Denmark’s new Brand: after the Cartoon Crisis

Starting after the cold war, countries have noweltgyed comprehensive strategies in an attemptripete
with other countries in the pursuit of touristg;dign direct investment, highly educated workerd export
markets.

This paper will examine how Denmark’s political bhdahas changed from the end of the cold war to the

cartoon crisis in 2006.

In early 2006, the Cartoon Crisis had escalatedgoint where it was considered to be Denmark’sstvor
foreign policy crisis since the Second World Way.tBe time it ended, the prime minister of Denmark
presented the plans for making a branding progrfabeamark. “We shall utilize the situation the besty
possible. At least now, people know that thereiaething called DenmarK.The prime minister of
Denmark hoped that even though there were probldthghe Danish reputation in some countries, timet

was right to launch a campaign benefitting Dennzemtt Danish companies.

This article consists of two parts. The first dadks into the theory of Nation Branding, espegwidie
relationship between identity and image. The seqantlis a historical analysis of Denmark’s forepicy
immigration policies since the end of the Cold Whis a study of how Denmark’s brand image has
changed.

Part one: Why nation branding, what is it and how b do it?

Why branding the nation?

All countries face competition from other countriaad nation branding is generally presented anaiea
do so successfully. Globalization makes it easieravel and to change residence (whether as aidodl
or as a company); it therefore intensifies the cefitipn between nations all over the world. Natiwanding
is a way to try to get foreign direct investmenyrists and skilled labor to the country and tghedtional
industries export their goods. This discourse agtalialization has been effective in convincingitimbns
of all nations to develop nation branding programd use substantial amounts of money to try to

communicate a more positive picture of the nation.

What is nation branding?

Nation branding as a concept is fairly new. It fiest used by Simon Anholt in 1998 and despitesktert

! Henriksen, Thomas Bernt and Krab-johansen, Anders. "Fogh vil rette op pa Danmarks ry. Bgrsen march 31 2006, p.
20. In Danish: "Vi skal udnytte situationen bedst muligt. Nu ved folk i hvert fald at der er noget, der hedder Danmark.”



history the number of countries that have activeltyated comprehensive nation branding progranss ha
exploded within the last couple of years.

Branding a nation is not like branding a produca®ervice. A nation's brand cannot be createtiamged
by producing a clever advertising campaign, althotings approach has in fact been tried. Campdiges
Cool Britannia have not been successful, howevad(@asen 2007, p. 94). Nations often have a lodg an
rich history, which has already shaped a certdllecive consciousness in people. At the same time,
through their economic power, political systemigielus affiliation, military strength, cultural delopment,
or simply location, nations are already locatedririnternational hierarchy which is also refleatretheir

current brand.

According to Simon Anholt, to change a nation’sriataequires that the country changes its behatlias
the past and current behavior of the nation, regioeity - or its lack of behavior - that creattsreputation:
almost every place on Earth gets the image it deseand imagining that one can change the imagesof
place without changing the way one behave is simplye" (Anholt 2007, p. 35). A nation may have
changed though the world has not discovered is-ishcalled an information gap. In this case iyrha

appropriate to make the world aware that the natamsmchanged (Anholt 2007, p. 65).

Image or identity - to live the brand

In branding theory, this is understood as a gawdwen brand image and brand identity. Brand identity
"refers to what something truly is, its essencesnghs the image refers to how something is perdéive
(Dinnie 2008, p. 42).

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 mael&JtB. put forward the question, “Why do they haie”
One frequently used response was that the U.Sadiathanaged to communicate well enough. “They don’t
understand us,” it was said. “We have been miswtoed.” Branding guru Wally Olins therefore belidve
that the problem was that the U.S. had not madgiaus and prolonged, consistent campaign to vieémdis
and influence people (Olins 2003, p. 151). The Wekded to create a national branding campaign, he
argued. "If the U.S. had tried harder, earlier fordonger to explain itself, would it have beenrsaligned
and attacked?" (Ollins 2003, p. 152) For the audidhe bookNo Logo, Naomi Klein, a branding campaign
would hardly have changed it. After the Septemildertlie U.S. government launched a branding campaign
to improve the US image. In an article on 11 Ma&6B2, Naomi Klein explained why the effort had ad f
because the dissatisfaction with the US not wastahe United States’ proclaimed values, but alitsut
unilateralism in international law, the increasdfledence between rich and poor, hard attacks on

immigrants and human rights abuses seen par exain@eantanamo Bay. "The anger comes not only from



the facts of each case but also from a clear pgocepf false advertising. In other words, Amerscaroblem
is not with its brand which could scarcely be sgrembut with its product” (Klein 2002). For Olintsetlack
of communication was the problem, but for Klein greblem was not lack of communication. It was that

the United States was perceived as preciselyveast

This criticism which has also been raised by otfgee Fan 2005), has made the inventor of themhbtiand
concept, Simon Anholt, develop the concept (herblabeled it “competitive identity”). He now poirtsit
that communication alone will not suffice, but thatountry must change actions to change its bgankolt
2007). This responds to some of the criticism, iognto: 1) that one cannot communicate an imdge o
country or place, which is not in accordance witle’s identity, and 2) the idea of communicating a
consistent image of a country is problematic begausountry doesn’t have a consistent identity.

So the image of a country that is promoted must ladsconsistent with what is actually happeningehet
has to live its brand. This means that the valunelsnraessages, the state communicates out alsolassva

you can retrieve (and recreate) in the countrgatitly:

The basic theory behind Competitive Identity is thhen governments have a good clear,
believable and positive idea of what their coum&aily is, what it stands for and where it's
going, and manage two coordinate actions, Invedsnpolicies and communications (...) so
that they reinforce this idea, then they stand@dgthance of building and Maintaining a
competitive national identity both internally andernally. (Anholt 2007, p. 28)

It is not enough for a country to declare itselfegn”. 1t should also be clear from the state’sgpes in the
area, that it is environmentally friendly, hencéiorabranding must also have a clear political alshtity
creating-dimension. Otherwise you risk a situatiowhich the state tries to draw a certain pictfréhe
nation which is contrary to the picture other kégyprs are drawing, such as major representativégeo
internationalized business and key non-governmemggnizations. In the event that Denmark's pdlicgs

not conform to the brand, the government canndtgiignge the image, it has to align its policy.

Nation Branding, propaganda and Public Diplomacy

There are a number of approaches to managing@tsateputation or image. Most approaches look
primarily at the state's role and tries as a stgnpioint to ensure the state’s legitimacy in therimational
hierarchy. According to Joseph Nye's thesis thatumtry possesses soft power, there are politazdans

% One can rightly attack branding theory of having an essentialist approach to the material it works with. In this article
I will not go into this discussion, but simply state that | agree with the part of the theory that states that actions arising
from, for example a country's government, could affect the way the world perceives the country, without buying the
underlying premise that a nation has an essential core.



for countries to defend their reputations. In heslSoft Power he defines his title concept as a way a
country can "obtain the outcomes it wants in wqddltics because other countries - admiring itsigal
emulating its example, aspiring to its level of gperity and openness - want to follow it" (Nye 20045).
Before a country’s values can be admired and texample to be followed, it requires that the valaed
good examples will be communicated to the reshefworld. Propaganda campaigns where content dies n
conform to reality, is not enough. "Political vadué&e democracy and human rights can be powediulces
of attraction, but it is not enough just to progighem™ (Nye 2004, p. 55). As with nation branditimg
country needs to honor its own values - it mus tive brand. So there is a clear bond betweeni#senir
soft power. One might, for example, use publicaliphcy to secure the state’s interests, and herthdoey
of nation branding, though it is much more focusedhe economic benefits of having a good nati@mdy
might come in useful. But significantly for bothpapaches is that it is essential to safeguard étiemis
reputation, and it must be done by communicatingsages across the country, which is consistent with
what is happening in the country. Where tools aagpublic diplomacy are primarily outward looking,
nation branding also has an internal dimensioalstt means that people should and must be invatved
work to brand the country. "If traditional diplomais government-to-government (G2G) and public
diplomacy is government-to-people (G2P), then éffemation-branding also includes an element of
[people-to-people] P2P" (Anholt 2007, p . 105).

Not only do people help to live the brand, but peghould also help to promote the country arotned t
world. At its best, nation branding involves theienpopulation, as also reflected in the Marketianel
latest recommendations for the marketing of Denmafkhe 10 recommendations number 4 reads as

follows:

"Marketing efforts must be widely rooted. All 5.5llwn Danes should be ambassadors to Denmark"

(Markedsfgringspanelet Branding Denmark 2010 p.7).

Despite the desire to have 5.5 million Danish arsédsrs of Denmark, it nevertheless clear that not
everything is getting the same attention outsigecthuntry. Not least if there is considerable disament
about which Denmark to market. In this perspective,debate about immigration policy and Danisivestt
foreign policy is central - there has been far frmansensus on these. As shown in part two of thide

foreigners also has a mixed picture of Denmarkasé areas.

Part 2 - Denmark's new brand (identity and image)

The political dimension of Denmark's brand



Denmark's brand has changed over time. Changés ipdlitical or economic system affect the brand
identity, and according to theory, it will theredoalso affect the brand image. Similarly, changd3anish
society and values can also put its mark on Denmariage. | will in this article only look at twoeas were
Danish politics has changed, areas which the opposias indicated has had affect on Denmark’s
reputation. | will ook, first, at the Danish adst/foreign policy, particularly the alliance withe United

States, and, second, Denmark's immigration policy.

| want to assess whether these policies have &chegn changed in recent years. And then | wjltdr
examine whether those changes have been notict lmutside world. An important point, however,
concerns whether the changes in the Danish bramditg only really became visible to the outsiderido
with the cartoon crisis. | will argue that thigle case. Until then, there has been an informagiam i.e., a
difference between Danish brand identity and biierage.

Denmark's brand during the cold war

During the cold war, Denmark joined the NATO alBanbut not without reservations (Villaume 1995).
Throughout the 1980s, for example, there existeali@nnative security political majority outsidesth
government, which in some areas opposed NATO'sibas. Therefore the Danish government was forced
by the majority in the opposition, to declare in NA that Denmark had some different positions thastm
NATO members. The result was that Denmark influesmt®ATO policy was seen primarily in a series of
footnotes to NATO documents, which indicated thaiBla minority view. When the cold war ended, the so

called “footnote policy” also stopped. The Uniteat8s became the world's sole superpower.

In terms of trade, Denmark and Danish companiesfiied from this non-confrontational course durihg
Cold War. Denmark had no trouble dealing with dssiocratic states. For example, the Iranian Sheitedli
Denmark in 1959. Here he told why it was a smalintoy like Denmark, who benefited from the factttha
Iran had "a need for technical assistance and adram outside." As he explained in his officiabsgh:
"Denmark would be well suited to participate irsttask, partly because we know that Danes makés goa
oriented work without political ulterior motives @partly because we already know the Danish teahnic
skill" (Larsen and Larsen, p. 150). An importargrgiquisite for choosing Denmark was the Danishidare
policy position. While Denmark became a member AT at the beginning of the Cold War, and was thus
allied with the U.S., the Danish trade policy was particularly influenced by moral consideratioBsen
with NATO’s enemies in the Soviet Union, Denmarkl lgod business relations within certain areas,
especially the Danish construction industry, whield a good working relationship with the Sovietd an
several Eastern European countries (Larsen aneéhaps 88). Although Denmark was clearly locatethin
NATO alliance, Denmark'’s overall brand was morenged. Denmark was not so aggressive in its



appearance as the United States, and in the atesdefpolicy, Denmark was ready to conclude aesei
agreements with Soviet Union and other states whtheir part benefited from the fact that Denmark
wasn't especially politically condemnatory. Thusibeark's foreign-policy-identity and trade-policyerttity
and Denmark’s brand image in those areas werestensi Denmark was part of a military alliance of
countries, who to a greater or lesser extent sttheeBanish political value perception. Denmarlelahad
disputes with other countries, and the state dftdped companies trying to do business with coesitifiat
did not share the same values as Denmark. The ézahihe construction industry illustrates wellhthe
Danish government actively made bilateral agreeswiih the Soviets (Larsen and Larsen, p. 88) for

Danish businesses.

There are exceptions to this general policy ohigymot to alienate anyone, however. In 1973, Dekmar
experienced a partial oil boycott by Arab countaéier then Prime Minister Anker Jgrgensen hadatedl
that he far down the road could defend the Isegdiression during the October War (the war betvizgmpt
and Syria on the one hand and Israel on the othechuse Israel’s neighbors really wanted to mereel

into the Mediterranean Sea. The very one-sidedgeeli position that Denmark had at that timed an
which hitherto had not been particularly highlyfieal - was, however, gradually more balanced,lpart
because of the European Political Cooperation (HRD)mark started to participate in (Pedersen 2082 p
and 97). This drastic response to a Danish forpadity positions was unique at that time. All it al
Denmark'’s foreign policy profile until the end b&tCold War was much more subdued and less adiarsar

than today, where Denmark is pursuing an actiaisgifn policy.

The activist foreign policy and alliance with the US.

These changes have been under way for a long biméhe cartoon crisis showed how changes in
Denmark’s brand identity had penetrated Danistcypolburing the cartoon crisis the Liberal Partydifpral
spokesman, Jens Rohde, criticized the Danish-Stveldisy company Arla in harsh terms for an advirgis
campaign they undertook in the Middle East. Arld tréed to redress the damage caused by the bagcott
Danish products in the Middle East. In the peathefboycott Arla lost EUR 4 million in daily revees
(Mordhorst 2008, p. 360). In the advertising cargparla tried to distance themselves from the aarso
“With a 40-year history of the Middle East as ativecand integral part of society, we understarad ftou
feel violated. Our presence in the region has gisan understanding of your culture, values anat yo
religion Islam.® After this, Jens Rohde declared that “if Arladsdissatisfied with Denmark, let it move to
Teheran” (Mordhorst 2008, p. 361.). Moreover héestéhat Arla “genuflects too deeply for some reggm

®The complete Danish translation of the ad is to be found in Poulsen, Alan. Islamdebat — om terrorisme, blasfemi og
ytringsfrihed. Systime 2008, p. 71. The Danish version reads: ” Med en 40 ar lang historie i Mellemg@sten som en aktiv
og integreret del af samfundet, forstar vi, at | fgler jer kraenket. Vores tilstedeveaerelse i regionen har givet os en viden
om jeres kultur, veerdier og om jeres religion islam.”



who do not themselves respect other cultutdsig more than unusual that a Liberal-Conseneativ
government so harshly attacks a large Danish comperich is doing business much the same way it
always has. It clearly shows that there has bedraage in Denmark — a change in the Danish brand-
identity. Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmusserr lexplained that he wasn’'t worried about how
Denmark'’s reputation in authoritarian societiesewdf there should be an authoritarian society satmere,
where our reputation is bad, | would say: Yes,that's life, when you stand up for values of fresdand
human rights then you cannot be friends with eveeyand it is difficult to be friends with those wtlo not
have the same understanding of freedom and lisetti#he problem with such an attitude is of coursemwhe
Danish companies lose revenue when Denmark's lisgretceived badly by countries that do not share
Danish values, or when Denmark is seen, like tt&,l&s hypocritical because the war on terror laés@

led to violations of human rights.

But before we take a closer look at Denmark's braradye, it is important to notice that Denmark'arat
identity has changed. From being a reluctant ppeitt in the NATO alliance during the Cold War, agd
Denmark is a major activist foreign policy. Alreaidythe 1980s under the conservative-liberal gavemt,
when Uffe Ellemann-Jensen was foreign ministefeltehat the footnote policy led to a Danish piggest
among NATO countries, not least the United Stasen the opportunity arose, with the Iraqi invasién
Kuwait in 1990, Uffe Elleman-Jensen therefore sitbee moment to show Denmark’s strong support for
American led action against Iraq. In a radio in&mwon 26 August 199Qffe Elleman-Jensen said that
Denmark should participate in the military actigaiast Iraqg, with a naval vessel. In his memoirkeUf
Ellemann-Jensen describes why he chose to makarthmincement before he had talked with the rest of
the government: "After the way Denmark had behamgutevious years under ‘the time of the footnates’
we needed to mark us as willing to take an actare ip the efforts to defend common interests"dgkhn-
Jensen 2007, p. 2f4Penmark’s reputation was at stake. The Socialddeats spokesman for defense,
later minister of defense Hans Haekkerup, also thttke Danish efforts against Irag. In his memaiosnf
2002, he also used the relations with the U.Snagument for supporting the war against Iraqwas
probably not so bad if we supported the UnitedeStat this question" (Heekkerup 2002, p. 94).

* politiken 22. marts 2006. The Danish version reads: ”de bgjer sig for dybt over for nogle regimer, der ikke selv
respekterer andre kulturer, ytringsfrihed og menneskerettigheder.”

®> Remark made in the Danish parliament June 1th 2006 (F 39 — 401 - Om den indenrigs- og udenrigspolitiske
situation.). In Danish: “skulle der vaere et autoritaert samfund her eller der, hvor vores renommé ikke er sa godt, vil jeg
gerne sige: jo, men det er livets vilkar, at nar man star for frihedsveerdier og menneskerettigheder, kan man ikke veere
ven med alle, og det er sveert at vaere ven med dem, der ikke har det samme syn pa frihed og frihedsrettigheder.”

® The danish version reads: ”Efter den made Danmark havde opfert sig pa i de foregdende ar under "fodnotetiden”,
havde vi brug for at markere os som villige til at tage aktivt del i indsatsen for at forsvare felles interesser.”

" The Danish version reads: ”det var nok ikke s& skidt, hvis vi stgttede USA i det her spgrgsmal.”



The first Gulf War thus launched the Danish actiféseign policy, which would continue in the yeéos
come. Since the Tamil-case in January 1993 haedatte liberal-conservative government headed by Po
Schllter to resign, the Social Democrats took evel developed Denmark’s activist foreign policyfoBs
to strengthen the alliance with the United Statesevalso multiplied. For Denmark's new minister of
defence, Hans Heekkerup, it was important that Dekstzould strengthen its relations with the United
States. As he explained in his autobiography: "ilydke U.S. won the cold war, and although | dé no
always agree with the ‘benign’ superpower, we ladlyichare the same values. It does not mean tteat o
should be naive - the U.S. safeguards Americaméastg, just as Denmark safeguards the Danish.nBut i
Denmark it is important to have good relations Witle sole super power", and | have no doubt thet t
policy | have stood for, has helped to ensure tiiskkerup 2002, p. 3%)The activist foreign policy, then,
was also a tool to strengthen Denmark’s ties wighWnited States.

For a small country like Denmark, there are manydgeeasons to develop a close alliance with thegdni
States. The State Department's 2006-report abesépt to relationship with U.S. as a way to manage
globalization.

“For Denmark, the relationship to the United Statédsremain central in the coming years.
U.S. will in most areas be a crucial actor in lielato handle the challenges of globalization.
With an active effort Denmark has opportunitiestaintain the current good access to U.S.
policymakers. U.S. will continue to pose a sigrfiteconomic trading partner and not least
an inspiration and focal point in research and wation. Globalization means that Denmark's
ability to establish networks in all relevant sgg in the U.S. will be of increasing
importance to the safeguarding of Danish interg¢sldenrigsministeriet 2006, p. §)”

® The Danish version reads: "Heldigvis var det USA, der vandt den kolde krig, og selvom jeg ikke altid er enig med den
"godartede” supermagt, deler vi grundlaeggende de samme veaerdier. Det betyder selvfglgelig ikke, at man skal veere
naiv — USA varetager amerikanske interesser, ligesom Danmark varetager danske. Men for Danmark er det vigtigt at
have et godt forhold til “the sole superpower”, og jeg er ikke i tvivl om, at den politik, jeg har staet for, har medvirket
til at sikre dette.”

® The Danish version reads: “For Danmark vil forholdet til USA fortsat st& centralt i &rene fremover. USA vil pa de fleste

omrader veere en afggrende aktgr i forhold til at handtere globaliseringens udfordringer. Med en aktiv indsats har
Danmark muligheder for at fastholde den aktuelt gode adgang til amerikanske beslutningstagere. USA vil fortsat
udggre en betydelig gkonomisk samhandelspartner og ikke mindst inspirator og omdrejningspunkt indenfor forskning
og innovation. Globaliseringen indebarer, at Danmarks evne til at etablere netvaerk i alle relevante miljger i USA vil
veere af stigende betydning for varetagelsen af danske interesser.”



The report identifies key reasons for Denmark'selcooperation with the U.S. where the economyspday
significant role. The economic benefit has beerstaiial in the past 15 years. Denmark was thusréav
with a special status as partner on defense in208%. It meant that Danish companies had easiessado
U.S. defense industry. Even before then there wasaease in the Danish defense-related turndvet®
56 million in 2000 to EUR 148 million in 2004. Artde number of Danish defense companies that had
signed contracts with the U.S. defense, went friemih 1995 to 28 in 2004. Head of the Ministry of
Defense, Christian Arildsen, explained the spgmatnership to the press in this terms: "We told th
Americans that we should have a little meat ortabée, that we were one of America's closest ailfies
Afghanistan and Iraq - and then they said 'yespafse you shall have a DOP agreement’ [Declaration
Principles, which gives Denmark a special statysaaer on defense]" (Information 2005a,
Information2005b7.

It is not just the defense industry that has béaefirom the increased cooperation with the UnBtates.
Support for the war against Afghanistan also gaeess to the oil-rich Caspian Sea. In 2002, thadban
company Maersk was given the rights to extracindihe Turkmen part of the Caspian Sea (U.S. State
Department in 2006 and 2008). The close alliantk thie United States turned into a trading praifit f
Denmark in the late 1990’s. In 1997, Denmark thad & trade deficit against the U.S. at EUR 270ionilt
two years later the deficit was turned into a susf EUR 200 million and in 2006 the trade suriad
grown to more than EUR 2 billion. The cooperatidthwhe U.S. has been economic beneficial for
Denmark, but there has of course been other mdiwvd3enmark's deeper alliance with the U.S. Greate
opportunities to hold international positions in N& and the United Nations has been one possiblerenot
(Mouritzen 2001, p. 131). Both Ellemann-Jensentdsekkerup have been mentioned as possible NATO
Secretaries General, but only in 2009 former Piiidster Anders Fogh Rasmussen succeeded in
becoming Secretary General of NATO. All in all Dstmbrand's image had changed in the U.S. From laeing
relatively secondary political ally, Denmark haadpally become an important strategic ally. This is
reflected in the economy, in the form of a preféisditireatment in connection to the defense ingusthas
also led positive imagine of Denmark as an investropportunity in the U.S. (See, for example, (Efate

Department's annual Investment Climate Statemermdéamark.)

Denmark’s increasingly important role as alliedJtnited States is also reflected in the increasdidanyi
cooperation. Denmark had since Ellemann-Jensefidf tssued a declaration to support Lithuania'geles
for autonomy worked consistently to increase theifhainfluence in the Baltic States - it has aksbto

military cooperation between Denmark and the Baltiantries. This cooperation has included evergthin

1% The Danish version reads: " Vi sagde til amerikanerne, at vi skulle have lidt kgd pa3, at vi var en af USA’s naermeste

"m

allierede i Afghanistan og Irak — og sa sagde de: 'jamen, selvfglgelig skal | have en DoP-aftale



from training the Baltic armies, to supplying equignt, to participating in joint UN and NATO missgim
the former Yugoslavia (Haekkerup 2002, p. 64-70).

It was not only the Baltic States, where Daniskrie$t was increased. Also the Central Asian stedasthe
Caspian Sea had priority. Thus Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzand Uzbekistan created a joint battalion after t
Baltic model and with Danish help. Denmark's grayiimfluence in the former Soviet could not happen
without the acceptance of United States. Up thrahgHhL990s the political and security cooperatidth the
United States had grown considerably. It was theigbaDefense Minister Hans Haekkerup, who on
September 151997 received a team of 500 U.S. paratroopershaddaken the entire trip from North
Carolina in the United States to southern Kazakhdtavas part of a NATO exercise, but as an Anaeric
general who came with the paratroopers explairiBHere is no nation on earth that we cannot reach"
(Dragsdahl 2005, p. 194-195).

The alliance between United States and Denmarkcem&nted with president Bill Clinton's visit to
Denmark on 11 June 1997. As Bill Clinton writeshos visit In his autobiography: "On a bright surdgy

in Copenhagen, the crowds size and enthusiasmssqate confirmation of our alliance and an apptiecia
of the fact that | was the first sitting presidewer to visit Denmark" (Clinton 2005, p. 811-812).
Denmark's brand identity was changed throughoul 889s and this was also reflected in Denmarksdora
image in the American state apparatus. Alreadyndutie government of the social democrat Poul Nyrup
Rasmussen in the 1990s, Denmark's foreign poliagdidentity changed. Since then the alliance betwe
United States and Denmark has been elaboratecfukdthen the United States under Bill Clinton wiase
to going to war with Iraq in 1998, and when Uni&tdtes next year bombed Yugoslavia, Denmark
supported the U.S. line. Denmark even followedUt®. decisions so closely that when the U.S. rolgd
using ground troops against Yugoslavia in the etlattthe bombing of Yugoslavia did not give theshled
result, Denmark did the same. And when the UnitdeS reconsidered Denmark did too. Initially Udite
States didn’t accept refugees because they thoefylgees had to stay in the nearby area and imvénysput
pressure on the Yugoslav leader Milosevic. This fmllowed Denmark until the U.S. began to signal
willingness to receive refugees - then Denmark signaled willingness to receive refugees from
Yugoslavia. This very dense close following of thé. has raised speculation about Denmark being a
poppet of United States. (Mauritzen 2001, p. 131)

Collaboration with the U.S. continued even afterittauguration of George W. Bush. After the testori

attacks of September 11, the Danish Prime MiniBter Nyrup Rasmussen made it clear that Denmark

" The Danish version reads: ”P3 en stralende solskinsdag i Kpbenhavn var maengdens stgrrelse og begejstring udtryk
for en bekraeftelse af vores alliance og en veerdsaettelse af, at jeg var den fgrste siddende praesident, der nogensinde
aflagde besgg i Danmark.”



stood by United StatédDenmark’s change of government in November 206f'tliead to any changes in
Denmark's policy towards United States. Cooperatiith the U.S. expanded, and especially up to the |
war, Denmark was an active and important ally eflthmited States, trying to put pressure on EU and
NATO, getting them to accept and support the wairegg Iraq. This was mainly reflected in the letter
Anders Fogh Rasmussen (and other European leasiigns)d on 30 January 2003 - the letter was intetmled
press France and Germany to abandon oppositidre tplanned invasion of Irag. Besides support fer th
wars in Afghanistan and Iraqg, also Denmark's sugporAmericans attempts to build a missile defense
influenced the alliance. The missile defense reguiy.S. presence on Danish territory (Greenlanticlw
also affects Denmark’s relationship with the Unigdtes (Talbott 2003, p. 390).

Ultimately, Denmark's close alliance with the Uditgtates was crowned with the appointment of Anders
Fogh Rasmussen as new Secretary General of NAPOG8. This appointment no depended crucially on
US support.

Denmark'’s foreign policy has changed and so hasnBekis brand identity. Although Denmark has forgall
been allied with the U.S since the membership of®ANn 1949, Danish politicians throughout the Cold
War moved towards detente. Only after the collagfghe Soviet Union did close cooperation with the
United States begin to be cultivated in earnestnisek's new brand identity has also been refleicted
changed brand image. But the new brand image lirasly been spread to Denmark'’s allies and notrgno
the leaders and populations in the rest of thedv@enmark's support for the US-led war againgt ina
2003, however, attracted attention and has also tefkected in the Danish business leaders' assegsrh
Denmark's ability to attract foreign investmento8ly after the Iraq war in 2003, the weekly newisle
Monday Morning carried out an investigation into what Danish bass leaders with international contacts
felt had a negative impact on Denmark's abilitattoact foreign investment. Denmark's participaiiothe
war against Iraq was cited as number two amongéigative factors. High taxes were number one. But i
was only with the Cartoon crisis, the alliance vilie U.S. and the activist foreign policy was puthe
context of Denmark's treatment of Muslims, anddha&nges in Denmark’s brand image were widely spread

see more in the section on the Cartoon Crisis amthiark's new brand below.

Denmark's immigration policy

In 1983 Denmark got a new immigration law. Accoglin Ellemann-Jensen, the act proposed "easy access
for asylum seekers" (Elleman-Jensen 2007, p. f&@fore that, the law on “foreigners” of 1973 hazbb

in force, which had covered the law about immigsairt 1977, following criticism of this law, a conittee

was set up to make a proposal for a new legislatimuvever it wasn’t until 1982 that the work of the

committee was completed. The committee was divideda minority and a majority. The majority wanted
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to protect the state interests and limit the nundfeefugees while the minority where more concdrakout
individual rights and legal security in refugee teet. The minority-government, consisting of
Conservatives, Liberals, Center Democrats and @dmi®emocrats wanted to make the recommendations
of the majority into law. However due to the oppiosi, consisting of the Radicals, Social Democeaid

the Socialist People’s Party, the reports minovigwpoints and their recommendations was included -
making it a more liberal Immigration Law - and ggiesl by a broad political majority (Petersen 2406435
— 440).

After the act was imposed, an increasing numbespohtaneous asylum seekers were coming to Denmark.
In the mid-1980s, it was mainly Tamils and statelRalestinians who sought asylum in Denmark. At the
same time the debate intensified, and in yearstwedhe government tightening the law and a nuraber
"loopholes" in the law was closed. It was not asylum seekers who had more difficulties in gettirig
Denmark. There were also introduced constraintslation to family reunification, mainly in an attet to
put a stop to the Sri Lankan Tamils family reurdgfion. This was done administratively under mimiste
Justice Erik Ninn Hansen, but was in contradictmthe law and in 1989 Erik Ninn Hansen was forimed
resign. In the spring of 1990, partly on the basia documentary showed on Danish national telewjsi
there was established a judicial inquiry of theeggowment and its role in connection to the Tamilifgam
reunification. As a result of this Supreme Cousdtibe Mogens Hornslet in 1993 presented a repativtias
so damaging to the government that it resigned98b, Erik Ninn Hansen was sentenced to four months
imprisonment for having stopped the reunificatiéamils without the consent of the parliament.

The Immigration Act of 1983 was thus an openin@ehmark. The law was not popular all over and
quickly there grew a tough debate about refugedsramigrants in Denmark. It even led to a remarkhi@
Queen's New Year speech at the turn of the yeH®84/85 - criticizing the harsh tone of the immigra
debate. Constraints of the law began in the midd$98hey continued through the 1990s and with the
change of government in 2001 when Danish Peopéety Became the liberal-conservatives governments
supporting party, further constrains was put irdtics. In 2002, for example a 24-year rule wasodticed,
which increased the age requirement from 18 toe&ts/for reunification of spouses. At the same time
government raised the level of attachment peomaldhhave to Denmark before being reunified. Tlaayn
constraints have now made it very difficult for peooutside the European Union (especially frondthi
world countries) to obtain a visa to Denmark. Anid something which also creates an image of Dekma
as a closed country. "The Danish Visa policy makesry complicated for Indian tourists to visit
Denmark," explained Indian Nazir Rah working in tharism industry (Red Associates 2006, p. 42). But
also having international meetings in Denmark captoblematic (Red Associates 2006). Also Danes
abroad have experienced that Denmark’s imagesratea has changed. Steen Pedersen recounts an

experience about an incident trying to renew a wid@enya:



| was sent into another authoritative and compééeht higher up the system and was asked
why | complained. | replied gently that it's usyahly took half a day, and | was only in
Nairobi to get a visa and had costs of stay, die, & lady of my age, looked sharply at me
and said: 'Where is it you are coming from? Dennnigtkt? "I couldn’t deny that, and then
she said: 'Even if you married me, | would not bewsed to come with you to Denmark even
for a year, so what are you complaining about?”h&Wit is the Dane who is a foreigner",
Politiken 21.10.2008"§

The strict Danish immigration policy thus also affepeople’s relationships abroad. Not only intttied
world countries, but also people from EU increalyimgerceives Denmark as a closed country. The Shedi
musician Michael Wiehe explains that the perceptibthe open Denmark has changed in Sweden. "The
perception of Denmark as the free, bohemian and speiety is being spoiled by the way immigrants ar
treated. Swedes are worried about this develophi@et Associates 2006). However, there are Swedes
who suggests that the Danish immigrant policy $® @oming to Sweden (Dahll6f 2008).

The very rigid rules (and the administration ofrthéhave also created problems in relation to thejaean
Unions’ rules about freedom of movement. In sp2a@9, there was a big debate about witch consegqaenc
an EU ruling - known as the Metock judgment — hadfdmily reunification in Denmark. The Court had
ruled that foreigners from countries outside thedeuld settle in any EU country with a spouse oE&h
country, even if the alien resided illegally in #@untry. Families can then use the rules of Elzemitship to

exercise free movement within the EU.

The heated debate also had implications for thempwent's official policy. According to Minister of
Integration Birthe Ronn Hornbech the governmewuisently working to change the EU residence divect
(Borg 2009). Morten Messerschmidt from the Danisbp?e's Party even demanded that Denmark got an
extra exception from the European Union in immiigramatters (Nielsen 2009).

" The Danish version reads: Jeg blev sendt ind til en anden myndig og kompetent dame hgjere oppe i systemet og blev
spurgt, hvorfor jeg brokkede mig. Jeg svarede forsigtigt, at det jo normalt kun tog en halv dag, og jeg var kun i Nairobi
for at fa visum og havde udgifter til ophold etc. Hun, en dame pd min egen alder, sG hvast pd mig og sagde: »Hvor er
det du kommer fra? Danmark ikke?« Det kunne jeg jo ikke benzegte, hvorefter hun sagde: »Selv om du giftede dig med
mig, ville jeg jo ikke engang fad lov til at komme med dig til Danmark i et dr, sa hvad er det du beklager dig over?«
- Steen Pedersen, om en oplevelse da han skulle have fornyet et visum i Kenya. Citatet stammer fra kronikken
”Nar det er danskeren, der er udlaending”, Politiken 21.10.2008.



The Cartoon crisis and Denmark’'s new brand (image)

Only few studies of Denmark's brand image have loeaducted. There are two major studies on Denmark'
brand and one minor, which | will use in tryingitwestigate if Danish brand identity also have etid the
outside world's view of Denmark. One is a quaN@fperception analysis developed by ReD Associates
September and October 2006 based on 150 interuie®® countries. The second is a continuous
quantitative analysis (questionnaire), which uridsrihe Danish position on the Simon Anholt Na@sand
Index. In the preparation of the index in 2006 ¢heere 25,000 respondents in 35 countries. These tw
studies were also the cornerstones of the andlftaraework that were used in the Danish natiombireg
strategy - Action Plan for aggressive global marigedf Denmark (@konomi- og Erhvervsministeriet 200
p. 75). In 2007 the Danish Chamber of Commerce mlsde a little analysis that specifically lookedet
link between Denmark's brand and the Danish ingusdrseries of findings from the study are puldisin
the booklet “Danmarks internationale omdgmme” - Dark's international reputation (Dansk Erhverv
2007).

In relation to its size, Denmark has a very strBrgnd. Compared to other countries, Denmark has
generally a good image, especially when Denmaassessed on the political system. In the fourthtguaf
2005, Denmark was placed number 14 out of 35 cwsndit the Simon Anholt Nation Brand Index, but
within governance Denmark aggregate placed onrhf@lace (Anholt 2008). There is no doubt that
Muhammad crisis had a negative impact on Denmér&'sAlthough overall, Denmark remained positioned
as number 14 out of 35 in the first quarter of 2aDénmark’s ranking had worsened in all parameters
measured at the Anholt brand index excluding epdtius, Denmark was dropped to number six in
Governance. Especially the only two countries @itidex with large Muslim populations - Egypt and
Turkey — ranked Denmark purely in 2006. Among Tsinkiespondents Denmark fell from a position as
number 19 to number 26 and in the eyes of the EyypDenmark went from position as number 15 to a
position in the bottom at the list as number 35H@&lh2007, p. 50 and Anholt 2008). Danes are skited

in the bottom of the list (No. 50 of 50) among Etigps on the Anholt Brand Index.

That the Cartoon crisis was bad for Denmark’s biiaradso illustrated by the study conducted by Blani
Chamber of Commerce. In the study internationain®ss representatives actually evaluated the Qartoo
crisis as more harmful to Denmark’s brand than Blagompanies did. This also applies to Iraqi wat, b
this is not weighted equally harmful to the Darland as the Cartoon crisis (Dansk Erhverv 20014p.
15). It is clear that the cartoon crisis has hagégative impact on Denmark’s brand, but the arsafysin the
Danish Chamber of Commerce does not tell why th&oGa crisis was damaging the Danish Brand.
According to Simon Anholt, the Cartoon Crisis beeaarstory in itself: "From being a country that few

people knew anything about, you [Denmark] are ribes ¢country with the cartoons' in much of the Musli



world" (Balslev et al. 2008). But except that tlamtiling of the case might have been better, | wpoidt

out that one of the main effects of the Cartoosigfivas, that it narrowed the information gap betwine
Danish brand identity and brand image. Not leastiabnmigration issues, but also about Denmarkisiat
foreign policy. One of the major problems in theasiwrements of the Danish Brand was that knowlefige o
Denmark was generally low, but the Cartoon crigipéd to raise awareness of Denmark - not ledstein
political sphere. The average knowledge of Danighips and society were also reasonably high among
those interviewed in Red Associates analysis (Resbgiates 2006 pp 14-15), which was conducted in
September-October 2006 — when the cartoon crisisstithfresh in the memories of the interviewédhe
analysis is highlighting 16 bullet points indicgtiihow Denmark is perceived outside Denmark. Orteasde
points is that Denmark is seen as a closed sodegording to the study a number of respondentsgresd
Denmark as a closed country. Four reasons are omegti- the first two being Denmark’s strict viskesu

and the Danish immigration poli¢§ Although very few respondents directly mentionieel €artoon Crisis,
there were several people pointing to the "gerresitictions on immigration as decisive for perosgv
Denmark as a closed country" (Red Associates, p-'4he cartoon crisis, made it clear that Denmark had
changed policy in key areas, and these changes Dexttaark seem as a closed country. Denmark'’s brand
identity and brand image was all in all more irelimith each other. Perception of Danes as open and
welcoming does however exist alongside with thewteat the Danish society is closed. Agnieszka Daiia
working in research & education in Poland, expldirve the Danish society "is closed, but people are

friendly and nice and open” (Red Assoiciates p. 44)

That Denmark is seen as more closed because whthigration policy is really not that strange. ldebate
in parliament in connection with Denmark's cohesess and the cartoon crisis, the then Prime Ministe
Anders Fogh Rasmussen made it clear that the prigfd$he significant transformation of immigratiand
integration policy, as we did when we formed theegament back in November 2001," was too "Restrict
immigration policy so that the influx to Denmark sweeduced to an manageable extent to Danish sgciety
and to strengthen integration. According to thdyeisfrom Red Associates it is mostly Denmark’anest
neighbors, who increasingly perceives Denmark@esed country — it is the countries having thedaand
most detailed information about Denmark (Red Asses, p. 74).

Y The average knowledge about Denmark’s politic and society was 3.9 out of 5, where 5 are most and 1 is least. A
average knowledge at 4 means that the interviewed “has a deep understanding of Denmark in connection to his
profession. The interviewed can answer question connecting to themes outside his profession — but not necessarily all
questions. The interviewed can differentiate between Denmark and other countries.” (ReD Associates 2006, p. 15).

'® The other two reasons why Denmark is percieved as closed is because of lack of information about the country, and
that danish people is percieved as closed.

7 §-20- sp@rgsmal 2849, folketingssamlingen 2005-2006. The Danish version reads: “generelle stramninger pa

udlaendingeomradet som udslagsgivende for at opfatte Danmark som et lukket land.”



But it was not only the Danish immigration polityat was noted in the light of the Cartoon cridisvds
also Denmark's activist foreign policy and theaadtie with the U.S. American and Danish flags were
suddenly burned together. The discovery of Dennsarkise alliance with the United States was nog onl
negative. In the United States there it raised ssmpseeing the Danish flag burned together wigh th
American stars and stripes (Red Associates 20083)pBut for a large part of the Muslim populatiowas
not a good thing to be closely associated withithit¢ed States, which at that time had a slippirendr
image, which was only reversed after the electioresident Barack Obama. Denmark'’s activist foreig
policy was not popular with everybody; this wasidaded in the Simon Anholt Nation Brands Index in
2008. The question about whether Denmark behawgubnsibly in relation to international peace and
security, Denmark only occupies a 10th place o@5ohations - the worst Danish result in the catggo
about governance. Denmark'’s ranking in governam@€08 was a shared seventh-place with Norway eSinc
2005, Denmark is therefore dropped three plactsisrarea. Sweden was placed better in all dfeas.

Conclusion

A review of Denmark's foreign policy and immigratipolicy clearly shows that Denmark after the ehd o
the Cold War has changed position. Denmark hasstngtdl immigration policy, and Denmark today has an
activist foreign policy in close cooperation withitéd States. Denmark has, according to the theory
changed brand identity. To some extent, Denmar&g lbrand identity has been perceived by the outside
world, but the reaction in connection with the @art Crisis suggests that it was only at this tiha the

world really saw that Denmark had changed posititimil then, there had been an information gap.

The Cartoon crisis led to a convergence of the §habrand identity and brand image. As this analysis
shows, Denmark has changed policy in a numberezsasince the end of the Cold War. Although the
Danish image has mostly has changed in a negatiyeaiter the Cartoon Crisis, the theory suggestsith
was not the Cartoon crisis in itself that has legting marks on Denmark's Brand. This is confirrogdhe
few studies that have been made about Denmarkisl limeage. The outside world has simply been given a
more accurate picture of Danish immigration pokeyl Danish activist foreign policy, including Dermkia

alliance with America.

The sparse studies done in this area, gives noicl@igation about Denmark’s new brand has been a

political or economic advantage for Denmark andiBracompanies. It should be noted that Denmark now

'8 The 25 nations is: USA, Canada, Great Britain, Germany, France, Italy, Spain, Ireland, Sweden, Norway, Holland,
Belgium, Swiss, Russia, Poland, Turkey, Japan, South Korea, China, India, Australia, New Zealand, Mexico, Brazil.



has a relatively inferior brand image than befbre€artoon Crisis - especially in countries witlyé
Muslim populations - but it is difficult to assesbether the benefits of Denmark's new positiorna t
political scene outweigh the disadvantages. Irstigt term, the alliance with the U.S. had botecoic
and political benefits for Denmark. Politically gtimost significant change in Denmark’s positictnad
former Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen tod&ATO Secretary General, suggesting that
Denmark's cooperation with the U.S. has led totgraaternational influence. But eventually, thgatve
associations that are currently attached to the, Jush as human rights abuses and double standasags
one day be transferred to Denmark. Denmark’s @sseciation with the United States may thus be a
double-edged sword. And while the alliance in thteife remains political and economic benefits for
Denmark, the close cooperation with the U.S., hl®possible negative consequences for Denmark'siBr
The change in Denmark’s relations to United Sthtescreated economic benefits for some companies,
while the Danish-Swedish dairy company Arla colddily talk about problems in connection to Dennsark’

Brand in Muslim countries.
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