh North area and Barents region, with the
corresponding political and ecological challendsje a direct impact on Norway'’s security
policy. Crisis situations that could require resaggons, such as in the case of disasters and
catastrophes on the Norwegian territory and abraaa¢onsidered by the Defence Commission as

falling under the ecological sector.



46

Chapter 5: How do the Norwegian military elite pitiae foundational elements and perceive

threats to them?

5.1 Order of priority for foundational elements

5.1.1 The Idea of the State

An attempt to trace the purpose of distinguishimgrotion of the idea of the state from its
physical base in the Norwegian Chief of Defenc®sfence Study 2007 reveals difficulties
in separating the idea of the state from the fameti logic of the governing institutions of the
state. The Defence Study 07 bases its consideratigumojected security challenges to
Norwegian sovereignty related to the military-stgat situation in Norway and the surrounding
areas™>’ The projected defence capabilities in Defence \B0xthus present ambitions to
conduct tasks that Norway as sovereign state shmmifible to carry out without support from
allies, until the outbreak of the full scale watThe Defence Study 07 refers to rational and
realistic levels of ambitions when considering pinetection of national sovereignty. As
important tasks that Norway has to be able to perfeithout allies, Defence Study 07 lists the
following: ensuring independent national capabildy situational awareness of Norwegian
territory and the surrounding areas, and ensuntegugive authority and sovereignty with
capability for crises management in critical cartfituation™>° This includes the protection of
Norwegian interests until such as time when theasibn escalates into a full scale conflict at
which time it is expected that allies will be invet! in collective defence through NAT®. The
security challenges that Norway is facing are paldirly complex in the High North area where
for reasons set out in the previous chapter, resgshave to be planned without expecting
Allied support unless there is an outbreak of hdtile war against Norwa§* Besides the day-
to-day activities related to the defence of naticoaereignty and Norwegian interests, the
Defence Study 07 considers deployment and cooparatiNorwegian Armed Forces with
Allied soldiers in the international framework asks both on Norwegian territories and in

international operations abro&H.

138 | the further text as ‘Defence Study 07"

137 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 2007”3 pDefence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
138 1hid, p.5.

139 1bid, p.3.

140 1pid, p.3.

141 1bid, p.15.

142 1bid, p.18.
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5.1.2 The Institutions of the State

The Defence Study 07 focuses on ensuring thatXéeution of governing regimes is done in
accordance with Norwegian interests and internatiagreements. In the case of a full scale
conflict, it is considered in the Defence Studytldat the government’s ability to ensure certain
political influence for Allied operation in defenoé Norwegian territories will depend on the
Norwegian military contribution to such an operatt8® In that respect, the Defence Study 07
suggests that the Norwegian military capabilitiagénto ensure that any state, willing to use
military force against Norway to advance its poltiinterests towards Norway, is unable to
achieve its goals without using force of such @l@f gravity that Allied forces will be deployed
in collective defence of Norway in accordance INTO principles, even if their national
interests do not correspond with the Norwegianr@stis™** Having as its starting point an
assessment of the conditions for the politicalagitun in the part of Europe where Norway is
situated as starting point, the Defence Study @igiders that most of security challenges to
Norwegian authority are related to High North af8aVithout considering these challenges in a
traditional territorial invasion manner, the Deferfgtudy 07 estimates that the means of other
state in advancing its interests against Norway imelyde limited use of force to impose
pressure on the Norwegian government to changéqgabicourse-*® The primary role of
Norwegian Armed Forces in this case is definedhigyldefence Study 07 as ensuring the
freedom of action of the national government onNleewegian territory or the surrounding area.
The Defence Study 07 then goes on to consideredi@gpan participation and military
contribution to international operations led by N®Tthe UN or other organizatioh¥.Here is
Norwegian obligation as a member of the NATO Altarunder the framework of collective self
defence specifically mentioned as an important eror the further development of
Norwegian Armed Force¥é® The capacity required for the Norwegian Armed Eerto carry

out their day-to-day engagement must be suffidieinsure territorial surveillance and
maintaining of Norwegian authority, as well as eimsysovereignty with capacity for crisis
management on Norway’s territory and in close surding ared*® The task of maintaining

government authority is primarily directed at om torwegian land territory. At sea, presence in

143 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 20075, Defence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
144 1bid, p.6.

145 1bid, p.6.

148 1pid, p.6.

47 1bid, p.6.

148 1hid, p.16.
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territorial waters is to a large extent focusing@trolling sea resources and the border towards
Russia->’

5.1.3 The Physical Base of the State

Although the Defence Study 07 to a large extentugbas the possibility of a military invasion of
Norway in traditional sense, it does not excludeeptial security challenges to Norwegian
territories which may evolve into conflict with ottial to escalate in full scale war.Potential
scenarios that could represent challenges to Noanesgpcurity policy developed and elaborated
for Defence Study 07 are predominantly related ighHNorth area, as well as to international
operations abroad, in which Norwegian forces aréqigating>? These challenges may include
different forms of violations of the Norwegian aea and land territories. The notion of territory
in this context is considered to be an arena foratestrations of force where the choice of
military targets not necessarily reflects tradiibapproaches in evaluating strategic targets. For
instance, the assessment of the strategic valaerolitary target on Norwegian territory could

be based on its ability to achieve the politicahlgaf Norway’s opponents. This approach
includes limited land operations in the form ofdsawhere occupied territory could be used for
demonstration of force with the aim of achievinditial intentions and goafS> The Defence
Study 07 does not exclude asymmetrical threatsxagpopulation and national objects of high
priority in Norway, as a consequence of internaldarrorism and non-state actors’ actioffs.
The defence structure proposed by the Defence ®tudiyus emphasise the maintenance of
capabilities for defence against limited militatjeaks on Norwegian territory, capabilities to
face the asymmetric threats that may be diretc@drds some of prioritized objects or important
infrastructure, and finally to support the civiliaaciety on Norwegian territory based on the

modernized concept of total deferice.

149 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 20077, Defence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
150 ..
Ibid, p.28.
51 1bid, p.3.
152 1bid, p.5.
153 1bid, p.6.
5% 1bid, p.7.
155 Ibid, p.23 and 29.
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5.1.4 Summary Foundational Elements

The analysis of absolute numbers and percentaggative distribution in the research results
indicates that the institutions of the state asumflational element is considered most, while the

idea of the state is the least used element (Takh)e

Order of Priority for Foundational Elements

Source )
Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study 200TN=58)
Elements

The Idea of the State 14 25 %
The Institutions of the

24 40 %
State
The Physical Base of the

20 35 %

State

Table 5.1 lllustrates absolute numbers and pergerdarelative distribution of how many times
foundational elements are considered in Norwegiaief®f Defence’s ‘Defence Study 2007’
(N=58).

The analysis of considerations in Defence Studgrdihe idea of the state are to some extent
difficult to separate from physical base and fumal logic of state’s governing institutions.
Most of the considerations related to sovereignty territorial integrity are closely related to
military-strategic situation in the area surroumgdiorway, in particular the High North area,
including the protection of Norwegian interestsadvethe threshold of armed conflict against
Norway. In the case of an outbreak of war agairsindy, Norway’s sovereignty relies on the
expectations of the principle of collective selfatece inherent in NATO being activated, with
Norwegian Armed Forces as integral part of Alliarféer these expectations to be met, the
Defence Study 07 emphasises the need for deployameintooperation of Norwegian Armed
Forces with Allied soldiers in the internationarmnework in tasks both in Norwegian area and
also participation and military contribution toenbational operations abroad led by NATO, the
UN or other organizations.

With regard to the question of institutions of gtate as foundational element, the Defence

Study 07 is focused on governing regimes in lindnWorwegian interests and international
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agreements. In particular, considerable emphagisaced on the importance of the
government’s ability for political manoeuvre ane theed to ensure certain political influence
for Allied operation in the defence of Norwegiarriteries in the case of a full scale conflict.
Such a conflict may be produced by other state im@dvancing its interest against Norway
may include limited use of force to impose addidilbpressure on government to change its
political course. In the Defence Study 07 it isgesged that military capabilities have to ensure
that any state, willing to use military force tovadce its political interests against Norway, is
unable to achieve its goals without using suffit@mounts of force activate the NATO
Alliance’s principle collective defence for the ledih of Norway, even if the national interests of
some allies do not correspond with the Norwegiaerests.

Although the risk of traditional military invasiaf Norwegian territory is excluded in the
Defence Study 07, it focuses on the possibilitiimaited violent episodes on Norwegian territory
which may escalate into a full scale war againstWdgy. The strategic value of military targets
on Norwegian territory is assessed as on the béseir contribution to the achievement of the
political goals of Norway’s opponents, includinmited operations in the form of raids where
Norwegian territory could be used for the demonistneof force. Most of such potential
scenarios are related to High North area, howewennational operations in which Norway is
participating abroad are also considered. The ateglefence structure proposed by Defence
Study 07 is therefore focused on the following:ethet against limited military attack on
Norwegian territory and asymmetric thréatvards certain objects or important infrastructure
support to the civilian society on Norwegian temjtbased on the modernized concept of total

defence and finally participation in internatiooglerations abroad.

5.2 Perception of Threats from the External Envinent

5.2.1 Threats from the Military Sector

The starting point for the Defence Study 07 perlioagtof threats arising from the military sector
is the domestic setting that has its premise tserea national capabilities for handling threats
to state sovereignty and authority, including @isenagement in critical conflict situations.
The capacities of Norwegian Armed Forces to coatalio a potential Allied operation of

collective defence in Norway in the case of fulllscmilitary threat to Norwegian territory and
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Norwegian interests are also considef@d.he Defence Study 07 considers as particularly
important the possible military threats which reled the participation in international operations
outside Norway>’ In addition, to counter potential asymmetric titsea Norway from
international terrorism and non-state actors, te&ebce Study 07 considers as important the
further development of military capaciti&8.The main set of military threats is related to a
potential limited conflict with another state thatl not have the scope of a military invasion, so
characteristic for Cold War period. The potentis¢ wf force in that case is considered as far
more limited in relation to time, space and nuntfesoldiers'™ It is expected to be:

A conflict with another state today may occur assult of smaller, regional political

disputes on open questions. It is likely to beaiwal and limited use of force to

pressure the government to change its course ipakigcal struggle on an important

question or to comply with some concrete dentdhd.

A potential area for military challenges to Norwasgterritories is expected to be the High North
area™® The notion of territory will, in that case, repees an arena for the demonstration of force
where the choice of military targets will not nesadly reflect the strategic value as it would
under the more traditional approach. More precjsatgording to the Defence Study 07, these
operations may include:

[...] violations of air space, confrontation betweldavy vessels in international

sea waters, aircraft or missile attack on importamititary or economic

infrastructure, or in more extreme cases, demotisineof force in the form of

raids with soldiers from sea or air occupying liedtareas of Norwegian or

international territory, until the political intefn is fulfilled %2

The Defence Study 07 considers it more probablesiingh demonstration of force is directed
against sea and air territory than Norwegian landtory. It is expected that Norwegian Armed
Forces will be able to handle these military thgesdbne, until the crises escalates into full scale

156 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 20073, iDefence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
57 Ibid, p.5.
158 1hid, p.6.
159 1bid, p.6.
160, . ’
Ibid, p.6. My translation.
161 1bid, p.15.
162 Ibid, p.6. My translation.
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conflict which will then be handled within the fremork of NATO, the UN or other

organizations®®
5.2.2 Threats from the Political Sector

Perception of threats from the political sectaois large extent related to military threats, or
more precisely, most political threats are expetduave its implications through different
forms of military activities against Norwegian irgets:®* Having as its starting point the
estimation of power and political conditions in thewestern Europe, the Defence Study 07
concludes that most challenges to the Norwegianmatsecurity and state authority will be
related to High North aré&> Almost all potential military threats are consieléras being the
result of another state attempting to achieveatgipal goals. The main reason for this is the
consideration that the consequence of any usela&miforce against Norway will be the
reflection of the political objectives of the otlstate. The scope and type of military operation is
thus considered to be in direct relation and propoal to level of political ambitions,

manifested as demonstrations of power with thetairmpose political pressure on the
government®® Perceiving challenges from a global perspective Defence Study 07 considers
conflicts in other parts of the world, naming tlzse of Afghanistan as example, to some extent
to have a possible impact on the collective nadfitsecurity, and particularly to Norway, even if
an adequate and politically coordinated comprelerepproach is applied to such a complex

conflicts1¢’

5.2.3 Threats from the Societal Sector

Threats to society and human security dealt witthénDefence Study 07 are either related to
asymmetrical threats resulting from internatiomatdrism or other non-state actors’ activities, or
to computer attacks on information and communicasigstems®®

Analysing further the threats to information andncounication systems, it is concluded in
Defence Study 07 that these threats target theexaihilities of modern society such as

telecommunications and information infrastructaned have many advantages for aggressor in

163 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 20078, iDefence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
54 1bid, p.6.
185 1bid, p.6.
188 1hid, p.6.
57 1bid, p.6.
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comparison to the more traditionally physical forofisttack. It is perceived that these attacks
may be very efficient and dangerous for functiorifigociety:*® The Defence Study 07 does
not, however, consider the protection againsttiiie of threats to be a military tasK.

As part of the broader picture of treats to thauggcof society, the Defence Study 07 considers
the impact of serious criminal activities, crigissociety, and certain terrorist activities on the
important objects and infrastructure. In protecting society from these forms of threats the
Norwegian Armed Forces will support police effdiisough engagement of Home Guard —

Heimevernet (HV3"*
5.2.4 Threats from the Economic Sector

Threats from the economic sector are, similarlgdoietal threats, related to the possibilities of
causing a complete collapse of vital social funtdibke food supply, energy supply, payment
systems etc. without physical destruction of siafi@structure:’? It is, however, considered that
these functions may, as in the case of other sogifinctions, be paralysed through the

manipulation or destruction of information and cohsystems on which they are dependaht.

5.2.5 Threats from the Ecological Sector

Although I tried to identify at least indirect catsration of threats and consequences that falls
within ecological sector, | have to conclude thaféhce Study 07 does not elaborate on threats

that can be expected from ecological sector.

5.2.6 Summary of Threat Perception

The analysis of absolute numbers and percentagdative distribution in the result of the
research into perceptions of threat in the Defé&taely 07 shows interesting differences with
regard to the way threats from the five sectorscarsidered. Compared to threats in the political,

societal and economic sectors, threats in theanjlgector are considered to a much larger extent.

168 Norwegian Chief of Defence: “Defence Study 20078, iDefence Staff, Oslo, 2007.
189 1pid, p.6.

170 1pid, p.6.

1 1bid, p.23.

72 1hid, p.6.

13 1bid, p.6.
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On the other hand, threats from ecological ses®nat considered in Defence Study 07 at all

(Table 5.2).
Perception of Threats from External Environment
Source
Sectors Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study 200TN=61)

Military 41 579
Political 10 6%
Societal 10 6%

Economic 1 190

Ecological 0 0%

Sum 100 % 100 %

Table 5.2 lllustrates absolute numbers and pergerdarelative distribution of the references in
the Norwegian Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study 20 threats from the external environment
(N=61).

An analysis of the threat perception from five éiffint sectors in the Defence Study 07 shows that
the Study mainly focuses on considerations of aryithreats to state sovereignty and authority,
crisis management in critical conflict situatiomslahe potential for escalation into full scale war
against Norway. The forms of perceived militaryetiis are demonstrations of force and possible
violations of Norwegian air, sea and land territorgluding a potential limited scale occupation of
parts of Norwegian territory. These military thieate perceived as closely related to the
achievement of the opponent’s political goals, saglechanging the government’s political course
or pressure to comply with some concrete demanel\of the Norwegian territory where the
potential for military threats most prevailing thee High North area, which could, in the case of
confrontation, represent an arena for a demonstrati force in which the chosen military targets
not necessarily will reflect the traditional appcbdo strategic target evaluation, but rather be
reflecting political intentions. Military threate tNorwegian contingencies in international
operations abroad are given particular attentidbaefence Study 07, namely in the case of
Norwegian involvement in armed hostilities in Afglistan where the largest Norwegian
contingency abroad is based. Most of the politicedats considered in the Defence Study 07 are

expected to be interrelated with different formsolitary activities against Norwegian interests.
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As presented above when considering threats frenmthtary sector, most of the potential
military threats are considered as being in resyttolitical threats and political agendas by other
states. In the Defence Study 07, these threawsxgected to be potentially followed by
demonstrations of power with the aim to imposetmali pressure on the government, something
which makes the political threats difficult to segte from the considerations of perceived military
threats in Defence Study 07.

Societal threats in Defence Study 07 are relategith@r asymmetrical threat arising from
international terrorism or other non-state actacdivities, or to attacks on information and
communication systems. Threats to information ardraunication systems are considered in
light of the vulnerabilities of modern society caddy the high level dependence on
telecommunications and information infrastructdree impact of serious criminal activities,
potential crisis in society, and particularly tersb activities towards important objects and
infrastructure present main consideration of tréatbe security of society in the broader picture
considered by Defence Study 07. Threats from ecansettor is dealt with in a similar manner
to those arising from the societal sector, th#tisugh possible crises that may be caused by a
complete collapse in vital social and financialdtions like food supply, energy supply,

payment system etc. without the physical destraaticstate infrastructure. The destruction of
vital information systems or manipulation of comiggstems on which society is dependant may
potentially paralyse all of these functions. Ecatagithreats are not elaborated in the Defence
Study 07.

5.3 The Bottom Line

The analysis of absolute numbers and relative t@ensentage of the results of the research of
Defence Study 07 indicates that institutions ofdte#e and execution of the state authority as
foundational element is the most often considetechent among the three. The idea of the state is
the most rarely considered element. The analyswslalso a difference in the way the threats
coming from five sectors are considered. Threats fthe military sector are the most often
considered, comparing with political, societal @dnomic threats sectors. On the other side,
threats from ecological sector are not considandddfence Study 07.

The Defence Study 07 closely relates sovereigntytarmitorial integrity considerations to the
military strategic situation in Norway and the sumding areas, particularly in the High North
area. The Study excludes considerations of trawitimilitary invasion on Norwegian territory,

but considers as possible episodes involving lidhdpeerations demonstrating force on parts of
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Norwegian territory. The estimated goal of the epeould be to advance its interests against
Norway, including limited use of force to assertliéidnal pressure on the government to change
its political course, something which can even lkedeanto a full scale war. Considering
Norway’s defence capabilities, it is thus claimediefence Study 07 that any state, willing to
use military force to advance its political intéseagainst Norway, must not be allowed to
achieve its goals without using sufficient amouwftforce enable Norway to expect Allied
forces to contribute to the collective defence ofway, even if the national interests of some
allies do not correspond to those of Norway.

The analysis of considerations of threat perceptealed that most of the perceived military
threats were the result of political threats anlitipal achievement potentially intended by other
states. The Defence Study 07 expects military thrabe manifested through limited
demonstrations of power aiming to assert politoralssure on the government, which makes
them closely related to the perceived politicag#is set out in the Defence Study 07. Particular
attention is given to the military threats that Wegian contingencies may face in international
operations abroad. Societal threats in DefenceySiddare related to either asymmetrical threat
resulting from international terrorism or other r&tate actors’ activities, or to possible attacks
on information and communication systems. The Dede®tudy 07 relates threats from
economic sector to possible attacks or subversitth®ut any physical destruction of state
infrastructure, causing crisis that may resulihi@ tomplete collapse of vital social functions like
food supply, energy supply, payment system etallinecological threats are not elaborated

upon in the Defence Study 07.
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Chapter 6: Differences and similarities betweenNbewegian political and military elite in

prioritising foundational elements and perceptibexdernal threats to them
6.1 Order of priority of Foundational Elements
6.1.1 The Idea of the State

A comparison ofibsolute numbers and percentage of relative distion of analysis indicates
that while the idea of the state is the most comynosed foundational element (69 %) among
three elements in the Defence Commission’s ‘A $fileened Defence’, it is the least used
element (25 %) in the Norwegian Chief of DefencB'efence Study 2007’. This difference
presented in absolute terms indicates that théigallelite used the idea of the state almost ten

times more than it was used by military elite (Eabl1.1).

The Idea of the State

Defence CommissiofN=138/201) Defence Study 0fN=14/58)
N 138 N 14
% 69 % 25

Table 6.1.1 lllustrates absolute numbers and p&agerof relative distribution of how many
times the idea of the state is considered in thkadRzentary Defence Policy Commission’s ‘A
Strengthened Defence’ and the Norwegian Chief débee’s ‘Defence Study 2007'.

An analysis comparing the approaches of the paliaiad military elite to the foundational
elements indicates that an elaboration of the al¢he state is present in both documents,
although these considerations are elaborated diffit. In particularly, when it comes to the
considerations related to the international aspefdise idea of Norwegian state (see Attachment
1) this is more elaborated and prioritised by tbktipal elite. In the military elite document, the
Defence Study 07, this international aspect is ic@ned within the framework of NATO
membership and participation in international opers with allies. Thus, in the Defence Study
07 most of the considerations on state sovereigntyNorwegian territorial integrity relate to

the capability of dealing with challenges to soigmey with own capacities, that is, until the
outbreak of a full scale war against Norway, whemiay’s sovereignty would rely on the

expected activation of the NATO principle of cotige defence, with Norwegian Armed Forces
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forming an integral part of Alliance. Deploymentarooperation of Norwegian Armed Forces
with Allied soldiers within the international franverk abroad led by NATO, the UN or other
organizations, is in the Defence Study 07 consiatlasean important way of assuring that the
Alliance will support Norway if necessary. The Dete Commission, on the other side, places
great emphasis on the international aspects atldeeof the state, where Norway'’s strong
interests in the promotion and active contribut@maintaining international law, further
development of the international society and relsfpediuman rights is emphasised. Elaborating
on several global challenges like migration, clienethange, and weapons of mass destruction,
and emphasising the collective nature of many ehgks that Norway faces or may face, the
Defence Commission stresses that small statesasulorway are more dependant on
international cooperation and a functional inteiova! society than larger powers. Thus the
Defence Commission underlines the Norwegian inteifes credible, respected and efficient
international organizations, in particular the Uil afficient regional organizations based on
respect for human rights and the principles ofUheCharter. Membership in NATO'’s
collective defence system and cooperation withBten the security and defence area is
considered as fundamental for Norwegian securitydeience. With regard to a bilateral
perspective, the political elite consider cooperatvith Russia as particularly important,
mentioning it five times more than cooperation vitie USA. The Defence Commission also
stressed that this is where Norway’s focus in effitmultilateralism should be directed, in
active support to Russian constructive engagenneiei international society, something which
would contribute to make it easier to find a sauatto the unsolved bilateral questions between

Norway and Russia, and also result in improvedidente between the two states.

6.1.2 The Institutions of the State

With regard to the institutions of the state, a panson of thebsolute numbershows that the
term is used almost the same extent, whilgarcentage of relative distributiothe analysis
indicates that institutions of the state is the tmasely used element (11 %) among three
foundational elements in the Defence Commissiof’Strengthened Defence’. By contrast,
institutions of the state is the most often congdeslement (40 %) in Norwegian Chief of
Defence’s ‘Defence Study 2007’ (Table 6.1.2).
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The Institutions of the State

Defence CommissiofN=23/201) Defence Study OfN=24/58)
N 23 N 24
% 11 % 40

Table 6.1.2 lllustrates absolute numbers and p&agerof relative distribution of how many
times the element ‘institutions of the state’ issidered in the Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiame Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007’

When considering the references to the institutadrgate as foundational element in percentage
of relative distribution, the difference between tiwvo documents studied is noticeable. The
findings from the Defence Study 07 indicate thatithlitary elite are focused on the governing
regimes and their execution in line with Norwegiaterests and international agreements. The
political elite, on the other side, clearly stresdee founding values on which the Norwegian
institutions are based, like democracy, justickegal system, welfare state, human rights and
security for every citizen in Norway. The politicglte pay particular attention to the execution
of jurisdiction in the northern parts of Norwaymaly High North area, while in the case of
challenges to state authority, the military elikege great importance on ensuring abilities of the
government for political manoeuvre in ensuring i influence for Allied operation in
defence of Norwegian territory. The political eldEen employ regional and international
perspectives on questions related to the High Nemetla, particularly with regard to the national
jurisdiction over islands around Svalbard and i Barents Region. The political elite stressed
the need for a predictable and responsible ingditat policy as a precondition for the viable
development and ensured stability and securithii;area. The military elite, on the other hand,
are concerned with the possible motives of otreestthat may try to advance their interest
against Norway, potentially including limited usiefarce in order to impose additional pressure
on the government to change its political courge military elite thus conclude that the
Norwegian military capabilities have to be abletsure that any state, willing to use military
force to advance its political interests againstvidy, will not be able to achieve its goals
without using such amounts of force will bring lgadAllied forces getting involved through the
NATO doctrine of collective defence, even if theiomal interests of some of allies do not

correspond to those of Norway.
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6.1.3 The Physical Base of the State

A comparison ofibsolute numbergdicates that the Defence Commission used teimeht
twice as much as the ‘Defence Study 07’, while malysis ofpercentage of relative distribution
indicates that the physical base of the statefagralational element is more frequently used in
the Norwegian Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study 2035 %) than in the Defence

Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ (Table 6.1.3)

The Physical Base of the State

Defence CommissiofN=40/201) Defence Study OfN=20/58)
N 40 N 20
% 20 % 35

Table 6.1.3 lllustrates the absolute numbers anckpéage of relative distribution of the number
of times the physical base of the state is consdler the Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiae Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007’

The political elite see the physical base of tlagesas consisting of the territorial integrity and
population of Norway, including nationals outsideNmrwegian borders who may be exposed to
harassment or assault or be unable defend therssé@liwe physical base of the state in the
Defence Study 07 is difficult to separate from dekematters as it assesses strategic targets on
Norwegian territory through the perspective of plagential enemy’s political goals. The military
elite concentrate on potential limited militaryaatks on Norwegian territory and asymmetric
threats towards certain objects or important irtftecdure. Protection and support of the civilian
society on Norwegian territory, is in the Defendady 07 based on the modernized concept of
total defence. The military elite also refer toioaal interests in participation in international
operations as being related to the need for ABigobort of the protection of Norwegian
territorial integrity. The political elite gives gecular attention to the utilization of and coritro
over state resources based on national sovereigtgynational law and security in the High

North area.
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6.1.4 Summary of Foundational Elements

The comparison afelative distributionrelated to the consideration of foundational eletmién
documents from both the military and political @lindicates the highest difference in frequency
of application of any of the elements is in the okthe idea of the state (69 % : 25 %). For
institutions of the state, the comparison of reatlistribution shows that the Defence
Commission used institutions of the state far femguently than did the Defence Study 07 (11
% : 40 %). The physical base of the state as adfational element is, according to a comparison
of relative distribution, less often used by thétmal elite than by the military elite (20% :35%)
as illustrated in the table 6.1.4.

Order of Priority for Foundational Elements

Sources Defence Commission’s ‘A Chief of Defence’s
Elements Strengthened Defenc@N=201) ‘Defence Study 2007N=58)
The ldea of the State 69 % 25 %
The Institutions of the
11 % 40 %
State
The Physical Base of th¢
20 % 35%
State
Sum 100% 100%

Table 6.1.4 Presents a comparison of percentagesative distribution of how frequent the
foundational elements are considered in the Paglwany Defence Policy Commission’s ‘A
Strengthened Defence’ and the Norwegian Chief débee’s ‘Defence Study 2007’

Analysing the considerations of foundational eletaday the political elite, it is clear that the
idea of the state is most frequently consideredadsm most elaborated with detail among the
foundational elements. As ‘national’ values chaggstic of the Norwegian society and
representing the foundations of Norwegian inteaest focus of Norwegian identity and the idea
of the state, the political elite considers thédfeing: the value of living in peace, the welfare

state, freedom and further development of democrHog military elite, on the other hand,
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predominantly relate the idea of the state tottaral integrity and the military-strategic
situation in the area surrounding Norway, partidylthe High North area. The military elite
clearly emphasise the importance of being abledtept Norwegian interests, including the use
of force, until the situation escalates into anedronflict against Norway at which stage the
NATO collective defence obligations should be aatidd.As to the international aspects of the
idea of the state, this is something the politetae consider to be of high importance. Of
particularly strong interest to Norway the politietite emphasise the promotion of international
law and the contribution to active maintaining émdher development of the international legal
system, including the protection of human rightsny of the challenges identified by political
elite, are of a collective nature which impactstegority of the international society (like
proliferation of WMD, migrations, climate changendlicts resolutions etc), and thus the
political elite stress the Norwegian dependencefficient international cooperation. According
to the political elite, this is particularly imparit for small states like Norway as these states ar
more dependent on the effective functioning ofititernational cooperation than larger powers.
It is therefore in the interest of Norway to sugpespected and efficient international
organization like the UN and regional organizatiatsch together present the foundation for
world order based on respect for human rights bagtinciples of the UN Charter. The political
elite consider membership in NATO and cooperaticth the EU in the security and defence
area to be important elements of a framework famMgian security and defence. The military
elite consider that Norwegian sovereignty, in theecof an outbreak of war against Norway,
would be dependant on the expected activationeoNATO principle of collective defence with
Norwegian Armed Forces as an integral part of thiaice. For the successful defence of
Norway, the military elite emphasises the necesdiyeployment and cooperation of
Norwegian Armed Forces with Allied soldiers in theernational framework. When considering
tasks within the international framework, the raiiit elite deals first with tasks within
Norwegian territory and then in relation to miligarontribution to international operations
abroad led by NATO, the UN or other organizatiofise political elite consider interstate
cooperation as a powerful and important means wiKmtway should use in the promotion of
the international society. Cooperation with the USArea of security and defence is considered
by the political elite to be important and withivetmultilateral framework of NATO. Still, the
political elite argues that Norwegian efforts todsefficient multilateralism should be focused
on improving cooperation with Russia, through aesupport to Russian constructive
engagement in international society, which wouldtdbute to make it easier to find workable

solutions to the unsolved bilateral questions betwdorway and Russia and also the level of
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confidence between the two states. For institutafrtbe state as the foundational element, the
military elite focus on governing regimes in linémNorwegian interests and international
agreements. Although considering institutions efstate less often, the political elite stressed
the need for ensuring the effective functioninghaf law and order in the state, justice in legal
system and functioning of the society, and giveipaar attention to the effective execution of
jurisdiction in the northern parts of Norway. Théditary elite consider that the possible goals of
other state, in advancing its interests againsiMgdygy may include limited use of force to impose
additional pressure on government to change iiigallcourse. This is one of the main
concerns of the military elite and in that respgotat importance is placed on the abilities of the
government for political manoeuvre and politicdluence to ensure Allied operations in
defence of Norwegian territory. Norway’s militarggabilities, it is suggested in the Defence
Study 07, have to be able to ensure that any stdteg to use military force to advance its
political interests against Norway, will not be @bb achieve its goals without using such levels
of force that will result in NATO forces collectiyedefending Norway, even if the national
interests of some allies do not correspond withwégian interests. With regard to the physical
base of the state, the political elite consideistloth more often and more detailed than
institutions of the state, and predominantly reddtee physical base to the territorial integritgd an
population of Norway. This includes nationals odésNorway’s borders that may be unable to
defend themselves. The military elite considerspiingsical base to be related to Norway’s
territorial integrity, excluding the risks of traidinal military invasion and in stead focusing on
the possibilities of limited violent episodes onriNegian territory which may eventually
escalate into a full scale war against Norway. Bbhéhpolitical and military elite consider the
potentially most challenging scenarios to be relatethe High North area, where complete
control and utilization of resources is based dional sovereignty and international law. The
political and military elite also consider potehtiaallenges to personnel in international

operations abroad in which Norway is participating.

6.2 Perception of Threats from the External Envinent

6.2.1 Threats from the Military Sector

A comparison ofibsolute numbershows that threats from the military sector wesntioned in

similar terms in both documents studied, whiledhalysisof percentage of relative distribution
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indicates that these threats are far more frequentisidered by the military (67 %) than by the
political elite (Table 6.2.1).

Threats from Military Sector

Defence CommissiofN=34/136) Defence Study OfN=14/58)
N 34 N 41
% 25 % 67

Table 6.2.1 lllustrates the absolute numbers anckpéage of relative distribution of how many
times threats from military sector are considerethe Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiave Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007".

Comparing the considerations on threat perceptimm the five different sectors, the political and
military perspectives differ already from the beuirg. It is noticeable that the political elite
considers the current threat picture, which hasigbd as a consequence of globalization, big
powers rivalry politics, climate change, migratiengrgy security, weak states and violent
extremism, to be a starting point for identifyingernal influences on defining Norwegian
security and defence policy. The military eliteatel global threats from the military sector only to
Norwegian contingencies in international operatiabsoad, particularly in the case of
Afghanistan where Norway has a contingent. Thetipalielite relates their perception of military
threats, on the global scale, to low intensity Gotsfin which Norwegian Armed Forces are
participating, where limited, but repeated attamkssoldiers of international forces could occur
during operations. The political elite also consitle potential for direct military threats thatyna
eventually lead to limited air, sea or land attagkinst Norway being caused by Russian military
activities in Barents Region, potential misunderdiag during day-to-day operations or even by a
lack of mutual confidence leading to a limited maity crises on the border with Russia. The
military elite further elaborates on this, and adass more direct perspectives of military threats
to state sovereignty and authority occurring, mfibrm of situations of crisis or critical conflect
possibly resulting in escalation into full scalervagainst Norway. These military threats are in the
Defence Study 07 closely related to the achievermkeahemy’s political goals, such as the
pressuring the government to change its politioakse or to comply with some concrete demand.

While the political elite consider the possibilgitor a limited military attack on Norway, the
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military elite is further elaborating on the diféet forms such military attacks on Norway may
take. For instance, the military elite lists dentoatsons of force and possible violation of
Norwegian air, sea and land territory and the paklmited occupation of parts of Norwegian
territory. Both the political and military elite see the Hiljlorth area as the area where military
threats are most likely. The political elite cord#uthat the increased Russian military activitres i
this area and potential misunderstandings or lackutual confidence may lead to limited
military threats, while the military elite estimatbat in the case of confrontation, this area will
represent an arena for demonstration of force iichwvthe choice of military targets will be
influenced by political intentions and will not ressarily reflect the traditional approach to
strategic target evaluation.

6.2.2 Threats from the Political Sector

With regard to perceived threats coming from thitipal sector, the comparison absolute
numbersandrelative terms percentagedicates that both the political (26 %) and mrltalite
(16 %) to some extent consider these, but theynaxs frequently considered by political elite
(Table 6.2.2).

Threats from Political Sector

Defence CommissiofN=35/136) Defence Study OfN=10/58)
N 35 N 10
% 26 % 16

Table 6.2.2 lllustrates absolute numbers and p&agerof relative distribution of how many
times threats from the political sector are congden the Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiae Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007'.

Threats from the political sector are consideredniitary elite to be closely related to different
forms of military activities against Norwegian irgsts and accompanied by demonstrations of
power aiming to assert political pressure on theegument.Thepolitical elite,on the other
hand, place high importance on the efficiency oftitateralism, and it sees the potential

situations in which multilateralism may be dimiresh or even paralysed, as a threat to
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Norwegian interest®s the Norwegian right of utilization of resouradaghe parts of High

North area is based in international law, a wealgof global multilateralism may have
consequences for Norwegian sovereign rights. Av&urchallenge to Norwegian jurisdiction
identified by the political elite is the potentiaBelf-asserting Russian foreign policy and the
military importance of the High North area for Riasg€ombined with the unclear state borders
between Norway and Russia. The continued importahteese aspects for the shaping of
Norwegian security policy is stressed. The politelde further considers Norway’s dependence
on NATO, identifying the institutional strength NATO as important for Norway and
Norwegian interests, while a weakening of NATOassidered very negative.

6.2.3 Threats from the Societal Sector
A comparison ohbsolute numbermandpercentage of relative distributiandicates that the

political elite considered threats that fall withire societal sector more frequently than the
military elite (Table 6.2.3).

Threats from Societal Sector

Defence CommissiofN=31/136) Defence Study OfN=10/58)
N 31 N 10
% 23 % 16

Table 6.2.3 lllustrates absolute numbers and p&agerof relative distribution of how many
times threats from societal sector are considerdékda Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiave Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007

Both the political and military elite perceive imational terrorism as the main source of societal
threats. The Political elite have particular consdior terrorist groups showing a desire for mass
killings and for the possible danger of terroriseingy connected with spreading and use of WMD.
The military elite broadly connect societal threatsisymmetrical threats resulting from
international terrorism or other non-state actargivities, but also consider terrorist activitaes
threats to important objects and infrastructurenfermation and communication systems in

Norway to be a main concern. The military elitetler consider as a threat to society serious
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criminal activities which potentially may causeraes in society. The political elite, on the other
hand, besides stressing the threats from intemeltierrorism, also relates the perception of
societal threats to the maintaining of the welftede €.9.Norwegian management of resources

and the environment).

6.2.4 Threats from the Economic Sector

A comparison ofibsolute numbenwlated to the perceived threats from the econeextor
shows substantial differences between the two petses, in that the political elite considered
these threats ten times more frequently. pleentage of relative distributiqi@ %) shows the

same result (Table 6.2.4).

Threats from Economic Sector

Defence CommissiofN=10/136) Defence Study OfN=1/58)
N 10 N 1
% 7 % 1

Table 6.2.4 lllustrates absolute numbers and p&agerof relative distribution of how many
times threats from the economic sector are consitierthe Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiame Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007".

Comparing the way in which threats from economui@eare considered, a substantial
difference in perception in shown. The politicatestelates most of the economic threats to
international energy trade, in particular to thevgng demand for energy resources, and focus
on energy security with the potential consequefmelSlorway as exporter of energy resources.
The military elite on the other hand, relates ttgdam the economic sector to possible attacks
or subversions causing crisis or complete collaps&al social functions like food supply,
energy supply, payment system etc., without angjelay destruction of state infrastructure. The
military elite consider the possibility of potertmaralysation of these functions in the case of
destruction of vital information systems or mangiidn of control systems on which the society
depends. From a political elite perspective, thalehge to Norway may appear as consequence

of external demands for a reduction of prices faargy resources, and also could be related to
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international pressure for extended exploratiogseiarch for petroleum resources around
Svalbard. As global importance of energy suppliekes energy infrastructure a valuable target
for international terrorism, the political elite go to consider the potential threat for Norwegian
energy infrastructure. The political elite alsaatelthe balance of state and public expenses in
Norway as potentially challenging due to arisirgestexpenses being caused by the aging
population on one hand, and the potential long wealine of income from the petroleum

industry potentially impacting on the developmeithe@ defence sector, on the other.

6.2.5 Threats from the Ecological Sector

An analysis of the compareabsolute numberandpercentage of relative distributiarf
considered threats from the ecological sector e&ibd by political elite, indicates that these are
considered to certain extent (19 %), while it i$ cansidered at all by the military elite (Table
6.2.5).

Threats from Ecologic Sector

Defence CommissiofN=26/136) Defence Study OfN=0/58)
N 26 N 0
% 19 % 0

Table 6.2.5 lllustrateabsolute numberandpercentage of relative distributiasf how many
times threats from the ecological sector are camnsitlin the Parliamentary Defence Policy
Commission’s ‘A Strengthened Defence’ and the Ngiave Chief of Defence’s ‘Defence Study
2007.

As is easily noticed when applying an analysialagolute numbers and relative terms
percentage to the Defence Study 07, ecologicaathi@e not elaborated at all, and | will
therefore go on to briefly elaborate on the pditielite perception on these threats. These are
considered to be of global or regional, but in eage of a significantly collective, charactEne
political elite considers both direct and indirpotential consequences of the global climate
change and pollution, including the possible cémiion to mass migrations and international
conflicts based on the struggle for limited resesriike water, food, more habitable territories,

minerals and energy resourc8gynificant Arctic ice melting, which may lead to encrease in
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the shipping traffic in the Arctic Sea, is consetkby the political elite to add to threat picture,
with the political, military and ecological challges this may lead to. As areas where ecological
threats may have a more direct impact on Norwagcsisty policy, the political elite mention

the High North area and Barents region due to tssiple destruction of fish stocks and
environment. The political elite particularly stses the importance of rescue missions required
in the case of crisis caused by disasters andtoagphges both on the Norwegian territory and

abroad when Norwegian citizens are involved.

6.2.6 Summary oPerception of Threats from the External Environment

The comparison gbercentage of relative distributioelated to possible threats from the
external environment indicates a difference in lieguent such threats were considered from
both the political and military elite side (Tabl2®). Threats from the military sector were in
relative terms considered far more frequently leyrthlitary elite (67 %: 25 %) than by the
political elite.

A comparison of th@ercentage of relative distributiaelated to perceived threats from the
political, societal, and economic sectors, shows ltloth the political and military elite consider
them to some extent. All of the threats from thesetors are most frequently considered by

political elite.
Perception of Threats from the External Environment
Sources Defence Commission’s ‘A Chief of Defence’s
Sectors Strengthened Defenc@N=136) ‘Defence Study 2007(N=61)
Military 25 % 67 %
Political 26 % 16 %
Societal 23 % 16 %
Economic 7% 1%
Ecological 19 % 0%
Sum 100 % 100 %

Table 6.2.6 lllustrates relative percentage digtrdm of how many times threats from the
external environment are considered in the Parlang Defence Policy Commission’s ‘A
Strengthened Defence’ and the Norwegian Chief débee’s ‘Defence Study 2007
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With regard to the political elite, the startingmidor comparing their perception of threats is th
broad consideration of consequences of globalimabm powers’ politics of rivalry, climate
change, migration, energy security, weak statesvament extremism, the influence of which is
argued to important when defining a Norwegian potitdefence and security . The military elite,
on the other hand, mainly focus on perceived teresated to interstate conflict, state sovereignty
and state authority, and crises management icaritonflict situationsThe potential for direct
military threats is by the political elite relatemlRussian military activities in Barents RegioheT
political elite consider these threats to potelytigivolve limited air, sea or land attacks against
Norway. The military elite perceives military thtedo come from demonstrations of force and
possible violation of Norwegian air, sea and lagditory with a accompanying potential for
limited occupation of parts of Norway’s territofihe military elite emphasise that there is a close
relationship between threats from the military seetith the opponent’s attempt to achieve its
political goals, such as pressuring the Norweg@areghment to change its political course or to
comply with some concrete demands. Similarly totpal elite, the military elite consider the
potential for direct military threats to be greatesthe High North area. With regard to
perceptions of military threats on the global sc#le political elite focus on low intensity
conflicts in which Norwegian Armed Forces may beednvolved, and where limited, but
repeated attacks on soldiers from internationale®icould occur during operations. The military
elite pay particular attention to military threattich may strike Norwegian contingents in
international operations outside Norway, such aghahistan.

Most of the threats from the political sector anesidered by the political elite to be connected to
the importance and efficiency of multilateralisrn Morway and the potential situations in which
this may be diminished, or even paralysed. As therdgian right of utilization of resources in
parts of the High North area is based in intermatidaw, the Defence Commission consider the
consequences of a potential weakening of multéditen to be a challenge to Norway’s sovereign
rights in High North area. The military elite seestpotential military threats to be connected to
the possible political threats and plans for pcditiachievement by other states, for instanchen t
form of demonstrations of power with the aim ofeaiag political pressure on the government.
This interconnection between military and politittaleats makes it difficult to separate the
military elite’s approach to political threats frahmat of perceived military threats. The political
elite focus on the self-asserting Russian foreigiicp and the military importance of the High
North area for Russia. Stressing the continued rtapoe of the institutional strength of NATO

for Norwegian security policy, the political elitensider a strong NATO to be an important
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Norwegian interest. On the other hand, the Def&tady 07 stresses the importance of the
military capabilities of the Norwegian Armed For¢egrotect Norway from politically motivated
military threats from another state, until the levieforce used against Norway becomes
unacceptable and leads to the involvement of allie=spective of their different political
perspectives. The political elite distinguish #isefrom the societal sector from those related to
maintaining the welfare state, particularly witlgaed to resources and environment and threats
related to international terrorism. Of particulancern to the political elite does the threat posed
by terrorist groups want to cause mass killinggo@pread and use WMD that these may acquire.
In the Defence Study 07, societal threats areeeélt either asymmetrical threats caused by
international terrorism or other activities by nstiate actors, or to attacks on information and
communication systems. The impact of serious crfractivities, potential crisis in society, and
particularly terrorist activities towards importanijects and infrastructure, is considered by the
military elite to represent some of the main coasations of threats to the security of the society.
While the political elite relates the majority af@omic threats to Norway to international
energy trade caused by the growing demand for gnmesgpurces and increased focus on energy
security, the military elite relates such threatsf economic sector to the possibilities of crisis
situations in Norway, such as disruptions or sajEgdhat may cause complete collapse in vital
social functions like food supply, energy supplgzyment system etc. without physical
destruction of state infrastructure. The politiekle conclude that the increased importance of
energy supply may cause Norwegian energy infrasgtred¢o become a valuable target of
international terrorismi-urther, emphasis is places on potential diffieglin maintaining a
balance between state and public expenses in Natuayo growing state expenses caused by
the aging population on one hand, and a potermimg term decline of income from the
petroleum industry, with the potential detrimergH&ct this may have on the development of the
defence sector, on the other.

The majority of ecological threats identified arss@ssed by the political elite has either a global
or a regional form, and do to a significant exteswe a collective character for the international
society. The Defence Study 07, however, does nadider ecological threats. The political elite
expect both potential direct and indirect conseqasrirom the impact of global climate change
and pollution, with possible threats affectingfale sectors. Climate change may in this context
contribute to mass migrations and internationaflets based on the struggle for limited
resources. Potential areas where ecological threayshave a more direct impact on Norway’s
security policy are identified as being the Highrtiaarea and Barents region. In the case of

significant Arctic ice melting and the resulting ltplying of shipping traffic in the Arctic Sea,
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the political elite considers this to have an impacthe security policy of Norway. The political
elite also consider potential crisis caused bysiesa or catastrophes on the Norwegian territory

and abroad when Norwegian citizens are involveat, whil require rescue actions.

6.3 The Bottom Line

This chapter presented a comparison of findinggedlto the answers to the questions on how
Norwegian political and military elite prioritize@findational elements of the state, and how they
interpret the external environment. The politidékeeconsider the idea of the state most often
and as the most important foundational elementngiparticular attention to Norway’s
membership and contribution to the developmenhefinternational society through the
promotion peace, welfare state, freedom and deropcide military elite relate considerations
of sovereignty to the military-strategic situationNorway and the surrounding areas. The most
frequent and detailed consideration is by the amiitlite is of the institutional expression of the
state, with focus on the governing regimes and #acution in accordance with Norwegian
interests and international agreements. The mapgdipgrceived threats from the external
environment reveals that threats from the milit@gljtical, societal and economic sectors are all
elaborated upon, although to a certain extentfferéint ways, both by the political and the
military elite, with exception to threats from tbeological sector, which are not elaborated in
Defence Study 07.
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Chapter 7: Summarizing the Strategic Culture invidor

By returning to the central conceptual frameworkhaf thesis, my aim in this chapter is to
consider the problems set out in the four key qoestposed in the introduction in relation to the
findings on political and military elite strategionsiderations explored, presented and compared
in chapters 4-6. The first set of questions coreéng order of priority given to tHeundational
elementof the state: How do the Norwegian political aniditary elite prioritize foundational
elements? The second set is related to the intatjme of theexternal environmenHow do the
Norwegian political and military elite interpretetiexternal environment? Then | will relate the
findings or outcome of the answers to the initia¢stions to the theoretical framework of
strategic culture, presenting how close we arenttetstanding the Norwegian strategic culture
after this journey through current security polaonsiderations of the Norwegian political and

military elites.

7.1 Identifying Norway’s Foundational Elements

The first foundational element, related to the idéthe state, indicates that the political eliges h
broader, more global perception and approach tmamilitary. The findings indicate that the
political side is likely to be willing to use forder a broader set of purposes than the military
side. As presented in chapter 6, the idea of tite & considered by both sides, but the military
perception of the idea of the state is predomigdnttused on state sovereignty and Norwegian
interests on the Norwegian territory. As put inifard in Chapter 5, the military perception of
the idea of the state is often difficult to distingh from state’s physical base and the functioning
logic of its governing institutions. On the othemid, the political perceptions expressed by the
Defence Commission include aspects which are natidered in the Defence Study 07. This
takes us back to chapter 4 where it was preseh&tdNibrwegian interests are based on the ideal
of advancing founding values of UN efforts in aciig) universal respect for human rights and
advancing peaceful development in the world. Thjzeat is illustrated by the Defence
Commission by the obligation Norway, together wather states, has to stop conflicts and
relieve humanitarian emergencies in accordancetw&hJN principle of Responsibility to
Protect. Thus, the political side widens the setemfurity policy options by relating them to the
international expectations for Norwegian participatin international operations and burden-
sharing on collective security between allies. Bhemnsiderations are then translated into
observable policies comprising of governing presiseéhich represent strategic and political
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parameters governing the defence of Norway. Ambegbverning premises related to the idea
of the state than, the political side include tbmmitment to external expectations from allies
which forms the framework for decisions and actisitt regard to the use of force.
Furthermore, when alignment is considered, thetamyliside more often refers to Norway’s
‘allies’, while the Defence Commission expressasceons about the future of NATO and
indicates a perception that the role of Europeauf®y and Defence Policy is of increasing

importance to Norwegian security and defence policy

As suggested, all these findings indicate thapthlgical side is likely to be willing to use force
for a broader set of purposes than the militarg.sithe political side broadens the repertoire of
security policy options by relating them to theemmiational expectations for Norwegian active
participation in collective security and in defemglithe values of the international society. On
the other hand, the military dominantly relatesaa@ns to state sovereignty and Norwegian
interests in the Norwegian territory, relating thelmsely to state’s physical base and execution
of authority of governing institutions. Even paigi&tion in international operations is considered
by the military side to be one of the premisedtiother developing the Norwegian Armed
Forces to ensuring the ability of the Norwegianegyowment to exercise authority over the

Norwegian territory and protect freedom of movemearthe surrounding areas.

Strategic considerations of the political and rarljtelite related to the second foundational
element, shows a different approach to the ingitad expression of the state. On the political
side, there is more concern for the functionindnarity of the state as a provider of law, order
and justice, based on responsible and predictalbieigs. The focus of the military elite, on the
other hand, is more related to governing regimeistia@ execution of state authority in
accordance with Norwegian interests. The Defenaar@igsion on the political side, bases state
authority and the functioning of institutions ore tlespect and promotion of values like
democracy, human rights, justice in legal systam,the maintaining of the welfare state and
security of every citizen in Norway. Furthermottge political elite particularly stressed the
importance of support and contribution to the iné&ional society and the strengthening of
multilateralism based on the respect for intermatidaw and the principles of the UN Charter.
And when elaborating on challenges for Norway m ltigh North area with regard to
neighbouring Russia and the need to protect celdamwegian interests in the area, the Defence
Commission relates these to the strong beliefenpthwer of multilateralism. Norwegian support

to a constructive Russian engagement in the iniemeal society is thus considered to be a
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significant contribution to improved mutual confird® and improved chances of solving the
bilateral questions between Norway and Russiaaelet Norwegian interests in the High North
area.

The preference expressed by the military elitethenother hand, is to consider the potentially
different implications for maintaining state autitypin all parts of Norway. Furthermore, the
military elite point to the necessity of continugggpreciation of the risk of potential use of force
against Norway as a means to assert additionadymesn the government to change its political
course, something which may eventually escalatearftill scale war. The expressed ambition
for the capabilities of military forces, as presehby the military side, is thus to ensure the
ability of the government to politically influentke allies to commit their forces to a defence
operation on Norwegian territorin other words, the military side considers thatazaties
required in respect of Norwegian forces, is whatévsufficient to prevent any other state to
advance its political interests against Norway Wetloe level of violence that would be
unacceptable and thus bring Allied forces to tHiective defence of Norway, even if the

national interests of some those allies not necégsarresponds to those of Norway.

These findings indicate that the political sidesidars as most important the functioning
authority of the state as a provider of law, ora@ed justice, and thus may be more concerned
with the legal aspects of use of force, despitadpaiore willing to use force for a broader set of
purposes as presented earlier. The military sieiegomainly concerned with the execution of
the governing regimes and state authority to thelevterritory, is more concerned with the
ability of the Norwegian Armed Forces to securedhthority of the national government and
freedom of movement on the entire Norwegian tawienmd, in situations of crisis, the

surrounding areas.

Finally, as presented in Chapter 2, the physicsé lmd the state presents the most concrete of the
three components in the model. The comparisonlafive terms in chapter 6 showed that the
military side considers the physical base of théestuch more frequently than the political

side. While the military side is mainly concerneihvihe territorial integrity of Norway, the
political side is more concerned with the completye of the physical base including the right
of utilising resources in Norwegian territories @hd protection of Norwegian citizens outside
Norway who may be exposed to harassment or aswdodt unable defend themselvébe

military elite predominantly relate the considesas of the physical base of the state to an

assessment of potential strategic targets on Noanegrritory the attack on which would
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support the achievement of the enemy’s politicallgiosuch as military infrastructure. The
Norwegian territory seen in this way may presenai@ma for demonstration of military power

in the airspace, on the land and at sea, as coadidethe Defence Study 07. The protection of
Norwegian population outside of Norway who may kpased to life-threatening situations is
only considered by the military elite in relatianibternational peace operations. By contrast, the
political side gives particular attention to théetp and security of the population both in and
outside Norwegian territory. Furthermore, the Dete@ommission is concerned about the
unobstructed utilization of state resources thepdeta control of which is subject to national

sovereignty, international law and the overall sggin the High North area.

These findings indicate that the political side rbaymore likely to consider using the
Norwegian Armed Forces in cases when Norwegiapetris are in danger and unable to defend
themselves or struck by natural catastrophes, indttorway and also outside the state borders.
As was seen when presenting the idea of the sketgyolitical side is willing to consider a wider
set of goals and purposes for using force bothanvdy and abroad. The military side would
more often consider the physical base of the suatt@redominantly within the context of

Norwegian territory and in defence of Norwegianiterial integrity.

7.2 Perception of the External Environment

The second set of questions related to exploriagriterpretation of the external environment
from perspectives of the political and militarytedi. These two aspects were studied through the
lenses of Barry Buzan'’s analysis of the problematdfonal security which proved to be a solid
starting point for the development of a the redeakesign intended to examine the relation
between the perspectives on the external environofehe state’s political and military elites.
Chapter 2 proposed that military, political, ecomgmocietal and ecological sectors from which
threats from external environment can be perceirgggtesent a model for the research of the
external environment, or more precisely, of thatjpal and military elites’ perception of threat.
This approach facilitates a mapping of perceivedats from the external environment which
already from the initial point revealed differendeperception of threats from the external
environment.

The political side has broader perception on paksburces of threats on the global scale.
Political representatives consider consequencgibalization, big powers politics of rivalry,

climate change, migration, energy security, weakestand violent extremism as important
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elements of defining and deciding upon a Norwegkeurity and defence policy. This
seemingly more collective security agenda of thidipal elite differs from the perception of the

military elite.

Threats from the Military Sector

When considering the perception of threat fromrtfil@ary side, the main conclusion is that
threats from the military sector to Norway are doamt and are of a limited form. As seen in
chapters 5 and 6, the military side relates thrieata the military sector predominantly to the
Norwegian area and national sovereignty. The nigjofithese threats are related to potential
episodes of limited attacks on Norway and situatiohcrisis management which may
eventually escalate into a full scale conflict. Tioditical side considers direct military threats t
state sovereignty, relating these to neighbouringsia. But the findings indicate that threats
from military sector are perceived not only diffetlg dominant, but also differently perceived in
spatial dimension, in their nearness to Norweggantory. As presented in chapters 4-6, the
political side relates most of the perceived thgdaim the military sector to international
operations outside state borders and to particigaétiorwegian contingent, while the military
side relates them mainly to the Norwegian areajg&vdemonstrations of power and conflicts are

not excluded.

Threats from the Political Sector

The comparison of perceived threats from the palitsector indicates that there are different
perceptions between the political and military sid&hile the military side perceives most
threats to be related to Norwegian territory angmgouring Russia in the form of military
threats the political side focuses on threats flloenpolitical sector. The main difference between
these approaches is the relation perceived bettheetiominant perception of political threats
and the consequences of a potential weakeningpbhgmultilateralism. The political side links
this to the potential challenges to Norway’s soigreights in High North area adding here the
potentially self-asserting Russian foreign poliogldhe unclear state borders between Norway
and Russia in this area. As presented in chapteenilitary elite consider most of the
perceived military threats to be a function of pcdil actions of other states, linking closely the
perceived political threats to the spectrum of tauilf threats against Norway. The majority of the

political threats considered by the military ebie related to the potential attempts by otheestat
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to change the Norwegian government’s political sewr to comply with some concrete
demands, main in relation to the High North ardas Tifference indicates that political side
may be more concerned with legal aspects relatiagperceived political threats to international
law, and relying more on efficient global multileaBsm. The military, on the other hand, relates
political threats closely to the dominating pereeithreats from the military sector, something
which indicates that the reliance on the militaapacities is seen as inseparable from the

handling of these threats.

Threats from the Economic Sector

The main difference between the political and militperceptions of threats coming from the
economic sector is in the perspective from whiaséhare considered. The political side has a
more international perspective, considering thepidl consequences of threats to the energy
market, while the military is more concerned witle tlirect impact of potential destruction of
vital information systems or manipulation of comgsgstems which may paralyze society. Thus
the considerations of the political elite with redjéo economic threats are related to the growing
demand for energy resources and a focus on enecgyity with possible corresponding threats
to the political sector. These may appear as aeguesce of increased external demand for
reduction of prices for energy resources, and stigpftom international pressure to extend
exploration for petroleum resources around SvalbHné potential consequences of economic
threats perceived by the military elite are of aenghysical form, like a complete collapse in
vital functions for society such as food supplyem®y supply, and payment system etc. due to
the possible destruction of vital information sysgeor manipulation of control systems.

Threats from the Societal Sector

Military and political considerations of threatsifn the societal sector do not represent
significant differences. The political and militaglites both relate threats to the society with
international terrorism and the desire of some gsdor mass killings, and both sides see the
possible connection of such groups with the sprepdnd use of weapons of mass destruction as

an even greater danger.
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Threats from the Ecological Sector

The majority of ecological threats identified arss@ssed by political elite has either a global or
a regional element, and are to a significant extéatcollective character for the international
society, while these threats are not elaboratdoyahe military side. The Defence Commission
considers the crossover effects these threats mail other threat sectors in the long term
perspective. Direct and indirect potential consegas may appear due to global climate change
and pollution which can contribute to mass migragiand international conflicts as presented in
chapters 4 and ®otential crises caused by disasters and catassppiich may require rescue
actions, are considered by the political elite katth national level, but also in other states,rwhe

Norwegian citizens are involved.
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Chapter 8: Overall Conclusion of the Thesid &uggestions for further research

In my conclusions, | will take an overall look abiway through the perspective of the
presented research model. The study examined ibrétips and perceptions of the
Norwegian political and military elite with regatral preferences for security policy choice
and the use of force. The way in which the conoégtrategic culture was mobilised in this
thesis enabled a close insight into the stratemasicderations of the Norwegian political and
military elites as referents of strategic culturkave concluded that there is in Norway two
substantially different strategic cultures existargong the political and military elites. By
succeeding in the aim to uncover dominant perceptamd considerations of the referents of
strategic culture in the case of Norway, this strefyresents a contribution to the conceptual
foundations of strategic culture whose explanatony research powers are still being
guestioned. The main elements of the strategici@hodel through which these
preferences were examined in this thesis, aredhmeption of the state through its
foundational elements and the perception of theraat environment through five different
sectors of threats.

By returning to the conceptual concerns of thislgtmy aim in this chapter is to shed light
on the different priorities and perceptions of ficdil and military elite that may have an
impact on decision-making related to use of fome @n formulation of security policies.
Examining the priority given to foundational elerteof the state, | have concluded that the
political elite broadens the range of security @pbptions and is likely to be willing to use
force for a broader set of purposes than the mjlidite. By relating the use of force to the
international expectations of active Norwegian ipgration in defending values of the
international society, it can be said that politeige seems more competent to consider
whether to or not to deploy Norwegian troops irernational operations and to consider the
legal aspect of the use of force. The militarye&ditmain concerns for territorial integrity and
the execution of authority indicates a greaterrggefor having the needed military
capacities to defend Norway’s stance in surroundiregs and Norway’s specific interests.
In the quest for an analytic agenda through whacexamine the perception of the external
environment, | applied the approach whereby sectibesonomic, societal and ecological
security issues appear alongside the politicalraifitary issues. Each of these sectors
provided an insight into the considerations ofgbétical and military elites on perceptions
of threats from the external environment. At thenedime, the sectors illustrated perceptions
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of the elites which may be likely to influence cmlggations and decision making on the use
of force. The military elite dominantly perceivedhts from military sector while political
elite as mainly perceive threats from the politeattor. Within the threat perception of the
political elite, most of threats from other sectars considered to have crossover effects to
the political sector, reflecting a broader percaptf potential sources of threats on the
global scale.

On the basis of these considerations, it can bertasksthat Norwegian strategic culture lacks
coherence when the considerations and perceptidhs political and military elite are
compared. Although the necessity for cooperatiahdaployment in the international
framework, thereby strengthening the multilateraless a strong Norwegian interest, is likely
to continue to have a decisive impact on thinkinghe use of force within Norwegian
political and military elite, there may appear toestain extent to be a contradictory
influence on the choice of priorities when policessecurity and defence are decided upon.
The presented findings on the different preferefoethe use of force between the two
elites, lead to a concern of the potential outcof@ne of these two considerations
significantly prevailing. What impacts may appédahe priorities and perceptions of one of
these two sides are not considered to the extgatoted? What if the priorities and
perceptions of the Defence Commission were giveratadge? What if the priorities and
perceptions of the Chief of Defence were given athge? How and to what extent may this
impact on shaping the decision making by the Gawent, which through its political
representatives reflects the values of society watfard to the use of force? Which
preferences would the Government’s strategic ocelteveal in such as case? Or if we return
back to conceptual concerns from chapter 1, relateegulatory practiceand to the
implementation of the chosen security and defemtieyy a hypothetical question may be
posed on how the Norwegian Armed Forces will impatrthe security and defence policy

if the decision making is far more influenced bg tefence Commission?

Suggestions for further research

The way in which the concept of strategic cultusswnobilised in this thesis enables that the
outcome of the reports from the Defence Commisamhthe Chief of Defence, the
Parliamentary White Papestoringetsproposisjgron long-term planning of security and
defence policy, can be examined and compared \aith ef these two reports respectively.

As suggested already in chapter 3, the reportsstbet used as primary sources in this study,
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have the same purpose. As these contribute totheufation of security and defence policy,
such a comparison may reveal if one of the two dwmuis is given a higher priority,
something which may give a clearer insight intockhstrategic culture is the more

dominant.



APPENDIX 1

1. Categorization related to the state Foundationainghts

1.1 Political elite - Foundational Elements

a) The idea of the state

Norwegian state sovereignty and sovereign rights
Peace and security for the state and the society
Protection and advancing national values and istere
Freedom and further development of democracy
Protection of basis for welfare state for society
Promoting respect for human rights

Promoting International Law

Cooperation through UN and peaceful developmetitenvorld
Contribution to International Peace Support Opereti
Promoting International Society

NATO membership

Global Disarmament Process

Cooperation with EU

Cooperation with USA

Cooperation with Russia

Cooperation with Nordic States

b) The institutions of the state

Law and order in the state

Justice in legal system

Functional jurisdictional authority in the state

Responsible policy and state authority in the Higinth area
Deterring pressure on the government

National monitoring grounds for decision-making

Jurisdiction and control in Fishery protection z¢Riskevernsongn

Total defence concept
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Integration policy

c) The physical base of the state

Territorial integrity of Norway

Security for state and population

Rights for utilisation of resources and securityhia High North area
Safety for nationals in the state

Safety for nationals outside the state

Complete control of state resources like oil, gas fash

Safeguard of state borders and objects

Safeguard of state resources and environment

Energy infrastructure and supplying

Nature and fish stocks in the seas

Defence industry

1.2 Military elite - Foundational Elements

d) The idea of the state

State sovereignty

Political rationale and objectives
Norwegian interests

NATO membership

e) The institutions of the state

Government and governing regimes in line with Nayiaa interests and

International agreements

Execution of the state authority

Monitoring and situational awareness for decisiakimg
Managing the resources from Norwegian sea territory
Vital information functions of society

Total Defence concept
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f) The physical base of the state
* Norwegian territory: airspace, land, national sedens, as potential arena for
military power demonstrations
» Society with main functions ensured
* High North area
» Economic infrastructure
* Military infrastructure
* Information and telecommunications infrastructure
» Border control towards Russia

* Military capacities in NATO-led international op&oms abroad

2. Example of categorization related to the threatetion of the external environment

2.1 Political elite threat perception of the extrenvironment

a) Military threats

* Low intensity conflicts and threats to participgtiNorwegian contingency in UN,
NATO or EU led international operations

* Asymmetric threats in international operationsnrastate conflicts, manifested
through repeated attacks on military and civilidircers

* Physical threats to basis of welfare state

» Armed conflicts — risk of war not excluded everEmrope

» Complex security situation in the High North area

* Military importance of High North area for Russia

» Russian policy towards neighbouring countries ametdeasing military activities
in border zone

* Russian military activities in border zone

» Limited military threat as consequence of misun@eding or lack of mutual
confidence between Norwegian and Russian militargefs

» Direct threats to state sovereignty

* Unclear borderlines with Russia

» Limited military attack on Norway
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b) Political threats

Consequences of large powers rivalry politics

Diminishing of International Law and Internatiortaloperation

Consequences of globalization and global migrations

Weak states, violent extremism and intrastate wisfl

Potential spreading of conflicts and instabilitglgglly and regionally

Complex security policy situation related to neighbng Russia

Complex security situation related to High Nortkar

Different perception of other states on Svalbaatiust

Weakening of NATO'’s role

Potential multiplying of shipping in the North se@aallenges to state authority

c) Societal threats

Limit to the right to use resources in High Nottineatening welfare state
International terrorism

Computer generated attack on important societytgmation systems
Spreading of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)

Terrorists activities that could threaten Norwegi#izens abroad

d) Economic threats

Energy security — long term disruption of energgmving

Raising competition over the scarce resources \@gsening situation on the
Middle East)

Global critical competition for energy resourcesymmhange export conditions for
Norway under pressure

Reduced income from petroleum industry due toithé bn right to use
resources in High North

Lack of energy resources on the global scale tlzgtlead to potential
international pressure for more intensive exploratctivity in the High North
area

Pressure on Norway to change export conditionsif@nd natural gas due to
critical global competition for energy resources

Terrorist attacks directed to energy supplyingreaaof Norway
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Balance of state expenses in situation of declimogmes from petroleum

industry and aging population

e) Ecological threats

Global climate change and pollution

Uncontrolled migrations to more habitable areastdudimate change

Struggle among nations for scarce resources lik@atural gas and minerals
Struggle among nations for potentially limited matuesources like water or food
Natural catastrophes abroad where Norwegian ciizenld be involved

Faster reduction of some species

Arctic ice melting and ecological challenges dugatential multiplying of
shipping in the North Sea

Nature and fish population destruction in the seasnd Norway

Natural catastrophes in Norway

Accidents and rescue situations in Norway

2.2 Military elite threat perception of the externalvennment

a)

Threats from military sector

» Threat to Norwegian sovereignty and authority tigfodemonstrations of
force and violation of Norwegian air, sea and lgardtory

* Force demonstration against Norway in the formigfreavy or land forces
raids

» Partial territory occupation of Norway

» Escalation of crises and collective defence of Nyrw

* Navy vessels confrontation

» Threat to Norwegian interests that can escalaéened conflict

» Conflict in Norwegian area as a result of regigmalitical disputes

» Security threats in High North area that might htovbe faced without
support from allies

» Aircraft or missile attack on vital military or eeomic infrastructure

* Norwegian contingencies in international operatiabsad

* Armed conflict in Afghanistan
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» Isolated and limited use of force against Norwayafthieving limited
political objectives

* Asymmetric threats in Norway and off-shore infrasture

b) Political threats
* Weak and failed states and societies, collapsad aynflicts that may put
pressure on government to react
» Threat to security in High North area
» States that pursue their interests threatening wgiéhof force against Norway

* Pressure against the government to change itsgabliourse

c) Societal threats
* International terrorism
* Asymmetric threats from non-state actors
» Attack on vital information structures like paymaystem etc.

» Serious criminal activities threatening to the séguwf the society

d) Economic threats

» Sabotage on some vital societies functions likel fand energy supplies
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