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Abstract

Denmark has been described as an ‘impeccable’ and ‘trustworthy’ NATO ally, and as a ‘super-
Atlanticist’, characterized by military engagement alongside the US and NATO. However,
amid a changing security environment, and US pressure on EU and European NATO members,
as well as US rhetoric challenging Danish sovereignty over Greenland. This has directed
Denmark towards a Europe-oriented focus on security and defence matters, as reflected in the
removal of its EU defence opt-out, which is significant given Denmark's reputation as a ‘foot-
dragging” EU member. Hence, it is relevant to investigate how Denmark navigates its relations
with the US, NATO, EU, and Greenland within its security identity. By examining the Danish
security discourse between 2022 and 2025 through the WPR framework. The analysis reveals
that Denmark is navigating its security identity between a loyal Transatlantic ally and emerging
European security solidarities by positioning itself as a responsible and trustworthy ally.
Whether it is through contributing to Ukraine’s fight for freedom, strengthening the European
Pillar, or managing US rhetoric towards Greenland. Denmark presents its actions as a
commitment to the rules-based order and to fundamental values, which are regarded as central
to its security identity. The thesis also contributes theoretically by discussing the findings

through the lens of ontological security theory.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background

On the 19th of February 2025, Danish Prime Minister Mette Frederiksen stated at a press
conference that "There is one message for the chief of defence: Buy, buy, buy." (Jacobsen &
Gronholt-Pedersen, 2025). This clear statement from the Danish prime minister reflects a
broader trend among Nordic and European states at present. States are increasing their military
spending and expanding their defence cooperation with other states and organisations. The
trend is partly a consequence of a US rhetoric toward Europe and NATO allies, that they cannot
rely on the US security umbrella to the same extent any longer. And thus, they need to do more
themselves to ensure their own safety. As a result, an EU-level defence cooperation unfolds
more as a strategic necessity, and in 2022, Denmark removed their longstanding EU opt-out on
defence matters (CSDP). Moreover, during both the current and previous Trump

administrations, the US has repeatedly stated its desire to take control of Greenland.

These recent developments are particularly interesting in a Danish context, given the country’s
longstanding and close partnership with the US, particularly in defence and military matters. In
the post-Cold War period, Denmark underwent a profound transformation in foreign, security,
and defence policy. From being a footnote NATO ally, Denmark became a “loyal transatlantic
ally” or “a super Atlanticist” by participating in US-led overseas operations. Through its
military contributions in the Balkans, Iraq, and perhaps most notably, the operation in
Afghanistan, where Denmark was the contributing country with the highest number of fatalities,
relative to the size of the country. Further, Denmark has also contributed to operations in Libya,
Mali, and Syria in the previous decade (Browning et al. 2021) and has therefore emerged as an
impeccable NATO ally by performing high on an alliance standard even though they, up until
recently, been standing low in terms of budgetary input (Jakobsen and Rynning 2019).

In this context, Denmark faces a complex dilemma in foreign, security, and defence policy. The
fact that their most significant ally in recent decades has questioned Danish contributions and
challenged the sovereignty of the Danish Realm puts pressure not only on Danish policy
decisions. These developments call into question Denmark’s long-standing self-perception as a
“loyal transatlantic ally” and “super Atlanticist”. This dilemma has been highlighted by
Rynning (2025), who stated that “The transatlantic vacation is over: in security and defence,

Denmark must rethink where it belongs” (ibid: 54).



In addition, Browning et.al (2021) argue that Denmark’s adaptive and passive policy during
WW?2 and the Cold War created feelings of shame, which became sources of ontological
insecurity. Then, in the pursuit of enhancing the country’s ontological security, Denmark
projected itself alongside the US as a like-minded country, hence pursuing a form of vicarious
identity. Hence, the self-identity became tied to active engagement in war and the employment

of military means. (Browning et.al 2021: 179).

This vicarious identification with the U.S. as a source of ontological security is now challenged
by the recent developments. Browning et.al (2021) argue that the space for Denmark to pursue
ontological security through vicarious identification with the US is clearly closing. Rather, this
vicarious approach, in which Danish foreign policy is said to be decided in Washington, has
become a source of ontological insecurity. In light of this, there is a need to investigate

Denmark’s self-identity and its pursuit of ontological security in a new security environment.

Hence, this thesis takes the argument that the Danish pursue of ontological security through
vicarious identification with the US is closing, as its point of departure. Therefore, this thesis
examines how Denmark seeks to provide “security of the self” after its previous approach to
ontological security has become a potential source of ontological (in)security. Further, as we
will see, Denmark’s sovereignty is under pressure due to the US rhetoric toward Greenland,
and its security environment is shaped by an external threat, Russia, which has pushed for a
transformation of the national defence. Thus, there is a need to analyse how Denmark’s role-
identities are balanced and projected, and how it navigates its security identity amid changing

geopolitical conditions.

1.2 Aim and Research Question

This thesis aims at uncovering the Danish security discourse and examining how Denmark
navigates its relation to the US, NATO, EU, and Greenland within its security identity.
Departing from previous research about Danish super Atlanticism, the status as an impeccable
ally, a foot-dragging EU-member and vicarious identification with the US. This study adds to
the research field of ontological security by analysing how Denmark pursues ontological

security in a changing security environment. Furthermore, this thesis aims to address



shortcomings in earlier literature on Danish security by considering Greenland not merely as a
constituent of Denmark as an Arctic country, but as an important factor in its security identity

that affects Denmark’s ontological security.

Thus, the research questions that will be guiding this thesis is:
- How does Denmark reconcile its identity as a “loyal transatlantic partner” with
emerging European security solidarities, and in relation to US rhetoric against

Greenland?

The structure of the thesis is as follows: after the introduction, previous research is discussed to
situate this study and motivate the research question. Then the presentation of theory,
ontological security, and methodology follows in chapters 3 and 4. The method that will guide
this thesis analysis and will be used to answer the research question is a WPR approach to
discourse analysis. In Chapter 5, the analysis is conducted; in Chapter 6, the conclusions are
presented, and the research question is answered. Finally, in chapter 7, the Ontological Security

theory is applied to explain and discuss the findings from the analysis.



2 Previous Research

There is extensive literature on Danish foreign and security policy, including its engagement
with alliances and allies. The end of the Cold War is amongst scholars argued to have created
a “window of opportunity” that gave Danish politicians room for manoeuvre and allowed a
transformation of Danish foreign policy from focusing on adaptation into a sort of activism,
(Rasmussen 2005; Wivel 2005; 2020; Jakobsen, 2005; Larsen 2020). This activism was built
on the assumption that “Denmark must play an active role and make a difference on the
international scene” according to Jakobsen (2005:36). Daugbjerg and Refslund (2017) argue
that, in extension, this led Denmark to increasingly view military force as a useful foreign policy
tool, and that its active use became widely accepted within the country. This new view, labelled
as “military activism,” is considered to have characterised Denmark’s defence and security
policy in the post-Cold War period (Wivel 2005; 2020; Seby Kristensen and Knus Larsen 2017,
Pedersen 2018).

Wivel (2005) uses “military activism” to describe Denmark’s navigation in the post-Cold War
period and in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. He argues that Denmark’s opt-outs from
EU Defence policy, which originally aligned with a previous Danish soft security agenda,
collided with the new “military activism”. This created tension between viewing the EU as an
important security actor and its inability to contribute fully due to the opt-out. However, Wivel
states that 9/11 created an opportunity for Denmark to continue its “military activism” through

a pro-US position in terms of supporting US-led military operations outside of Europe.

In contrast, by examining the shift to military activism through the lens of vicarious identity
and ontological security, Browning et al. (2021) argue that shame was a factor in this shift. It is
argued that, in the post-Cold War period, Denmark, through its engagement in US-led wars,
has aspired for vicarious identification with the US to secure its sense of self. The shift in
foreign policy did not rest on an external threat and a sense of physical insecurity, but on an
internally generated insecurity stemming from shame over the previous passive policy,
according to Browning et al. (2021). Projecting itself alongside like-minded countries, foremost
the US, the ontological security seeking, “focused on projecting Denmark’s newly defined and
value-based sense of being, into the exterior as a guardian of international order” (ibid: 178).

However, it is argued that the pursuit of ontological security through vicarious identification



with the US is closing as the US approach changes. As a result, Browning argues that Denmark

is underway with shifting its vicarious identification from the US to Europe and the EU instead.

Relating to this, Jakobsen and Ringsmose (Jakobsen and Ringsmose 2015) show, through a
case study of the NATO mission in Afghanistan, that Denmark made the case for war by
building on pre-existing fundamental values and the role conception of being a responsible
member of international society. By applying elite theory and strategic narratives, the case study

argues that this framing maintained domestic support for the mission.

Moreover, Petersson and Lunde Saxi (Petersson and Lunde Saxi 2013) describe how Denmark,
through the transformation from territorial defence to expeditionary forces, managed to move
from a ‘reluctant ally’ to be seen as ‘The impeccable ally’. An important aspect of this shift as
a NATO member is the Danish aim and strive to become “’ best friend’ of the US among the
European NATO allies (ibid: 762). The pro-US position has provided Denmark with a foreign
policy identity as “super Atlanticist”, coined by (Mouritzen 2007).

Ewers-Peters (2021) explains that the defence opt-out was motivated by a Danish concern about
duplicating NATO’s efforts and affected by Euroscepticism. This made Denmark’s approach
to the EU’s defence and security be characterised as ‘foot-dragging. On the other hand, Larsen
(2009) demonstrates, through a discourse analysis, that the EU was Denmark’s most important
ally. According to Larsen, however, there was a clear balance between the EU and the US in
the discourse: the US was the most important ally on hard security issues, whereas on soft

security issues, the EU was the most common partner.

Moreover, Rieker (2006) investigates the Europeanization of Denmark’s national security
identity and aligns with the argument that the EU is associated with soft security matters within
Danish security identity. Yet Rieker also argues that the Danish security identity in the post-
Cold War period clearly posits an Atlanticist orientation. It is also discussed that due to the
defence op-outs, it was important for Denmark to move away from being a footnote ally in
NATO. To this,(Migliorati 2024) argues that the removal of the opt-outs marks the end of the
longstanding division between political and public perceptions of European integration. Danish
elites had long emphasized the desire to remove the opt-out, but public perception held that

NATO was providing the country’s security.



The aspect that Denmark has sought to become ‘best friend’ of the US is also discussed in
(Pedersen 2018), looking at the role of status-seeking through militarized activism. According
to the study, this has been achieved by building on the assumption that prestige in Washington
can be translated into prestige globally. However, Jakobsen and Rynning (2019) argue that the
Danish position as a trusted US ally and an impeccable NATO ally presents an inherent
paradox. Denmark has maintained a high standard in standing due to its willingness and
capabilities in expeditionary operations. This paradox, however, has become problematic in

recent years due to US pressure.

Still, Brommesson et al. (2024) uses role theory to describe how Denmark’s role as a ‘staunch
US ally’ remains intact. The different challenges to the rules-based order have led Denmark to
reconsider its role conceptions. Denmark still considers the US its primary security ally and
presents itself as a core player in NATO. However, there has been a reorientation toward the
EU as a security provider, with Denmark at the forefront of efforts to strengthen the union’s
strategic autonomy and to promote a European pillar within NATO. The role as a staunch US
ally is now combined with the view that the European security architecture must be preserved.
Connecting this, (Larsen 2022) argues, by looking at Denmark’s military geography (but not
including the whole Kingdom) in the emerging great power competition, that Denmark is”

trying to be an impeccable ally in a new setting.” (ibid: 392).

Nevertheless, the US's changed approach also clearly affects Denmark in the context of the
Arctic and in relation to Greenland. Both (West 2025; Jacobsen and Lindbjerg, 2024) state that
Greenland is the legitimizing factor for Denmark’s status as an Arctic country. Hence, the recent
developments in the area of great power interest challenge the Danish Realm construction (West
2025: 589). Jacobsen and Lindbjerg (2024) discuss how a ‘Danish’ collective identity is
threatened by an external ‘them’ through the application of securitization theory. They argue
that the Danish government has met U.S. demands and aligned more closely with the U.S. by
accepting U.S. securitizations of the region. Still, Denmark framed security measures as
desecuritization moves by portraying itself as the peace advocate in the region (Jacobsen and

Lindbjerg, 2024: 218-219).

This review of previous research indicates that, while extensive research has been conducted
on Denmark’s military activism and its transition into a loyal transatlantic and US ally, little is

known about how its security identity is adjusted when its constitutive aspects are challenged.



Although research has examined how Denmark seeks to be an impeccable ally in a new setting
(Larsen 2022), it does not account for how this is presented and framed. Moreover, although
research has focused on Greenland in relation to Denmark’s status as an Arctic country and its
ties to the US, little attention has been paid to Greenland’s place within Denmark’s dominant

security discourse and its role within Danish security identity.

This study addresses these gaps by examining how Denmark navigates its security identity vis-
a-vis the EU, NATO, the US, and Greenland when its longstanding transatlantic orientation is
challenged. Drawing on insights from Browning et al. (2021) regarding Denmark’s pursuit of
ontological security through its participation in wars alongside the US, this thesis also addresses
a theoretical gap by applying ontological security theory to Denmark’s navigation of its current

security identity.



3 Theory

Ontological security differs from a traditional IR approach to state physical security in that it
focuses on identity and anxiety in relation to perceptions of security. The concept was originally
developed in social psychology and sociology, with a focus on the individual actor. The essence
of ontological security was referred to as “a sense of continuity and order in events” (Giddens
1991: 243). However, IR research has then developed these thoughts and defined ontological
security as “security of the self, the subjective sense of who one is, which enables and motivates
action and choice”. (Mitzen, 2006: 344). Within the IR field of OSS, states are considered as
the unit of analysis, both as having a need to experience ontological security and as ontological

security providers for individuals (Ejdus, 2018: 885)

Ejdus (2018) views ontological security as a result of critical situations, “that threaten or destroy
the certitudes of institutionalised routines” (Ejdus, 2018: 887). One core argument of Ejdus is
that “when collective actors are concerned, anxiety outbursts are performed through a public
discourse on fundamental questions” (ibid). Ejdus views the concept of ontological security and

insecurity as relating to four questions on existential aspects.

The first question on existence and being posits that states need to have a trust in the continuity
of their external environment. States need to feel ‘home’ within the international society to feel
ontologically secure, which is done through the routinisation of certain practices, e.g.,
international law. Thus, engagement in international security organisations enables states to
gain (and sustain) ontological security by negotiating a shared sense of international order with

friends. (Ejdus, 2018: 888).

The second question of finitude and human life concerns anxiety about the unknown and
awareness of one’s own finitude. This anxiety is to be analytically distinguished from physical
survival and societal security concerns. States can mitigate this anxiety about finitude through

the construction of concrete threats (Ejdus 2018: 889-890)

Thirdly, the question experience of others concerns, “*how individuals interpret the traits and
actions of other individuals’” (Ejdus 2018: 890). Additionally, the question also includes a
state’s ability to maintain stable relations with significant others. Ejdus states that this relational

aspect as a source of ontological security is about “the constancy of relationships with a
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particular set of significant others.” (ibid). This relationship can be both cooperative and
conflictual, meaning that even when a physical threat disappears with the enemy, it can still
produce anxiety, thereby challenging ontological security (Ejdus, 2018: 890-891). Finally,
continuity of self-identity concerns the state's need for continuous biographical narratives that
shape stable self-identities. There is a need for states to connect current activities to their past

to maintain continuity in their self-identity (Ejdus, 2018: 889-891).

Furthermore, when theorised by IR scholar, OS is often based on the assumptions that states
prefer continuity over change (Browning and Joenniemi, 2017: 31) and thus an identity change
is seen as conflicting with the basis for ontological security (Hjertstrom and Hagstrom, 2025:
33). This view is question and scrutinized by recent scholars (Browning and Joenniemi 2017;
Krickel-Choi 2024; Hjertstrom and Hagstrom 2025), who theorise ontological security as going
beyond merely identity preservation. These scholars have highlighted how OSS often conflate
identity with the self, which has created difficulties of fully understand identity change in

relation to ontological security (Hjertstrom and Hagstrom, 2025: 33).

Instead, the self could be equated with personhood; the entity that strives for ontological
security (Krickel-Choi and Chen, 2024: 308-309), while identity/identities are conceptualised
as “elements in the self’s attempts at achieving it” (Browning and Joenniemi, 2017: 32). The
self is then to be viewed as being, to large extent, about sameness, about being a sovereign and
autonomous state, while identity are elements used to differentiating the self from other
(Krickel-Choi and Chen, 2024: 308). The entity’s experience of being a sovereign self is
connected to experiencing oneself as continuous across time and having the capacity to act
autonomously while being seen by others. This subjectivity is reproduced through discursive
practices and is essential for a state’s ontological security (Krickel-Choi, 2024: 16-17;
Hjertstrom and Hagstrom, 2025: 35). With other words, the self’s behaviour is guided by
identities; being different narratives and role expectations (Krickel-Choi and Chen, 2024: 308).

Browning and Joenniemi (2017) argue that through this two-folded approach we should
understand ontological security as “an actor’s capacity to cope with uncertainty and change”
(ibid:35). Hence, anxiety should not merely be viewed as a factor restraining an actor but could
instead provide a moment of freedom and choice to adjust its identity and improve the sense of
a self. This can create opportunities to pursue a more authentic life aligned with who one wants

to be, and anxiety should not be seen as something to be avoided but as a creative force (ibid.,
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35, 44, 45). Thus, an actor may change its identity to handle anxiety, fear, and uncertainty in
order to keep a stable sense of the self (Krickel-Choi and Chen, 2024: 308; Hjertstrom and
Hagstrom, 2025: 34).

Hence, OS is useful for analysing how Denmark navigates its different solidarities to the US,
EU, NATO, and Greenland within its national security identity. The distinction between the
self and identity provides a conceptual space for examining how Denmark manages the tensions

between continuity and change.
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4 Methodology

This study intends to conduct a discourse analysis applying the WPR framework to examine
Denmark’s contemporary security discourse. Hence, this chapter presents and motivates these
methodological choices and discusses material selection, scope of the thesis, and some

limitations.

4.1 Method and Research Approach

To analyse how Denmark navigates its security identity and reconciles its relations with NATO,
the EU, and Greenland, we need to uncover the Danish national security identity. This will be
done by conceptualizing the national security identity, building on Rieker’s (2006) approach to
nation-state security identity. Rieker sees the dominant security discourse, undertaken by a
state’s political leadership, as an expression of the country’s national security identity (ibid: 10,
18). Hence, by uncovering the dominant security discourse undertaken by the Danish political

leadership on security and defence issues, we can identify its national identity.

In this thesis, the security identity is considered to also include issues relating to defence since
they are interlinked to a large extent within the research and the material analysed. Thus, when
referring to Danish security discourse and security identity, defence matters are treated as

inherent.

To uncover the national security identity, this thesis will conduct a discourse analysis of the
chosen material. This method has been used in conjunction with ontological security before, as
in Steele (2008). A “discourse analysis is about studying meaning, and it studies meaning where
it arises, namely in the language itself’” (Steele, 2008: 10). Steele brings up different objectives
that discourse analysis helps to accomplish. First, discourse analysis helps to interpret how an
actor connects policy choices to specific identity narratives. The second objective concerns how
consideration of self-identity can lead to specific policy decisions. And third, discourse analysis
enables us to uncover how states shape meaning to both their self-identity and identity threats.
Thus, we can examine how an actor perceives an identity threat, how they think it should be

addressed, and why it needs to be addressed (ibid: 12).

To answer the research question, this thesis conducts the analysis using the methodological
framework, “What’s the problem represented to be” - WPR (Bacchi 2009). This approach is

used to deconstruct the inherent logic within certain policies or political initiatives. Hence, it
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allows us to show how certain understandings of an issue are shaped, gain legitimacy as the
correct understanding, and what effects this can have (Bergstrom & Ekstrom, 2018: 271-272).
In this thesis, this approach is used to systematically highlight the main security issues

presented, and what the problem with defence is.

The framework that Bacchi presents consists of six questions that provide a step-by-step guide
on how to conduct the analysis. However, as argued by Bergstrom and Ekstrom (2018: 273),
not all questions need to be applied; instead, those responding to the study's aim can be used.
Consequently, four (1,2,4,5) of the analytical questions have been selected based on an
evaluation of those aligning most with the aim of the thesis and in the view of word limits. In
the analysis, each question will be discussed separately based using empirical evidence from

the selected material.

The first question, “what is the problem represented to be?”” concerns how a specific problem
is presented in the chosen empirics. It intends to identify how the problem is made

comprehensible and show how the problem is categorized (Bacchi 2009: 2-4).

Question two, “what presuppositions or assumptions underlie this representation of the
‘problem’?”, is about investigating the conceptual logics underlying the problem
representations. The question focuses on what makes a particular problem representation and
proposal possible, which is achieved by revealing different binaries and categorizations within

the problem representation (Bacchi, 2009: 4-9).

The fourth question, “What is left unproblematic in this problem representation? Where are the
silences? Can the ‘problem’ be thought about differently?”, focuses on what is left
unproblematized with the problem representation. Hence, the purpose and aim of this question
is, by drawing on silences, to highlight those perspectives that are not addressed in the problem

representation (Bacchi 2009: 12-14)

The fifth question chosen, “What effects are produced by this representation of the
‘problem’?”, relates to what type of effects the problem representation can possibly bring with
it. Bacchi mentions three different types of effects: discursive effects, subjectification, and lived
effects. First, problem representations bring with them certain understandings of what is

problematic, and this then constitutes that certain options for action become attractive than
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others. Second, the problem representation also creates subject positions, which are emphasized
through subjectification. When a discourse frames a shape a problem in a certain way, it also
creates subject positions that influence how we interpret ourselves and others. The third effect,
lived effects, will not be considered in the analysis due to the aim of this thesis. (Bacchi 2009:

15-17).

When conducting discourse analysis, the analyst needs to uncover patterns within discursive
representations of reality in what has been said or written. As with all interpretivist research,
this demands that the researcher be engaged with the material and thus requires consideration
of reflexivity and transparency to enhance the study's trustworthiness. Reflexivity is essential,
as the researcher must both critically assess their own interpretations and question what is
absent from them. Furthermore, to avoid biases in selecting material that supports the argument,
the researcher needs to be reflexive and honest with themselves in their approach.
Acknowledging these challenges, this thesis strives to establish credibility and trustworthiness
for its arguments and conclusions by providing clear references and quotations from the
analysed material, thereby enabling tracing of the claims made (Schwartz-Shea and Yanow,

2012).

4.2 Material, Scope, and Limitations

When using the WPR-approach, a broad material is needed to receive an understanding of the
certain problem representation on a certain question (Bacchi: 20). And since the aim of this
thesis is uncovering the Danish security discourse within the current security environment, the
material was selected in relation to a set time frame between the 2022 up until the end of august
in 2025. The year 2022 is marked by the Russian invasion in February, which is widely regarded
as a fundamental break in European security and defence politics. The end of August was
chosen as the end of the time frame because it was when the work for this thesis began to take

shape. Thus, to capture the most current security discourse, this period was chosen.

Following this line, the material selection includes a combination of political speeches, defence
agreements, foreign and security policy, media statements, and ministerial articles. All the
selected material is considered as articulations of the Danish national security discourse, and
thus also the Danish security identity, following the previously outlined approach of Rieker

(2006). To have a material that follows somewhat of a consistency, I’ve chosen to study the
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two Ministerial articles in the Danish foreign policy review, which is released each year. Here,
both the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the Minister of Defence write an article about the
preceding year. Moreover, I examine the latest Danish Defence Agreement and the Foreign and
Security Policy Strategy, as they are two central and official documents within the Danish

security discourse.

As Bacchi (2009:20) states, the selection of material for analysis is itself an interpretive
exercise. Hence, two media statements from the Prime Minister and the Minister of Foreign
Affairs regarding US rhetoric concerning Greenland have also been selected to capture this
specific issue more concretely. Finally, one speech by Prime Minister Fredriksen, from the
Danish Presidency of the Council of the European Union 2025, has been selected due to its
relevance for the Danish-EU relationship. This material, selected and used in the analysis, is

found under the headline, “Empirical Material”, in the bibliography.

An important note is that one of the selected material sources used, (Rasmussen, 2025b), been
translated from Danish to English. Since it is a video interview, the author transcribed it into

English using translation programmes to ensure accurate translation.

Due to the scope of this thesis, changes in the discourse between years within the time frame
are not considered. Instead, the focus is on uncovering the dominant security discourse during
the chosen period and interpreting the main problem representations within it. Hence, this
highlights a limitation worth noting before presenting the analysis. Furthermore, because the
study focuses on the dominant security discourse, it does not account for differences in Danish
domestic politics, opposition parties, or internal divisions within the Danish political elite.
Moreover, there is a limitation regarding other potential influencing factors on the Danish
security identity. For instance, the Nordic Defence Cooperation (NORDEFCO) and the United
Nations. However, these lie outside the aim of this thesis and are interpreted as playing a
marginal role in relation to security and defence within the analysed material and previous

research.
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5 Analysis

5.1What’s the problem represented to be?

In this section, WPR question 1: “what is the problem represented to be?” will be answered.
First, in 5.1.1, the main security issues and threats within the problem representation will be
discussed before 5.1.2 demonstrates what the “problem” with the defence is, and what the right

way forward is represented to be within the discourse.

5.1.1 The main security issue and threat, represented to be

The Russian Threat

The most prominent problem representation identified in the material is the Russian invasion
of Ukraine as an attack against the “European security order” and the rules-based world order
and fundamental values. Previous DefMin Badskov wrote that Russia’s full-scale attack against
Ukraine is, “an attempt to fundamentally change Europe’s security order, and the international
rules-based order as we know it” (Bedskov 2022: 30). This representation is consistent within
the discourse and throughout the material and Russia’s aggression is continuously described as
the most serious threat to European and transatlantic security and stability” (Rasmussen 2023,

2024, 2025; Poulsen 2023, 2024, 2025).

The problem representation of Russia’s aggression also contains other aspects. Through the
analysis of the material, the main security issue could be said to contain existential stakes that
threaten identity aspects of Denmark’s European and Western democratic identity. “Our way
of living is under pressure” (Fredriksen 2025a). The Russian aggression is described as a threat
against the fundamental values and rights that Denmark stands for, and which is tied to its
identity as a democratic Western and European country. This includes a belief in a rules-based
world order building on international law, human rights, democracy and freedom (Bedskov,

2022; Rasmussen 2023).

Thus, the main security issue posed by Russia’s aggression is not merely a question of the
territorial integrity and sovereignty of European states. Instead, it is framed to contain identity
aspects through the values and ideas that Europe, which Denmark portrays itself as a part of, is

built upon.
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“Europe is — first and foremost — an idea. It is the way we think. Our fundamental
values. Freedom. Democracy. The rule of law.... And in a time, where
fundamental values are being questioned. The response from our side needs to be
firm and clear: We must — in every way possible — be willing to protect our

democracies. Our freedom and rights. And our prosperity” (Fredriksen 2025a)

Here, the Europe that is presented as threatened is part of a Danish European identity and way
of living. It clearly states what is at stake, what Ukraine is fighting for, and what Denmark,
along with its allies, must continue to protect and defend. By framing the security issue brought
by Russian aggression as a threat against a collective European identity, it makes it a shared

problem and thus also a shared responsibility to respond.

Moreover, within this main problem representation, Ukraine is framed as a defender of this

3

collective identity and the world order that Denmark believes in, “...the brave people of
Ukraine are not just fighting for their country and for their right to self-determination; they are
fighting for democratic values and the inviolability of all European states. Ukraine is fighting
for European security” (Poulsen 2024: 38). Besides, Ukraine’s defence against the Russian
invasion is stated to be a shared fight for freedom, and thus Russia’s aggression becomes a
shared threat (ibid: 36). This shared threat is a central part of the problem representation where;
the threat is consequently framed to be towards European and Transatlantic security, rules-

based order and fundamental values. Hence, Denmark’s security becomes somewhat connected

to both its identity as a European country and a Transatlantic ally.

The Artic

An overall framing of the security environment within the main problem representation is that
it is “uncertain, unpredictable and complicated “(MFA 2023: 5). This security environment is
not only affected by antagonistic states, but also by the actions of those who Denmark perceives

as close allies, which is shown within the context of the Arctic region.
The Arctic is discussed as a region where Denmark is working to uphold the status quo, ensure

the sovereignty of the Kingdom of Denmark, and strengthen cooperation. The Danish Realm is

described as having a special responsibility and an ambition to ensure that the region is
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characterised as a low-tension area with peaceful development and cooperation. At the same
time, the discourse also contains an awareness that this is more difficult due to the changing
and uncertain security environment. (MFA 2023; MoD 2023; Badskov 2022; Poulsen 2023;
2024; 2025; Rasmussen 2024).

An overall characteristic when the region is discussed, is a need for stronger cooperation with
NATO, Artic allies and within the Kingdom itself. And this need is framed as being “in the
interest of all states to ensure that the Arctic region remains a region of low tension.” (Poulsen
2024: 42). This line of argument is reflecting a Danish interest of de-securitizing the Artic

region, along it the territories of Greenland and the Faroe Islands, amongst its allies.

Even if the events with US rhetoric towards Greenland is kept relatively low within the
discourse, which could be seen as signs of an attempt to deescalate the situation in the region.

The discourse still reveals how the recent events in the Artic Regions could be seen as connected
to the threat against the rules-based order and Denmark’s transatlantic identity. For instance,

the Danish PM responded to the US rhetoric in the following way:

“...I have to say very clearly, national borders, sovereignty of states, and our
integrity, these are all principles rooted in international law. These are
fundamental principles formed after the Second World War, so that small
countries don’t have to fear big ones....This is about the world order that we have

built together across the Atlantic over generations.” (Fredriksen 2025b)

The response highlights that the security issue concerns the international rules-based order and
international law that Denmark believes in and wants to defend. This world order is what
Denmark perceives as necessary to ensure its sovereignty and freedom as a small country.
Besides, the quote also reveals how this is strongly connected to Denmark’s transatlantic

identity in referring to how US and Denmark built this world order together.

“we have been there every time for the United States. When article 5 was
activated, and it has only happened once, after 9-11, Denmark was there with the
same. We have participated in all sharp missions together with the Americans.”

(Rasmussen 2025b).
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Here we can interpret how US rhetoric goes against Denmark’s self-image as a loyal and
trustworthy ally to the US. The problem representation connected to the Artic and US rhetoric
against Greenland is both about the status quo being threaten alongside that Danish sovereignty,
and that the Danish transatlantic identity and self-image as a trustworthy ally to US is being

challenged.

5.1.2 The problem with the defence represented to be

The problem with the defence is mainly framed as a need to increase defence spending and
cooperation, and to strengthen European defence and security. “We — as Europe — must do
more. We must step up our spending on defence, preparedness and investment. Europe must
stick together and strengthen the EU as a geopolitical actor with the ability to stand in its own
right.” (Rasmussen, 2025a: 38). This strengthening of EU as a geopolitical actor is connected
to the strengthening of a European pillar within NATO, which is expected from Denmark’s

transatlantic partners and something that will strengthen NATO (Poulsen, 2023)

These suggestions for action, increased defence spending, cooperation, and strengthening of a
European Pillar within NATO, are framed as the way forward for Danish national security and
defence. In addition to building on the problem representation of Russia’s aggression the

proposed solutions also build upon two other aspects.

The first a self-critique against the condition of the national defence which is showed in the
latest Defence Agreement, “the foundation of the Danish Defence needs to be solid.
Regrettably, this is not the case today” (MoD 2023: 3). In addition, there is also a self-critique
against the way Denmark, along with other European countries have been conducting defence
policy during the last decades. “We must take responsibility for our own security. Cutting our
defence spending in the past 30 years was a huge mistake. And we shall never repeat”

(Fredriksen, 2025a).

In terms of defence and security providers, NATO is portrayed as an utmost necessary alliance
for Denmark’s, and Europe’s, defence and security. And is consequently described as continue
to be the cornerstone of Danish defence and security (MoD 2023; FMA, 2023; Rasmussen 2023,
2024, 2025a; Poulsen 2024, 2025). There is also mentioning of the EU, along with NATO and

transatlantic cooperation, as a guarantor of Danish security and safety. But as stated above

20



regarding the European pillar, EU as a security actor is mentioned as an addition to, and

something that strengthen NATO in terms of a security and defence guarantor (Bedskov 2022).

Denmark hence frames that a crucial part to ensure security and stability for Denmark and
Europe is to increase cooperation and to uphold the belief in the rules-based order. Further, to
face the Russian threat, Denmark and EU members need to invest more in their defence and
enhance cooperation to become a more credible and strong security actor. This will contribute

to a strengthening of NATO, which is essential for Denmark’s security.

When it comes to the US partnership on defence and security matters, they are continuously
stated as Denmark’s closest and most important ally, and essential for both Danish and
European security (Poulsen 2024; 2025; Badskov 2022; Rasmussen 2023). “Together with the
USA and our other partners, Denmark must stand by the fundamental principles of a rules-
based international order. In the future, Europe and Denmark must assume greater responsibility
in NATO” (FMA 2023: 7). Here we see how transatlantic identity is aligned with Denmark’s
emerging European solidarities, and portrayed as essential for Denmark to defend and uphold

the rules-based order.

The wish for continued cooperation with the US is also evident in Denmark’s response to the
US rhetoric against Greenland. Denmark welcomes increased US engagement in the defence of

Greenland and welcomes extended cooperation on the matter. (Rasmussen 2025b; Fredriksen

2025b).

5.2 What presuppositions or assumptions underpin this representation?

In this section, the conceptual logics that underpin the previously discussed problem
representations will be presented. First 5.2.1 deals with presuppositions and assumptions related
to the main security issues and threats, and 5.2.2 discusses assumptions that underpin the

problem representation of the defence, focusing on the EU, NATO, and the US.

5.2.1 The main security issue and threat represented to be

We can discern several assumptions and presumptions underlying the main security issue and

threat. First, we see how the main security issue, being Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, is assumed
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to have fundamentally changed the European Security order. It is stated that there was a before
and an after the invasion, and that the world now, compared to before, is driven by national
self-interest and power competition, which requires new sorts of policies from the Danish side

(Rasmussen, 2023, MoD 2023).

Moreover, the threat that Russian aggression is constructed around a binary. One side is the
authoritarian, autocratic, and populist states that threaten European/transatlantic security and
wish to undermine the rules-based order, along with fundamental values that the other side,
being Denmark with its allies, stands for and intends to defend. "Powerful authoritarian
countries attempt to remodel our international rules-based order and sow doubts about the
merits of ..." (Kofod, 2022: 29). Thus, this binary upholds the perception of the West as the
defender of the rules-based order, and hence security and defence of Denmark is to be pursued

with its western allies against the authoritarian others.

The categorization of Ukraine’s defence as a fight for freedom for other European countries
reveals a presupposition that the European identity is constructed around shared values, and not
merely on geography and membership in the EU. Even though Ukraine is not a member of
either EU nor NATO, the framing of them as “our friends in Ukraine” (Badskov 2022: 44) and
that “Ukraine belongs to the European family” (FMA, 2023: 13). This connects Ukraine to
Denmark’s perception of a collective European security identity that is based on shared values
and a shared antagonistic other. Thus, the support of Ukraine becomes an important part of the

Danish security identity.

What the European collective identity is built upon is reflected in this quote: “That we are free
to think as we want. Believe what we want. And speak as we see fit. These are the fundamental
ideas on which our continent is built. And they run in the blood of all Europeans” (Fredriksen
2025a). Hence, there is a presupposition that Russia and its allies is an exemption to this

‘Europe’ that Denmark connects to its self-image.

Finally, this binary is not just used in a describing the threat against Denmark and its allies, but
also as framing a threat to the cohesion within the Kingdom of Denmark, “The Kingdom of
Denmark must stand united against the pressure.... launched by autocratic states that seek to
divide us” (Poulsen 2023: 49). This presuppose that the autocratic threat is aimed at the internal

cohesion within the Kingdom of Denmark and not territorial aspects. Moreover, the Arctic
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security issue also assumes that Denmark did not expect it to be a region of conflict but rather

of cooperation.

5.2.2 The problem with the defence represented to be

The representation of the “problem” with the defence also reveals underlying presuppositions
and assumptions. The first assumption is that Denmark alone, is too small to ensure its own

security and to exert influence on the international stage.

“If we are to leave a mark on the world around us, we will not get very far alone
Denmark is a big nation, but a small country. Therefore, our relationships with

our closest friends are a cornerstone of the strategy” (FMA 2023: 5)

This quote holds the assumption that for Denmark need to function within a collective power
and not solely on own national capability. Hence, increased cooperation and contributions to
alliances are necessary, not only for Denmark’s national security and survival, but also for

Denmark to fulfil its ambitions and ensure the existence of crucial aspects of its self-image.

Thus, the framing of NATO as an utmost necessary alliance for Denmark’s and Europe’s
defence and security follows the conceptual logic of collective power as essential for Danish
defence and security. Besides, to the framing of US as the most important ally on security and
defence holds the assumption that Denmark takes continued US interest in both NATO and
European security for granted, despite their changed approach. By framing US as the country
to follow on security and defence matters, and that this should mainly be done through a
strengthening European pillar in NATO (MFA: 7). It is unproblematically assumed that
Denmark and Europe can keep US engaged in European defence and security if they live up to

their responsibility and contribute more to European and Transatlantic security.

Furthermore, the strengthening of defence and security cooperation within the EU is assumed
to contribute and add to NATOs capabilities, not replace it. Hence, it is presupposed that EU
and NATO commitments will work smoothly and simply reinforces each other. In the Defence
Agreement, it is stated that, “Denmark will play an active part in the EU’s security and defence
cooperation, which goes hand in hand with NATO’s efforts” (MoD 2023: 5). This
presupposition is essential conceptual logic within the problem representation of the need for a

strengthened “European pillar” within NATO, and that Europe must do more for its own
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security. Within the calls for increased spending and enhanced cooperation with NATO and
the EU, there is also the assumption that deterrence will work and contribute to peace and

stability (Poulsen 2025: 40).

In addition, the relations with EU and the US is framed around the assumption that they stand
for the same fundamental values as Denmark. “Denmark fully supports US efforts to keep the
world focused on core values such as freedom, rule of law, democracy and human rights.

(Bodskov 2022).

These assumptions are also reflected in Danish reactions to the US rhetoric against Greenland.
For instance, Mette Fredriksen said towards the US, “In us, you have a friend that has always
kept our word, a friend you have always been able to rely on. There is nothing I want more than
for our friendship to continue” (Fredriksen 2025b). This line of argument, that Denmark wishes
to continue to be a close ally with the US, could be interpreted as an unchanged perception of
the US as defender of the fundamental values that Denmark stands for. And, in addition, that
Denmark views its defence and security to be so dependent upon the US, and such an essential

part of its identity, underlies their attempts to de-escalate the situation.

5.3 What is left unproblematic? Where are the silences?

This section first presents silences and aspects that are taken-for-granted within the main
security issue and threat in 5.3.1, and in 5.3.2, the silences within the representation of the

problem with the defence.

5.3.1 The main security issue and threat represented to be

From the represented main security issue to be and threat, we can discern a discursive silence
around aspects of sovereignty and territory of Denmark’s mainland. It is only in relation to the
Arctic region and the US rhetoric against Greenland that the aspect of territorial integrity and

Danish sovereignty is perceived as a security issue.

This silence is connected to the use of “the Kingdom of Denmark™ and “the Danish Realm”
which, within the discourse, is almost only referred to when talking about the Arctic region or
hybrid attacks and disinformation campaigns that seek to divide the unity of the Kingdom. In

other contexts, such as the threat to fundamental values, the rules-based order and Danish
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interests, Denmark is simply referred to as Denmark and not “the Kingdom” or “the realm”.
Hence, excluding “the kingdom/realm” when referring to Denmark's main security issues
creates a silence around the “whole” of Denmark. Hence, “Denmark™ becomes a unified actor,
without internal complexities, and with a strong transatlantic identity and close partnership with
the US. This also affects the problem representation around US rhetoric against Greenland that
frames it as an issue to the “Kingdom/Realm” and not against “Denmark”. Thus, “Denmark”

becomes somewhat shielded when Greenland faces US pressure.

Another aspect that is left unproblematic within the main problem representation is that the
threat against the rules-based order and fundamental values is equated with authoritarianism to
a large extent. This leads to a shortcoming in problematizing the possibility of a threat within
the categorization of Denmark’s friends and allies. It silences the fact that some authoritarian
states do respect a rules-based international order, and do not problematize US actions within
the categorization of those posing a threat to the rules-based order. This is reflected in the
relative silence around US a concrete security issue against Greenland, and the Kingdom of
Denmark. Even if the discourse reveals a concrete Danish response against the US rhetoric
(Rasmussen 2025b, 2025c¢; Fredriksen 2025b), neither Rasmussen 2025a) nor Poulsen 2025)
mentions the US rhetoric as a problematic aspect. Instead, cooperation with the US is still
argued as desirable and necessary for the Arctic region. This silence shows the intention of

Denmark to de-escalate the situation and attempt to continue its cooperation with the US.

5.3.2 The problem with defence represented to be

When it comes to the problem representation concerning the defence aspects there is also some
aspects that are left unproblematic. The first concerns the increased defence spending,
engagement within alliances and continued contribution to Ukraine as essential actions for
ensuring both Denmark’s security. This framing does not problematize what the reliance on
alliances means for Denmark’s own autonomy, sovereignty and what costs the increased
defence spending come at. There is also silence regarding the own national defence and its
capabilities, and the issue of what would happen if US were to drop out from European security

issues, or even NATO, is not problematized.

The same goes for the argument that NATO will remain the backbone for Denmark’s security

and defence, as it has for a long time, along with the US as the most important ally, also leaves
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recent developments unproblematized. The need for Europe to do more is framed as a
consequence of Russia’s aggressive behaviour, hence portraying increased responsibility for
European states as a natural step. This creates a silence around the internal cohesion within

NATO, and EU, where the changing US approach is to large extent left unproblematic.

Furthermore, the long-term trade-offs of this extensive contribution to Ukraine, and
engagement within EU and NATO are left unproblematic since they are framed as outmost
necessary for Denmark’s and Europe’s security and the way of living. What consequences the
increased defence spending and continued contributions to Ukraine will bring for the Danish
population and society is not discussed. Besides, the removal of EU-defence opt-outs and EU

engagement is framed as an unproblematic change in Denmark’s security and defence.

To this, it is only in the context of the Artic region that the tasks and main purpose of the Danish
defence are highlighted, which is “to enforce the sovereignty of the Kingdom of Denmark and
to defend Danish interests.” (Poulsen, 2023: 43). Further, it is only Poulsen (2025: 49) that
mentions what the main goal of the defence is, without relating it to the Artic context, and that
is to ensure the safety of Danish citizens. This way of putting national capabilities and defence
to the margins of the discourse reveals how Denmark relies on external alliances and perceives
its security and defence to be mainly a question about supporting Ukraine, along with

strengthened unity and engagement within NATO and the EU.

5.4 What effects are produced by this representation?

In chapter 5.4, the potential effects produced by the previously highlighted problem
representations will be discussed. 5.4.1 will consider effects connected to the main security
issue and threat represented to be, while 5.4.2 will concentrate on the problem with the defence

represented to be.

5.4.1 The main security issue and threat represented to be

Within the material, Ukraine receives the subject position of fighting for freedom, and fighting
for whole of Europe, and for the rules-based order (FMA 2023: 12). This creates a discursive

effect that legitimizes continued support to Ukraine - since they are a defender of Denmark and
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Europe’s security and interests. To this, there is also an additional discursive effect which is the

framing of what will happen if the support for Ukraine were to stop,

“If we stop, we will show Putin that he got it right when he believed that the West
would not be able to stay united in opposing Russia. He thought that we would
lose interest in Ukraine’s fight and that the support for Ukraine would dry up.
Should this happen, Ukraine will not get any peace and Moldova or Georgia could
rightly fear becoming the next victims of Russia’s expansionism” (Poulsen 2023:

37)

Here, the need for continued support for Ukraine is framed as the only logical option for action.
If unity is not sustained, Russia will precede victorious and the threat against the European
security order and the rules-based order would be even greater: “A Russian victory would not
only be disastrous for the people of Ukraine, it would also be a devastating blow to the rules-

based international order” (Poulsen, 2023: 49).

The way of describing the rules-based order as something that is at stake is reinforced by stating
how important the order is for small countries like Denmark and how Denmark as a country
has benefited from that world order (FMA 2023: 7, 20). This is also reflected in the sentence,
“If Russia achieves its strategic goals, the world will become a more dangerous place, especially

for smaller countries” (FSPS: 11).

The framing of a rules-based order as essential for Denmark due to its position as a small state,
is also evident in relation to the security issue of US rhetoric against Greenland. “These are
fundamental principles formed after the Second World War, so that small countries don't have
to fear big ones.... This is about the world order that we have built together across the Atlantic
over generations.” (Fredriksen 2025b). Here, the response to US rhetoric shapes a
subjectification of US as an ally to Denmark that now go against what they themselves have
fought for and created together with Denmark. This framing both attempt to deescalate the
situation and delegitimize the American narrative. Besides, it also holds the discursive effect
that makes continued cooperation with US logical, since it speaks to a continuity of doing things

and connects to the transatlantic identity of Denmark.
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5.4.2 The problem with defence represented to be

Through the analysis, we can discern a biographical narrative of Denmark as country that are,
have been, and will continue to be ready to take its responsibility on the international stage. The
narrative also portrays Denmark as a country that continuously bases its actions on fundamental
values, which are inherent in the rules-based order it believes in (Badskov 2022; Rasmussen

2023, 2024, 2025; Poulsen 2023, 2024, 2025; Mod 2023; FMA 2023).

“Denmark will continue to advance on a steadfast course navigated by our
fundamental values — democracy, rule of law, freedom and human rights. Values,
which have always been and will continue to be central in enhancing our national

security and advancing Danish interests and values” (Badskov 2022: 33)

Thus, this narrative subjectifies Denmark as a responsible member of a rules-based order. And
together with the argument for shared responsibility that comes with framing Ukraine’s fight
as a fight for the rest of Europe, it builds the discursive effect that Denmark needs to do its part
in this responsibility. Thus, increased cooperation engagement within EU and NATO becomes
the only logical way of action since it is a responsibility that Denmark has, as an ally, and aligns

with its biographical narrative.

The intention of continuing to be trustworthy ally and responsibility-taking country in a
changing security environment is clearly projected to both the Danish population and the
international community with the with the sentences, “There is no use in hiding under the bed
and hoping that the storm will pass. We must pursue an active, ambitious, and optimistic foreign

policy based on the values that we ourselves are formed by. “(FMA 2023: 5).

Besides, the narrative of being a responsibility-taking country is often exemplified by stating
Denmark’s contributions to Ukraine. It is stated that Denmark will lead the way and act as a
forerunner country in its continued support of Ukraine. And that they are one of the largest
contributors to Ukraine and its fight for freedom (Rasmussen 2024, 2025; Poulsen 2025).
Besides, it is also exemplified how Denmark takes responsibility within NATO by allocating
over 2% of its GDP on defence investment (Poulsen 2024). Denmark could thus be seen to
present itself a self-image with the ambition to be seen as a trustworthy ally that does its part of

the shared responsibility, within an uncertain security environment.
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Moreover, the subject position of Denmark as a responsibility-taking ally is also evident in
relation to the Arctic region and especially the Greenland issue. It is described how Denmark
will take its responsibility to ensure security in the region and maintain the goal of keeping it a
low-tension area. (Poulsen 2024, 2025). The self-image of being a responsibility-taking country
and ally is also used to counter the US rhetoric. “When you ask us to spend more on defence,
we do. And when you ask of us to strengthen security in the Arctic, we are on the same page”
(Fredriksen, 2025b). In addition, Danish politicians argue that it was US that asked Denmark
to follow them out in the world and focus less on territorial defence (Rasmussen, 2025b). Hence,

reinforcing the image of Denmark as a trustworthy ally that simply follows US wishes.

Finally, there is discursive effect in how Denmark also attempts to deescalate by refereeing to
the shared responsibility combined with its signalled intention to do its part, “It has, by the way,
always been a common task to safeguard security in the Arctic.... if you would like to
strengthen the security in the Arctic, just like us, then let us do it together (Fredriksen 2025b).
This statement connects Denmark’s intention to strengthen security in the Arctic with its

transatlantic identity, since it responds to the critique from the US.
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6 Conclusion

This thesis set out to uncover the Danish security discourse and examine how Denmark
navigates its relations with the US, NATO, EU, and Greenland within its security identity.
Based on this aim, and drawing on previous research on the subject, the following research
question was posed: How does Denmark reconcile its identity as a “loyal transatlantic partner”
with emerging FEuropean security solidarities, and in relation to US rhetoric against

Greenland?

The analysis indicates that transatlantic identity and emerging European security solidarities
are not treated as competing engagements within the Danish security discourse. Instead,
emerging European security solidarities are mainly viewed as strengthening the European Pillar
within NATO, thereby contributing to both European and Transatlantic security and stability.
This framing centres on Russian aggression against Ukraine, which is represented as the
primary security issue within the discourse. Presenting the threat to be against both European
and Transatlantic security, the rules-based order and shared fundamental values, the discourse
constructs the threat to be a shared responsibility that demands a unified response amongst

Denmark’s allies and within its alliances.

By arguing for the need for Europe to step up and for the strengthening of the EU as a
geopolitical actor, Denmark can reconcile its increased European commitments with its
transatlantic identity. In addition, by framing Ukraine as belonging to the “European family”
and fighting for “fundamental values”, the discourse reveals an expansion of Denmark’s

European security solidarities, extending beyond membership in the EU and NATO.

Through the representation of “stepping up” and “doing its part” for European and Transatlantic
security. Denmark projects an image of responding to US demands and thereby sustaining its
status as an impeccable and trustworthy ally. Moreover, this is partly enabled by silences about
potential friction between NATO and EU engagements, and by the assumption that
strengthening the EU as a geopolitical actor inherently benefits NATO and, by extension, the
US.

The most significant issue for Denmark’s security identity emerges from the Greenland issue,

where US rhetoric goes against Denmark’s self-image as a loyal transatlantic ally. Within the
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discourse, it is revealed how Denmark seeks to de-escalate the situation through somewhat
identity-based narratives that frame Denmark and the US as wanting the same thing, namely,
to increase Greenland's security. Further, Denmark’s identity as a trustworthy ally is invoked
to remind the US of fundamental values that they together with Denmark have fought for and
shaped the world around. This allows for a welcoming of further cooperation between the
countries, relating the security of Greenland to a shared responsibility, which reinforces the
self-image of being a loyal ally. Through the analysis, it was highlighted how US pressure
against, and potential disengagement from, European security was left unproblematic within

the discourse.

In conclusion, Denmark could be seen navigating its security identity between a loyal
Transatlantic ally and emerging European security solidarities by positioning itself as a
responsibility-taking and trustworthy ally. Whether it is through contributing to Ukraine’s fight
for freedom, strengthening the European Pillar, or managing US rhetoric towards Greenland.
Denmark presents its actions as a commitment to the rules-based order and fundamental values,

which are seen as lying at the core of its security identity.
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7 Discussion

After the conclusions have been presented, this chapter will discuss and explain the findings by
applying the Ontological Security Theory presented in Chapter 3. Further, previous research
will also be incorporated into the discussion and compared with the findings of this thesis.

Finally, Section 7.2 presents concluding remarks on this study.

7.1Theoretical discussion

As stated in the introduction, this thesis takes the argument that the Danish pursuit of
ontological security through vicarious identification with the US is closing as its point of
departure. Moreover, as declared in the theory chapter, Denmark is to be viewed as the self, the
entity that strives for ontological security. Ontological security was conceptualised as security
of this self, the subjective sense of who the self is, and this self’s ability to cope with uncertainty
and change. The self then uses identities, being different narratives and role expectations, as

elements of achieving this.

Within Denmark’s security identity, the main security issue is presented to be the threat against
the rules-based order, the European and transatlantic security, and to fundamental values.
Through Ejdus' question on existence and being, the security issue is to be seen as threatening
Denmark’s sense of ‘home’ within international society. However, Denmark still signals trust
in the continuity of its external environment by expressing the intention to defend, and a
continued belief in the issues at stake. This trust is reflected in how Denmark’s consistently

represents its actions as a commitment to the rules-based order and fundamental values.

Additionally, it is reflected in the categorization of ‘friends’ that underlies the main security
issue. This categorization is constructed around shared fundamental values and is contrasted
against the antagonistic others that threaten those values and the rules-based order. In other
words, it threatens Denmark and its friends’ way of living, its existence, and being. Hence,
Denmark’s response of calling for increased security and defence cooperation and engagement
within alliances and with allies — thus contributing to a defence of a preferable world order-
could be seen as a way of sustaining ontological security. Connecting to this, NATO, the EU,
and the US are, as concluded, important aspects within Denmark’s security identity. They are
therefore to be seen as constituting parts of Denmark’s sense of ‘home’ within the international

society and are important to Denmark's efforts to sustain ontological security through security
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and defence engagement. This security and defence engagement, as a means of sustaining
ontological security, also reflects activism, as Denmark needs to be an active player on the
international stage. Concretely, this perception is exemplified by the statement, “we cannot hide

under the bed”, presented in the analysis.

Regarding the question of finitude and human life, this also connects to the construction of a
binary between Denmark’s ‘friends’ and the ‘antagonistic others’. These antagonistic others
that threaten the rules-based order and fundamental values are framed as autocratic and populist
states, most notably Russia, in the problem representation. The consequence of a potential
strategic success for Russia in Ukraine is, as shown in the analysis, discursively framed as world
that would be dangerous for small states such as Denmark. This construction of a concrete threat
becomes a way of mitigating the potential anxiety connected to the unknown of what would

happen to the self if the rules-based order and its fundamental values fell apart and disappeared.

The construction of Russia as the antagonistic other, and Denmark's interpretation of Russia’s
aggression as posing a threat to Denmark’s sense of ‘home’, also connects to the third of Ejdus'
questions, the experience of others. The constancy of relationships with significant others is
seen as an important source of ontological security. Thus, the construction of Russia as the
antagonistic other allows for the portrayal of Ukraine as a part of the European family that
Denmark identifies itself as a part of. Hence, Ukraine is framed as the defender of freedom that
fights for the rules-based order, European and Transatlantic security, and thus Denmark’s sense

of ‘home’.

Moreover, this framing of Ukraine’s fight allows Denmark to strengthen its relationship with
the US, NATO, and the EU through the shared interest in contributing to the Ukrainian fight
against the antagonistic other, Russia. Considering Ejdus' question four, with the increased
defence spending and contributions to Ukraine, Denmark can uphold a continuation of its self-
identity as a responsible member of the international community, and a trustworthy ally that
does its part in a shared responsibility. This is in line with the argument posed by (Browning
et.al 2021) in how Denmark pursues ontological security on defence and security matters, by

projecting itself around like-minded countries and being a guardian of the international order.

Contrasted against the argument that Denmark today is in the process of replacing its various

identifications with the US with a vicarious identification with European countries (Browning
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et.al 2021). We can see a sort of vicarious identification with Ukraine in the framing of them
as defender of freedom and fundamental values. On the other hand, the discourse could be said
to reveal a vicarious identification with the European family, to which Ukraine belongs, in their

shared fight against the antagonistic other.

The continuation of a self-identity is also evident in the way that Denmark connects current
activities with its past in how it “continues to do its part”, hence producing a continuity of its
self-identity as a responsibility-taking member of the international community. Whether it is in
responding to US rhetoric, supporting Ukraine, or strengthening European defence and security.
And thus, sustaining ontological security by maintaining the subjective sense of who Denmark
is, despite uncertainty and changes in its approach to defence and security policy. This argument
aligns with how Jakobsen & Ringsmose (2015) describe Denmark's case for war in

Afghanistan, utilizing its existing self-image as a responsible country.

This continuity of the biographical narrative - being a responsible and trustworthy ally, as
concluded, is used to handle anxieties connected to the Greenland issue. In the response to US
rhetoric against Greenland, Denmark’s response partly reflects an outburst of anxiety in the
way Denmark sees its self-image as a loyal ally to be questioned. Denmark further responds to
this with attempts to de-escalate by discursively subjecting itself to this biographical narrative
to keep a stable relationship with the US. Moreover, the silence around US pressure towards
Europe to strengthen defence and security also becomes a way of maintaining a stable

relationship with US and Denmark’s transatlantic identity.

As stated in the conclusions, Denmark reconciles its transatlantic identity with emerging
European solidarities through the framing of a combination of both silences and assumptions
within the main problem representation. The relation with the EU and the US is assumed to be
based on the same fundamental values, and the US pressure on Europe is left unproblematic.
Besides, engagement within NATO and the EU is assumed to simply complement each other
and work frictionlessly. Denmark’s engagement in NATO is also primarily discussed in terms
of strengthening the European pillar, which is regarded as a natural and logical step given the
absence of U.S. pressure. Through ontological security theory, this reconciliation of
transatlantic identity and emerging European security solidarities could be explained as a way
for Denmark to adjust its security identity from “super-Atlanticist” (Mouritzen 2007) to a more

European-oriented identity. The distinction presented by Larsen (2009) between the EU's
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importance for Denmark in soft security matters and NATOs in hard security cannot be

interpreted as applicable to Denmark’s current security identity.

Russian aggression, combined with the US pressure on European states, could be interpreted as
creating a possibility for Denmark to adjust its security identity toward something perceived as
more desirable and ontologically secure. The changed security environment following the
invasion of Ukraine created an opportunity for Denmark to adjust its security identity toward a
more European-oriented one, as reflected in the decision to remove its EU defence opt-outs.
However, the response of increasing military spending and advocating for a stronger European
pillar within NATO could be viewed as a way of securing the transatlantic identity and
upholding the self-image as an impeccable ally. Hence, aligning with the argument by (Larsen
2022) that Denmark tries to be an impeccable ally within a new setting — taking its responsibility

of strengthening European security that at the same time strengthens NATO.

Thus, the changed security environment brought by Russian aggression and the changed US
approach could be seen to have offered Denmark a moment of freedom and choice. Denmark
could adjust its security identity and perhaps avoid the potential source of ontological security
from its vicarious identification with the US, as stated by Browning et.al (2021). However, the
Greenland issue is still a potential source of anxiety that could create insecurity for the sense of
self due to Denmark’s vicarious identification with the US. Hence, the “shielding” of
Denmark’s mainland could allow Denmark’s sense of self to remain somewhat untarnished by

bbl

the territorial dispute of Greenland, while “the Kingdom of Denmark™ is what is being

threatened. This, however, requires further research before drawing any extensive conclusions.

7.2 Concluding Remarks

It is important to mention that during the writing process of this thesis, there have been
significant developments in Denmark's rhetoric towards the United States. As late as the 10th
of December 2025, the US was mentioned for the first time in negative terms and as a threat
within the Danish security discourse. It was when the Danish Defence Intelligence Services
released the yearly threat assessment that they described the US as a source of insecurity to
Danish interests. Besides, the US rhetoric towards Greenland has, at the beginning of 2026,

intensified remarkably, and with it the Danish responses as well. Hence, there is a need for
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further investigation into the subject of Denmark’s transatlantic identity, along with the US role

within the Danish security discourse.
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