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​Introduction:​
​Gulliver’s Travels between Washington, Nuuk and​
​Tórshavn​
​Heini í Skorini​

​In​ ​Jonathan​ ​Swift’s​ ​famous​ ​novel​ ​Gulliver’s​
​Travels​​from​​1726,​​we​​follow​​the​​journey​​of​​an​
​English​ ​surgeon​ ​onboard​ ​a​ ​ship,​ ​Lemuel​
​Gulliver.​ ​His​ ​adventurous​ ​voyages​ ​take​ ​him​
​through​​strange​​and​​distant​​lands​​inhabited​​by​
​different​ ​creatures​ ​with​​different​​cultures​​and​
​ways​ ​of​ ​life.​ ​Shipwrecked​ ​in​ ​the​ ​land​ ​of​
​Lilliput,​ ​Gulliver​ ​is​ ​a​ ​giant​ ​among​ ​the​ ​tiny​
​inhabitants,​​who​​are​​engaged​​in​​petty​​political​
​disputes.​ ​However,​ ​when​ ​Gulliver​ ​enters​ ​the​
​land​ ​of​ ​Brobdingnag​ ​inhabited​ ​by​ ​giants,​ ​the​
​roles​ ​are​ ​reversed.​​Gulliver​​finds​​himself​​tiny,​
​vulnerable,​ ​and​ ​dependent,​ ​exposed​ ​to​ ​the​
​whims​ ​and​ ​appetites​ ​of​ ​much​ ​stronger​
​powers.​ ​Jonathan​ ​Swift’s​ ​political​ ​satire​
​highlights​ ​a​ ​core​ ​insight​ ​in​ ​International​
​Relations​ ​theory:​ ​that​ ​power,​ ​authority​ ​and​
​vulnerability​ ​are​ ​relational​ ​and​
​context-dependent.​​1​

​When​​this​​policy​​brief​​was​​written​​in​​February​
​2026,​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government​ ​found​ ​itself​
​both​​a​​powerful​​giant​​and​​a​​vulnerable​​dwarf.​
​Confronted​ ​with​ ​Donald​ ​Trump’s​ ​repeated​
​appetite​ ​for​ ​acquiring​ ​Greenland​ ​by​ ​force,​
​Denmark​ ​is​ ​a​ ​small​​and​​vulnerable​​state​​with​
​little​ ​material​ ​leverage​ ​in​ ​desperate​ ​need​ ​of​
​support​ ​from​ ​stronger​ ​European​ ​allies.​ ​But​
​within​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​ ​Denmark​ ​that​ ​also​
​includes​ ​the​ ​self-governing​ ​nations​ ​of​
​Greenland​​and​​the​​Faroe​​Islands,​​Denmark​​is​
​seemingly​ ​the​ ​strong​ ​giant​​holding​​the​​power​

​1​ ​Djurhuus Hansen (2023):​
​https://www.altinget.dk/arktis/artikel/faeroesk-dekan-​
​stormagtsspil-reducerer-arktis-til-et-spoergsmaal-om-​
​geografi-frem-for-menneske​

​to​ ​define​ ​the​ ​rules​ ​and​ ​the​ ​action​ ​space​ ​for​
​the​ ​North​ ​Atlantic​ ​substates​ ​within​ ​the​
​Kingdom.​ ​On​ ​the​ ​other​ ​hand,​ ​Denmark​ ​is​
​also​ ​afraid​ ​of​ ​losing​ ​Greenland,​ ​ceding​ ​98​
​percent​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Kingdom’s​ ​territory​ ​and​
​ceasing to be an Arctic state.​

​However,​ ​the​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​greater​ ​national​
​autonomy​ ​or​ ​even​ ​full​ ​statehood​ ​is​ ​—​ ​for​
​different​​reasons​​—​​growing​​stronger​​both​​in​
​the​ ​Faroes​ ​and​ ​in​ ​Greenland.​ ​The​
​Government​ ​in​ ​Copenhagen​ ​is​ ​therefore​
​navigating​ ​an​ ​unprecedented​ ​combination​ ​of​
​external​ ​and​ ​internal​ ​pressures.​ ​The​ ​external​
​pressure​​emanates​​from​​the​​US​​President​​who​
​wants​ ​to​ ​annex​ ​Greenland.​ ​The​ ​internal​
​pressure​ ​stems​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Lilliputian​
​governments​​in​​Nuuk​​and​​in​​Tórshavn,​​which​
​seek​ ​to​ ​modernise​ ​or​ ​update​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Realm.​​And​​just​​like​​the​​tiny​​people​​of​​Lilliput​
​view​ ​Gulliver​ ​with​ ​suspicion​ ​despite​ ​the​
​protection​ ​he​ ​provides,​ ​a​ ​significant​ ​portion​
​of​ ​Greenlandic​ ​and​ ​Faroese​ ​society​ ​views​
​Denmark​ ​with​ ​suspicion,​ ​following​ ​the​
​unveiling​ ​of​ ​dark​ ​chapters​ ​in​ ​Denmark’s​
​colonial history in Greenland in recent years.​

​But​ ​the​ ​issue​ ​of​ ​Greenlandic​ ​and​ ​Faroese​
​national​ ​self-determination​ ​or​ ​even​ ​full​
​statehood​​does​​not​​unfold​​in​​a​​vacuum​​and​​is​
​shaped​ ​by​ ​rising​ ​geopolitical​ ​tensions​ ​and​
​renewed​ ​American​ ​expansionism​ ​in​ ​the​
​Arctic.​ ​Therefore,​ ​this​ ​policy​ ​brief​ ​will​
​examine​ ​the​ ​interaction​ ​between​ ​great-power​
​politics​ ​and​ ​the​ ​internal​ ​relations​ ​between​
​Denmark,​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Faroes.​ ​The​
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​policy​ ​brief​ ​is​ ​divided​ ​into​ ​four​ ​different​ ​yet​
​interrelated perspectives:​

​❖​ ​the view from Washington​

​❖​ ​the view from Copenhagen​

​❖​ ​the view from Nuuk​

​❖​ ​the view from Tórshavn​

​First,​ ​Niels​ ​Bjerre-Poulsen​ ​will​ ​analyse​
​American​​activities​​and​​interests​​in​​Greenland​
​through​ ​both​ ​contemporary​ ​and​ ​historical​
​lenses.​ ​Second,​ ​Ulrik​ ​Pram​ ​Gad​ ​will​ ​analyse​
​how​ ​Denmark​ ​has​ ​tackled​ ​the​ ​overwhelming​
​challenge​ ​to​ ​resist​ ​US​ ​pressure​ ​while​ ​also​
​acknowledging​ ​Greenlandic​ ​aspirations​ ​for​
​greater​ ​national​ ​autonomy.​ ​This​ ​text​ ​will​
​examine​ ​both​ ​the​ ​military​​and​​the​​diplomatic​
​dimension.​ ​Third,​ ​Sara​ ​Olsvig​ ​and​ ​Regin​
​Winther​ ​Poulsen​ ​will​ ​analyse​ ​how​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​Government​ ​has​ ​tackled​ ​a​
​situation​ ​in​ ​which​ ​an​ ​allied​​superpower​​turns​
​threatening​ ​and​ ​recurrently​ ​emphasises​ ​the​
​need​ ​to​ ​conquer​ ​Greenland​​by​​force.​​Fourth,​
​Heini​ ​í​ ​Skorini​ ​and​ ​Mekhala​ ​Kollslíð​ ​will​
​analyse​ ​how​ ​the​ ​third​ ​entity​ ​within​ ​the​
​Kingdom,​​the​​Faroe​​Islands,​​is​​facing​​its​​own​
​foreign​ ​policy​ ​dilemmas​ ​in​ ​the​ ​strategically​
​important​ ​GIUK-gap​​where​​US​​activity​​is​​on​
​the​ ​rise.​ ​This​ ​section​ ​will​ ​present​ ​new​

​empirical​ ​data​ ​on​ ​military​ ​maritime​ ​traffic​ ​in​
​Faroese​ ​waters.​ ​Finally,​ ​Regin​ ​Winther​
​Poulsen​ ​has​ ​composed​ ​a​ ​timeline​ ​with​ ​some​
​of​ ​the​ ​most​ ​important​ ​events​ ​shaping​ ​the​
​political​ ​history​ ​of​ ​Danish​ ​-​ ​Greenlandic​ ​-​
​Faroese relations.​

​When​ ​this​​policy​​brief​​was​​finalised​​in​​March​
​2026,​ ​general​ ​elections​ ​had​ ​just​ ​been​ ​held​ ​in​
​the​ ​Faroes​ ​and​ ​in​ ​Denmark,​ ​and​ ​ongoing​
​negotiations​ ​on​ ​the​ ​formation​ ​of​ ​new​
​governments​ ​were​ ​taking​ ​place​ ​in​ ​both​
​countries.​​However,​​regardless​​of​​what​​parties​
​will​ ​form​ ​future​ ​coalitions,​ ​the​ ​current​
​challenges​ ​facing​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​ ​Denmark​
​remain​ ​intact.​ ​The​ ​dispute​ ​between​ ​the​ ​US,​
​Greenland​ ​and​ ​Denmark​ ​over​ ​the​​ownership​
​of​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​marked​ ​by​ ​uncertainty​ ​and​
​has​ ​formally​ ​been​ ​assigned​ ​to​ ​a​ ​diplomatic​
​US-Greenlandic-Danish​ ​working​ ​group​
​behind​ ​closed​ ​doors.​ ​After​ ​the​ ​World​
​Economic​ ​Forum​ ​meeting​ ​in​ ​Davos​ ​in​ ​late​
​January​ ​2026,​ ​the​ ​US​ ​President​ ​has​
​downscaled​ ​his​ ​rhetoric.​ ​However,​
​developments​ ​in​ ​contemporary​​world​​politics​
​are​ ​shifting​ ​at​ ​a​ ​rapid​ ​pace,​ ​and​ ​new​
​developments​ ​in​ ​the​​US-Denmark-Greenland​
​crisis​ ​may​ ​very​ ​well​ ​occur​ ​in​ ​the​ ​near​​future.​
​Therefore,​ ​this​ ​policy​ ​brief​ ​is​ ​a​ ​snapshot​ ​of​
​present​ ​challenges​ ​facing​ ​the​ ​three​ ​nations​
​within​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​ ​Denmark,​ ​which,​
​nevertheless,​​may​​contribute​​to​​improving​​our​
​general​ ​understanding​ ​of​ ​the​ ​dynamics​
​shaping​ ​the​ ​future​ ​of​ ​Greenland,​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands and Denmark.​
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​The View from Washington:​
​“One way or the other, we’re going to get it!” The​
​Roots of President Trump’s Quest for Greenland​

​Niels Bjerre-Poulsen​

​The​ ​second​ ​inauguration​ ​of​ ​Donald​ ​John​
​Trump​​as​​president​​of​​The​​United​​States​​was​
​in​​all​​respects​​an​​unusual​​spectacle.​​Given​​the​
​fear​ ​of​ ​freezing​ ​temperatures,​ ​the​ ​ceremony​
​had​​been​​moved​​indoors​​to​​the​​rotunda​​of​​the​
​Capitol​ ​Building,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​usual​ ​row​ ​of​ ​the​
​governors​ ​of​ ​the​ ​50​ ​states​​had​​been​​replaced​
​with​ ​a​ ​line​ ​of​ ​tech​ ​oligarchs.​ ​At​ ​his​ ​first​
​inaugural​​eight​​years​​earlier,​​Trump​​had​​talked​
​about​ ​taking​ ​power​ ​away​ ​from​ ​the​ ​elites​ ​and​
​giving​ ​it​ ​back​ ​to​ ​“the​ ​people”.​ ​Now,​ ​in​ ​the​
​presence​​of​​four​​of​​the​​five​​richest​​men​​in​​the​
​world,​​he​​was​​reviving​​the​​political​​vocabulary​
​of​ ​the​ ​mid-nineteenth​ ​century​ ​by​ ​talking​
​about​ ​the​ ​pursuit​ ​of​ ​America’s​ ​manifest​
​destiny:​ ​“The​ ​United​ ​States​ ​will​ ​once​ ​again​
​consider​ ​itself​ ​a​ ​growing​ ​nation​ ​—​ ​one​ ​that​
​increases​ ​our​ ​wealth,​ ​expands​ ​our​ ​territory,​
​builds​ ​our​ ​cities,​ ​raises​ ​our​ ​expectations,​ ​and​
​carries​ ​our​ ​flag​ ​into​ ​new​ ​and​ ​beautiful​
​horizons.”​​2​

​In​ ​Denmark,​ ​there​ ​was​ ​understandable​
​concern​ ​about​ ​whether​ ​the​ ​President​ ​would​
​directly​​address​​his​​quest​​for​​Greenland​​in​​the​
​speech.​ ​He​ ​did​ ​not,​ ​but​ ​he​ ​did​ ​announce​ ​a​
​desire​ ​to​ ​“take​ ​back”​ ​the​ ​Panama​ ​Canal​ ​in​ ​a​
​way​ ​that​ ​confirmed​ ​fears​ ​about​ ​his​ ​view​ ​of​
​America’s​​role​​in​​the​​Western​​Hemisphere​​—​
​indeed​​his​​view​​of​​a​​world​​where​​great​​powers​
​are not restricted by any concept of​

​2​ ​Donald J. Trump, “Second Presidential Inaugural​
​Address, January 20, 2025,​​American Rhetoric​
​(https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/donaldjt​
​rumpsecondinauguraladdress.htm)​

​international​ ​law,​ ​and​ ​free​ ​to​ ​attempt​ ​to​
​acquire vassal states and buffer states.​

​However,​ ​President​ ​Trump​ ​hadn’t​ ​dropped​
​his​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​Greenland​ ​—​ ​a​ ​quest​ ​which​
​already​ ​became​ ​clear​ ​in​ ​his​ ​first​ ​term​ ​as​
​president,​ ​when​ ​he​ ​in​ ​2019​ ​offered​ ​to​ ​buy​ ​it​
​from​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government,​ ​and​ ​was​ ​told​
​by​ ​Danish​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​ ​Mette​ ​Frederiksen​
​that​ ​the​ ​very​ ​idea​ ​of​ ​buying​ ​a​ ​country​ ​was​
​“absurd.”​​Not​​only​​was​​the​​very​​idea​​immoral,​
​but​ ​also​ ​impossible​ ​under​ ​international​ ​law.​
​President​ ​Trump​ ​reacted​ ​to​ ​the​ ​rejection​ ​by​
​calling​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Prime​ ​Minister’s​ ​remarks​
​“nasty”​ ​and​ ​cancel​ ​an​ ​official​ ​visit​ ​to​
​Denmark,​ ​but​ ​it​ ​evidently​ ​didn’t​ ​kill​ ​the​ ​idea​
​of​ ​somehow​ ​acquiring​ ​Greenland​ ​or​ ​getting​
​control​ ​of​ ​it​ ​by​ ​other​ ​means.​ ​On​ ​December​
​22,​ ​2024​ ​—​ ​a​ ​month​ ​before​​his​​inauguration​
​-—​ ​he​ ​was​ ​once​ ​again​ ​publicly​ ​suggesting​
​arguments​ ​for​ ​an​ ​American​ ​takeover:​ ​“the​
​United​ ​States​ ​of​ ​America​ ​feels​ ​that​ ​the​
​ownership​ ​and​ ​control​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​an​
​absolute necessity.”​​3​

​The​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​Greenland​ ​was​ ​far​ ​from​ ​the​
​only​ ​sign​ ​of​ ​a​ ​new​ ​hemispheric​ ​view​ ​of​ ​US​
​foreign​​relations.​​Among​​Trump's​​first​​moves​
​as​​president​​was​​a​​suspension​​of​​“The​​United​
​States-Mexico-Canada​ ​Agreement​ ​(USMCA),​
​which​ ​he​ ​himself​ ​had​ ​negotiated​ ​and​

​3​ ​David E. Sanger & Lisa Friedman, “Trump’s Wish to​
​Control Greenland and Panama Canal: Not a Joke This​
​Time,”​​The New York Times​​, December 23, 2024​
​(https://www.nytimes.com/2024/12/23/us/politics/tr​
​ump-greenland-panama-canal.html​
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​presented​ ​in​ ​January​ ​2020​ ​and​ ​claimed​ ​was​
​“the​ ​fairest,​ ​most​ ​balanced,​ ​and​ ​beneficial​
​trade​ ​agreement​ ​we​ ​have​ ​ever​ ​signed​ ​into​
​law.”​​4​​ In​​the​​months​​after​​his​​election​​victory,​
​he​ ​was​ ​referring​ ​to​ ​Canada​ ​as​ ​the​ ​51​​st​ ​state,​
​and​ ​prime-minister​ ​Justin​ ​Trudeau​ ​as​ ​the​
​“governor​ ​of​ ​the​ ​great​ ​state​ ​of​ ​Canada.”​ ​By​
​no​ ​means​ ​was​ ​it​ ​merely​ ​friendly​ ​banter,​
​because​ ​he​ ​also​ ​imposed​ ​stiff​ ​tariffs​ ​on​ ​the​
​country,​​which​​relies​​heavily​​on​​exports​​to​​the​
​US.​ ​These​​could​​all​​go​​away,​​Trump​​noted,​​if​
​Canada​ ​did​ ​indeed​ ​become​ ​a​ ​state​ ​in​ ​the​
​Union.​

​Ironically,​​the​​main​​result​​of​​the​​mocking​​and​
​the​ ​threats​ ​was​ ​probably​ ​that​ ​Trudeau’s​
​Liberal​ ​Party​ ​in​ ​April​ ​2025​ ​snatched​ ​victory​
​from​​the​​jaws​​of​​defeat​​in​​the​​federal​​election​
​and​ ​made​ ​Mark​ ​Carney​ ​Prime​ ​Minister.​​5​

​Similarly,​ ​Trump’s​ ​severe​ ​economic​ ​pressure​
​on​​Brazil,​​following​​the​​criminal​​conviction​​of​
​his​ ​ally,​ ​the​ ​country’s​ ​former​ ​president​ ​Jair​
​Bolsonaro,​ ​only​ ​made​ ​his​ ​successor​ ​Luiz​
​Inácio Lula da Silva more popular.​

​These​​unintended​​consequences​​did​​not​​deter​
​the​​Trump​​administration​​from​​its​​attempt​​to​
​revive​​Theodore​​Roosevelt’s​​1904​​Corollary​​to​
​the​ ​Monroe​ ​Doctrine​ ​(1823),​ ​which​ ​assigned​
​to​ ​the​ ​US​ ​the​ ​role​ ​of​ ​"international​ ​police​
​power"​ ​for​ ​the​ ​Western​ ​Hemisphere.​ ​As​
​Trump’s​ ​Secretary​ ​of​ ​Defense​ ​Pete​ ​Hegseth​
​put​ ​it​ ​on​ ​“X”​ ​on​ ​November​ ​13,​ ​2025,​ ​when​
​he​​announced​​Operation​​Southern​​Spear​​—​​a​
​direct​ ​military​ ​threat​ ​against​ ​Venezuela,​
​following​ ​a​ ​series​ ​of​ ​deadly​ ​American​ ​strikes​

​5​ ​Anthony Zurcher, ”Trump made Carney's turnaround​
​victory possible” BBC, April 29, 2025​
​(https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c5ypz7yx73wo).​

​4​ ​“Remarks by President Trump at a USMCA​
​Celebration with American Workers | Warren, MI”,​
​National Archives​
​(https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings-state​
​ments/remarks-president-trump-usmca-celebration-am​
​erican-workers-warren-mi/).​

​against​ ​speedboats​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Caribbean:​ ​“The​
​Western​ ​Hemisphere​ ​is​ ​America’s​
​neighborhood — and we will protect it.”​​6​

​In​ ​early​ ​December​ ​2025,​ ​the​ ​Trump​
​administration​​made​​its​​new​​National​​Security​
​Strategy​ ​public.​​7​ ​Greenland​ ​was​​not​​explicitly​
​mentioned,​​but​​it​​was​​not​​difficult​​to​​detect​​a​
​continued​ ​interest​ ​in​ ​acquiring​ ​it​ ​or,​ ​if​ ​need​
​be,​ ​partnering​ ​with​ ​an​ ​independent​
​Greenland.​ ​The​ ​overall​​goal​​was​​to​​assert​​US​
​pre-eminence in the Western Hemisphere.​

​The​ ​National​ ​Security​ ​Strategy​ ​revived​ ​the​
​notion​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Monroe​ ​Doctrine​ ​and​ ​even​
​added​ ​a​ ​“Trump​ ​Corollary”​ ​to​ ​it.​ ​Where​ ​the​
​“Roosevelt​ ​Corollary​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Monroe​
​Doctrine”​ ​(1904)​ ​had​ ​talked​ ​about​ ​the​​US​​as​
​an​ ​“international​ ​police​ ​power,”​ ​acting​ ​as​ ​a​
​last​ ​resort​​against​​countries​​in​​the​​region​​that​
​were​ ​unable​ ​to​ ​fulfil​ ​their​ ​international​
​obligations,​​the​​Trump​​Corollary​​talked​​about​
​a​ ​“potent​​restoration​​of​​American​​power​​and​
​priorities​ ​consistent​ ​with​ ​American​ ​security​
​interests.”​​8​ ​In​​order​​to​​achieve​​this,​​the​​United​
​States​ ​“must​ ​reconsider​​our​​military​​presence​
​in the Western Hemisphere”.​​9​

​Based​ ​on​ ​prior​ ​statements​ ​by​ ​President​
​Trump,​ ​it​ ​didn’t​ ​seem​ ​far-fetched​ ​to​ ​think​​of​
​Greenland​ ​while​ ​reading​ ​the​ ​following​
​passage in the document:​

​9​ ​“National Security Strategy…”, p. 16.​
​8​ ​“National Security Strategy…”, p. 15.​

​7​ ​“National Security Strategy of the United States of​
​America November 2025”​
​(https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/20​
​25/12/2025-National-Security-Strategy.pdf).​

​6​​(https://x.com/SecWar/status/198909492349731643​
​0?s=20), and Riley Mellen, Eric Schmitt, et. al “Where​
​the U.S. Is Building Up Military Force in the​
​Caribbean,”​​The New York Times​​, October 17, 2025​
​(https://www.nytimes.com/2025/10/17/us/politics/tr​
​ump-caribbean-venezuela-us-military-maps.html).​
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​We​ ​want​ ​other​ ​nations​ ​to​ ​see​ ​us​
​as​ ​their​ ​partner​ ​of​ ​first​ ​choice,​
​and​ ​we​ ​will​ ​(through​ ​various​
​means)​ ​discourage​ ​their​
​collaboration​ ​with​ ​others.​ ​The​
​Western​ ​Hemisphere​ ​is​ ​home​ ​to​
​many​ ​strategic​ ​resources​ ​that​
​America​ ​should​ ​partner​ ​with​
​regional​​allies​​to​​develop,​​to​​make​
​neighboring​ ​countries​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​
​our​ ​own​ ​more​ ​prosperous.​ ​The​
​National​ ​Security​ ​Council​ ​will​
​immediately​ ​begin​ ​a​ ​robust​
​interagency​ ​process​ ​to​ ​task​
​agencies,​ ​supported​ ​by​ ​our​
​Intelligence​ ​Community’s​
​analytical​​arm,​​to​​identify​​strategic​
​points​ ​and​ ​resources​ ​in​ ​the​
​Western​ ​Hemisphere​ ​with​ ​a​​view​
​to​ ​their​ ​protection​ ​and​ ​joint​
​development​ ​with​ ​regional​
​partners.​​10​

​However,​ ​both​ ​President​ ​Trump​ ​and​
​Secretary​ ​of​ ​Defense​ ​Pete​ ​Hegseth​ ​have​
​misunderstood​​the​​intentions​​of​​the​​Roosevelt​
​Corollary.​ ​While​ ​the​ ​original​ ​Monroe​
​Doctrine​ ​was​ ​a​ ​smaller​ ​power’s​ ​warning​
​against​ ​further​ ​European​ ​colonialism​ ​in​ ​the​
​Americas,​​the​​US​​had​​by​​1904​​become​​one​​of​
​the​ ​great​ ​powers,​ ​and​ ​President​ ​Theodore​
​Roosevelt​ ​was​ ​ready​ ​to​ ​follow​ ​the​ ​British​
​writer​ ​and​ ​avowed​ ​imperialist​ ​Rudyard​
​Kipling’s​ ​advice​ ​about​ ​taking​ ​up​ ​“the​ ​white​
​man’s​ ​burden.”​​11​ ​When​ ​Roosevelt​ ​talked​
​about​ ​the​ ​US​ ​as​ ​an​ ​“international​ ​police​
​power”​​in​​the​​Western​​Hemisphere,​​he​​meant​
​on​​behalf​​of​​an​​international​​community.​​The​
​imminent​ ​concern​ ​was​ ​a​ ​debt​ ​crisis​ ​that​ ​had​

​11​ ​Rudyard Kipling, “The White Man’s Burden” (1899),​
​The Kipling Society​
​(https://www.kiplingsociety.co.uk/poem/poems_burde​
​n.htm).​

​10​ ​“National Security Strategy…”, p. 17.​

​roiled​ ​Venezuela​ ​in​ ​1902-1903,​ ​and​ ​made​ ​it​
​default​ ​on​​loans​​from​​Italy,​​Great​​Britain​​and​
​Germany.​ ​Roosevelt​ ​thought​ ​that​ ​a​ ​possible​
​US​ ​intervention​ ​was​ ​preferable​ ​to​ ​having​
​these​ ​three​ ​European​ ​powers​ ​doing​ ​it.​ ​In​ ​a​
​sense,​​this​​was​​an​​American​​recognition​​of​​the​
​need​ ​for​ ​an​ ​international​ ​system,​ ​not​ ​a​
​manifestation of “might makes right.”​

​In​ ​the​ ​weeks​ ​leading​ ​up​ ​to​ ​Christmas​ ​2025,​
​President​ ​Trump​ ​consistently​ ​refused​ ​to​ ​rule​
​out​ ​the​ ​use​ ​of​ ​force​ ​in​ ​his​ ​desire​ ​to​ ​acquire​
​Greenland.​ ​Seemingly​ ​dissatisfied​ ​with​ ​the​
​lack​​of​​results​​from​​Ambassador​​Ken​​Howery​
​in​​Copenhagen,​​he​​also​​appointed​​Louisiana’s​
​Governor​ ​Jeff​​Landry​​as​​a​​“special​​envoy”​​to​
​Greenland​ ​—​ ​a​ ​position​ ​that​ ​Landry​
​immediately​​made​​untenable​​by​​announcing​​in​
​a​ ​post​ ​on​ ​X​ ​that​ ​he​ ​was​ ​honoured​ ​to​ ​now​
​serve​ ​in​ ​a​ ​"volunteer​ ​position​ ​to​ ​make​
​Greenland a part of the US.”​​12​

​On​ ​January​ ​3,​ ​2026,​ ​many​ ​changed​ ​their​
​perceptions​ ​of​ ​how​ ​literally​ ​the​ ​Trump​
​administration’s​ ​demands​ ​on​ ​Greenland​
​should​ ​be​ ​taken,​ ​when​ ​it​ ​turned​ ​words​ ​into​
​action​ ​with​ ​a​ ​military​ ​raid​ ​in​ ​Venezuela.​ ​The​
​raid,​ ​which​ ​wasn’t​ ​sanctioned​ ​by​ ​Congress,​
​captured​ ​President​ ​Nicolás​ ​Maduro​ ​and​ ​his​
​wife,​ ​Cilia​ ​Flores​ ​from​ ​their​ ​residence,​ ​killed​
​members​ ​of​​their​​security​​detail,​​and​​flew​​the​
​couple​ ​to​ ​New​ ​York,​ ​where​ ​Maduro​ ​would​
​stand trial.​

​The​ ​use​ ​of​ ​military​ ​force​ ​to​ ​remove​ ​a​​sitting​
​president​ ​came​ ​as​ ​a​ ​surprise​ ​to​ ​most,​
​including​ ​some​ ​of​ ​President​ ​Trump’s​
​MAGA-supporters,​​who​​believed​​that​​this​​was​

​12​ ​Meredith Deliso, “Trump's special envoy to​
​Greenland sparks backlash with comments about​
​taking over the territory,” ABC News, December 23,​
​2025​
​(https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/trumps-special-envo​
​y-greenland-sparks-backlash-comments-taking/story?id​
​=128625098).​
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​the​ ​kind​ ​of​ ​foreign​ ​interventionism​ ​they​ ​had​
​voted​ ​to​ ​avoid.​ ​However,​ ​President​ ​Trump​
​himself​​appeared​​to​​believe​​that​​the​​success​​of​
​the​ ​military​ ​operation​ ​had​ ​given​ ​him​ ​new​
​political​ ​leverage,​ ​and​ ​within​ ​a​ ​few​ ​days,​ ​he​
​managed​ ​to​ ​warn​ ​about​ ​possible​ ​military​
​interventions​ ​in​ ​Colombia,​ ​Cuba,​ ​Mexico,​
​Iran​ ​—​ ​and​ ​Greenland​ ​(in​ ​March​ ​2026,​ ​the​
​US actually did attack Iran along with Israel).​

​Gone​​was​​any​​pretence​​of​​merely​​wishing​​for​
​a​ ​future​ ​independent​ ​Greenland​ ​to​ ​freely​
​associate​ ​with​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States.​ ​The​
​invitation​ ​had​ ​now​ ​been​ ​replaced​ ​by​ ​naked​
​threats.​ ​On​ ​January​ ​10,​ ​2026,​ ​President​
​Trump​ ​made​ ​it​ ​clear​ ​that​ ​he​ ​wanted​
​Greenland​ ​“whether​ ​they​ ​like​ ​it​ ​or​ ​not,”​ ​and​
​while​ ​he​ ​preferred​ ​to​ ​acquire​ ​the​ ​territory​
​“the​ ​easy​ ​way,”​ ​he​ ​was​ ​also​ ​willing​ ​to​ ​“do​ ​it​
​the​​hard​​way.”​​His​​peculiar​​argument​​was​​that​
​if​ ​the​ ​US​ ​didn’t​ ​do​ ​it​ ​then​ ​somehow​​“Russia​
​or​ ​China​ ​will​ ​take​ ​over​ ​Greenland,​​and​​we’re​
​not​ ​going​ ​to​ ​have​ ​Russia​ ​or​ ​China​ ​as​ ​a​
​neighbor,”​​Trump​​told​​reporters​​at​​the​​White​
​House.​​13​ ​Not​ ​only​ ​did​ ​the​ ​President​ ​ignore​
​that​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​already​ ​NATO​ ​territory,​
​but,​ ​curiously,​​he​​also​​seemed​​unaware​​of​​the​
​fact​ ​that​ ​Russia​ ​is​ ​already​ ​a​ ​much​ ​closer​
​neighbour​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US​ ​—​ ​only​ ​separated​​from​
​Alaska​ ​by​ ​about​ ​85​ ​kilometres​ ​across​ ​the​
​Bering Strait.​

​Events​ ​really​ ​picked​ ​up​ ​pace​ ​after​ ​the​
​President’s​​undisguised​​threats​​of​​brute​​force,​
​if​ ​need​ ​be,​ ​against​ ​a​ ​NATO​ ​ally.​ ​A​ ​clear​
​determination​ ​to​ ​stand​ ​firm​ ​emerged,​ ​both​
​within​ ​the​ ​European​ ​Union​ ​and​ ​from​ ​other​
​members​ ​of​ ​NATO.​ ​Likewise,​ ​a​ ​bipartisan​

​13​ ​Sophie Tanno & Samantha Waldenberg, “US will take​
​Greenland the ‘hard way’ if it can’t do it the ‘easy way,’​
​Trump says”, CNN, January 10, 2026​
​(https://edition.cnn.com/2026/01/10/politics/us-will-​
​take-greenland-the-hard-way-if-it-cant-do-it-the-easy-w​
​ay-trump-says).​

​group​ ​of​ ​members​ ​from​ ​both​ ​chambers​ ​of​
​Congress​ ​travelled​ ​to​ ​Copenhagen​ ​to​
​encourage​ ​politicians​ ​from​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​Denmark​ ​to​ ​stand​ ​firm​ ​against​ ​the​ ​Trump​
​administration’s​ ​demands.​​14​ ​They​ ​also​
​introduced​ ​legislation​ ​in​​Congress​​that​​would​
​explicitly​​ban​​any​​kind​​of​​military​​intervention​
​in​​Greenland.​​Polling​​also​​indicated​​that​​there​
​was​ ​very​ ​little​ ​support​ ​among​ ​the​ ​American​
​public​​for​​attempts​​to​​acquire​​Greenland,​​and​
​even​ ​less​ ​support​ ​for​ ​any​ ​attempt​ ​to​ ​seize​ ​it​
​with military force.​​15​

​The​ ​resistance​ ​that​ ​President​ ​Trump​ ​met​ ​at​
​the​ ​World​ ​Economic​ ​Forum​​Annual​​Meeting​
​2026​ ​in​​Davos,​​Switzerland,​​eventually​​forced​
​him​ ​to​ ​back​ ​down​ ​and​ ​rule​ ​out​ ​any​ ​use​ ​of​
​military​​force​​in​​Greenland.​​He​​did,​​however,​
​make​ ​a​ ​final​ ​plea​ ​in​ ​a​​rambling​​speech​​at​​the​
​forum​ ​on​ ​January​ ​21,​ ​2026.​ ​His​ ​major​
​argument​ ​seemed​ ​to​ ​be​ ​that​ ​Europe​ ​as​ ​a​
​whole​​ought​​to​​give​​him​​Greenland​​as​​a​​small​
​token​ ​of​ ​appreciation​ ​for​ ​the​ ​US​​liberating​​it​
​in​ ​World​ ​War​ ​II.​ ​To​ ​underscore​ ​just​ ​how​
​modest​ ​his​ ​request​ ​was,​ ​he​ ​characterised​
​Greenland​​as​​a​​“piece​​of​​ice”​​—​​an​​image​​he​
​apparently​ ​liked​ ​so​ ​much​ ​that​ ​he​ ​repeated​ ​it​
​four times during the speech:​

​And​ ​all​ ​we're​ ​asking​ ​for​ ​is​ ​to​
​get​​Greenland,​​including​​right,​
​title​ ​and​ ​ownership,​ ​because​
​you​ ​need​ ​the​ ​ownership​ ​to​
​defend​ ​it.​ ​You​ ​can't​ ​defend​ ​it​

​15​ ​Alexander Rossell Hayes, “Most Americans remain​
​opposed to seizing Greenland with military force,”​
​YouGov, January 15, 2026​
​(https://today.yougov.com/politics/articles/53897-mo​
​st-americans-remain-opposed-to-seizing-greenland-with​
​-military-force)​

​14​ ​Barbara Sprunt, “U.S. lawmakers wrap reassurance​
​tour in Denmark as tensions around Greenland grow,”​
​NPR, January 19, 2026​
​(https://www.npr.org/2026/01/19/g-s1-106427/cong​
​ress-bipartisan-denmark-greenland).​
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​on​ ​a​ ​lease.​ ​Number​ ​one,​
​legally,​ ​it's​ ​not​ ​defensible​ ​that​
​way​ ​totally.​ ​And​ ​number​ ​two,​
​psychologically,​ ​who​ ​the​ ​hell​
​wants​ ​to​ ​defend​ ​a​ ​license​
​agreement​ ​or​ ​a​ ​lease,​ ​which​​is​
​a​ ​large​ ​piece​ ​of​ ​ice​ ​in​ ​the​
​middle​ ​of​ ​the​ ​ocean​ ​where,​ ​if​
​there​ ​is​ ​a​ ​war,​ ​much​ ​of​ ​the​
​action​ ​will​ ​take​ ​place​ ​on​ ​that​
​piece of ice.​​16​

​It​ ​was​ ​hardly​ ​an​ ​argument​​that​​endeared​​him​
​to​ ​the​ ​people​ ​in​ ​Greenland,​ ​just​ ​as​ ​calling​
​Denmark​ ​“ungrateful”​ ​didn’t​ ​help​ ​either.​ ​His​
​lashing​​out​​seemed​​—​​at​​least​​for​​the​​moment​
​— to be an implicit admission of defeat.​

​Since​ ​his​ ​return​ ​to​ ​power,​ ​President​​Trump’s​
​inclinations​ ​in​ ​foreign​ ​policy​ ​clearly​ ​seem​ ​to​
​be​ ​towards​ ​the​ ​balance​​of​​power​​politics​​that​
​prevailed​ ​in​ ​the​ ​nineteenth​ ​century.​ ​The​
​question​ ​is​ ​whether​ ​this​ ​also​ ​motivates​ ​his​
​desire​ ​for​ ​Greenland.​ ​Nothing​ ​indicates​ ​that​
​he​​has​​any​​substantial​​knowledge​​of​​American​
​history,​​but​​somebody​​in​​his​​orbit​​might​​have​
​informed​ ​him​ ​about​ ​the​ ​first​ ​American​
​attempt​​to​​buy​​Greenland​​back​​in​​1867-1868.​
​At​ ​least​ ​there​ ​are​ ​many​ ​similarities​ ​between​
​the​ ​current​ ​situation​ ​and​ ​the​ ​years​ ​following​
​the death of President Abraham Lincoln.​

​Splendid​ ​Fisheries,​ ​Unsurpassed​
​Hydraulic​ ​Power​ ​and​ ​Inexhaustible​
​Mineral Resources​
​After​ ​the​ ​end​ ​of​ ​the​ ​American​ ​Civil​ ​War​
​(1861-1865),​​Secretary​​of​​State​​William​​Henry​
​Seward​ ​was​ ​intent​ ​on​ ​creating​ ​an​ ​American​
​commercial​ ​empire.​ ​Among​ ​the​​results​​of​​his​

​16​ ​Donald J. Trump, speech in Davos (transcript),​
​January 21, 2026, Senate Democrats​
​(https://www.democrats.senate.gov/newsroom/trump​
​-transcripts/transcript-president-trump-delivers-an-add​
​ress-at-the-world-economic-forum-in-davos-12126).​

​efforts​ ​were​ ​the​ ​purchase​ ​of​ ​Alaska​ ​from​
​Russia​ ​in​ ​1867​ ​and​ ​the​ ​attempt​ ​to​ ​purchase​
​the​​Virgin​​Islands​​from​​Denmark​​immediately​
​after.​ ​While​ ​the​ ​US​ ​Government​ ​was​
​negotiating​ ​with​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government​
​about​ ​the​ ​price​ ​and​ ​the​ ​preconditions​
​(including​ ​a​ ​referendum​ ​about​​the​​sale​​in​​the​
​Virgin​​Islands,​​where​​a​​large​​majority​​voted​​to​
​become​ ​Americans),​ ​another​ ​American​
​expansionist,​ ​former​​Treasurer​​and​​Governor​
​of​ ​the​ ​Kansas​ ​Territory​ ​Robert​ ​J.​ ​Walker​
​(1801-1869),​​suggested​​to​​Seward​​that​​the​​US​
​should​ ​also​ ​buy​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​Iceland.​
​Seward​ ​commissioned​ ​a​ ​report​ ​on​ ​the​
​advantages of buying the two islands.​​17​

​The​ ​report​ ​praised​ ​the​ ​“splendid​ ​fisheries”,​
​the​​“unsurpassed​​hydraulic​​power,”​​the​​ability​
​to​​create​​a​​transatlantic​​telegraph​​line,​​and​​not​
​least​ ​the​ ​“inexhaustible”​ ​mineral​ ​resources​​in​
​Greenland.​ ​The​ ​report​ ​contended​ ​that​ ​“The​
​possession​ ​of​ ​these​ ​mines​ ​as​ ​part​ ​of​ ​our​
​territory is a question of vital magnitude.”​​18​

​In​ ​his​ ​introduction​ ​to​ ​the​ ​report,​ ​Robert​ ​J.​
​Walker​ ​nevertheless​ ​stressed​ ​an​ ​even​ ​more​
​important​​reason​​for​​purchasing​​Greenland.​​It​
​had to do with the Dominion of Canada.​

​In​ ​1867​ ​the​ ​British​ ​had​ ​begun​ ​to​ ​unify​ ​its​
​colonies​ ​under​ ​a​ ​federal​ ​government​ ​in​
​Ottawa,​ ​and​ ​in​ ​his​ ​view​ ​these​ ​colonies​ ​had​
​been​ ​established​ ​“in​ ​a​​spirit​​of​​bitter​​hostility​
​towards​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States.”​ ​By​ ​buying​
​Greenland,​ ​the​ ​American​ ​Government​ ​could​
​flank​ ​British​ ​North​ ​America​ ​on​ ​the​ ​Atlantic​
​side,​ ​just​ ​as​ ​the​ ​purchase​ ​of​ ​Alaska​ ​was​ ​now​
​flanking​ ​it​ ​on​​the​​Pacific​​side.​​Hopefully,​​that​

​18​ ​Benjamin Mills Peirce,​​A Report on the Resources​​of​
​Iceland and Greenland​​, p. 2.​

​17​ ​Benjamin Mills Peirce,​​A Report on the Resources​​of​
​Iceland and Greenland,​​US State Department, 1868​
​(https://ia600507.us.archive.org/0/items/areportonres​
​our00statgoog/areportonresour00statgoog.pdf)​
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​would​ ​“greatly​ ​increase​ ​her​ ​inducements,​
​peacefully​​and​​cheerfully,​​to​​become​​a​​part​​of​
​the​ ​American​ ​Union.”​​19​ ​157​ ​years​ ​later,​
​Rebecca​ ​Pincus,​ ​from​ ​the​ ​now​ ​defunct​ ​Polar​
​Institute​ ​at​ ​the​ ​Wilson​ ​Center,​ ​made​ ​pretty​
​much​ ​the​ ​same​ ​argument​ ​about​ ​Greenland’s​
​geostrategic​​importance​​(minus​​the​​part​​about​
​coercing​ ​Canada)​ ​in​ ​her​ ​February​ ​12,​ ​2025​
​testimony to the US Senate:​

​The​​U.S.​​military​​has​​a​​significant​
​position​ ​in​ ​Alaska,​ ​including​ ​the​
​world’s​ ​largest​ ​concentration​ ​of​
​5th-generation​​fighter​​aircraft​​and​
​the​ ​11th​ ​Airborne.​ ​Greenland’s​
​location​​on​​the​​eastern​​side​​of​​the​
​Arctic​ ​complements​
​Alaska—they​ ​are​ ​the​ ​“10​ ​o’clock​
​and​ ​2​ ​o’clock”​ ​of​ ​the​ ​North​
​American​ ​continent​ ​—​ ​and​
​together,​ ​homeland​ ​defence​ ​and​
​domain​ ​awareness​ ​from​ ​these​
​positions​​offers​​critical​​protection​
​to the U.S.​​20​

​Was​ ​there​ ​any​ ​political​ ​will​ ​in​​Denmark​​back​
​in​​the​​1860s​​to​​sell​​Iceland​​and​​Greenland?​​It​
​remains​ ​unknown.​ ​There​ ​were​ ​never​ ​any​
​official​​negotiations,​​and​​the​​available​​sources​
​in​ ​the​ ​Danish​​National​​Archives​​(Rigsarkivet)​
​don’t​ ​reveal​ ​anything​ ​about​ ​the​ ​views​ ​of​ ​the​
​Danish​ ​government.​ ​Nevertheless,​ ​on​ ​July​ ​1,​
​1868,​ ​The​ ​Daily​ ​Journal​ ​in​ ​Ogdensburg,​ ​New​
​York​ ​could​ ​inform​ ​its​ ​readers​ ​that​ ​Secretary​
​of​ ​State​ ​William​ ​Henry​ ​Seward​ ​had​ ​now​
​almost​​reached​​an​​agreement​​with​​the​​Danish​
​Government​ ​about​ ​a​ ​purchase.​ ​The​ ​price​

​20​ ​“Written Testimony of Dr. Rebecca Pincus Director,​
​Polar Institute, Wilson Center Committee on​
​Commerce, Science, and Transportation U.S. Senate​
​February 12, 2025​
​(https://www.commerce.senate.gov/services/files/AE​
​D6B3A3-C7A7-4A83-BFBC-7EA8DD8BD524)​

​19​ ​Peirce,​​A Report on the Resources of Iceland and Greenland​​,​
​pp. 3-4.​

​would​ ​be​ ​5.5​ ​million​ ​dollars​ ​in​ ​gold.​​21​

​Likewise,​​the​​following​​year,​​July​​19,​​1869,​​The​
​New​ ​York​ ​Times​ ​could​ ​report​ ​that​ ​an​
​annexation​​of​​Iceland​​was​​imminent,​​and​​that​
​the​​Icelanders​​were​​thrilled​​to​​become​​part​​of​
​the​ ​United​ ​States.​ ​The​ ​sources​ ​of​ ​these​
​articles are unknown.​​22​

​The​ ​purchase​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Virgin​ ​Islands​ ​was​
​ultimately​ ​voted​ ​down​ ​in​ ​the​ ​US​ ​Congress​
​and​ ​any​ ​discussion​​that​​may​​have​​taken​​place​
​about​ ​purchasing​ ​Iceland​​and​​Greenland​​also​
​ended​ ​there.​ ​The​ ​primary​ ​reason​ ​was​ ​that​
​President​ ​Andrew​ ​Johnson​ ​(1865-1869)​ ​had​
​become​ ​incredibly​ ​unpopular​ ​with​ ​the​
​self-proclaimed​ ​Radical​ ​Republicans,​ ​who​ ​in​
​February​ ​of​ ​1868​ ​attempted​ ​to​​impeach​​him.​
​William​ ​Henry​ ​Seward​ ​was​ ​already​ ​being​
​mocked​ ​by​ ​newspapers​ ​for​ ​the​ ​purchase​ ​of​
​Alaska,​ ​which​ ​they​ ​called​ ​“Seward’s​ ​icebox,”​
​and​​when​​Congressman​​C.C.​​Washburn​​from​
​Wisconsin​​in​​the​​summer​​of​​1868​​got​​hold​​of​
​A​​Report​​on​​the​​Resources​​of​​Iceland​​and​​Greenland​​,​
​he​ ​warned​ ​his​ ​colleagues​ ​that​ ​in​ ​addition​ ​to​
​Alaska​ ​and​ ​the​ ​proposed​ ​purchase​ ​of​ ​the​
​Virgin​ ​Islands,​ ​which​ ​just​ ​a​ ​year​ ​before​ ​had​
​been​ ​devastated​ ​by​ ​an​ ​earthquake​ ​and​ ​a​
​tsunami,​ ​Seward​ ​was​ ​planning​ ​to​ ​purchase​
​two​ ​additional​ ​“iceboxes”​ ​—​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​Iceland:​

​I​​believe​​a​​treaty​​is​​now​​being​
​negotiated​​with​​Denmark​​for​
​the​ ​purchase​ ​of​ ​Greenland​
​and​ ​Denmark​ ​[laughter]​​…​​I​
​have​ ​had​ ​placed​ ​on​​my​​table​
​since​​I​​began​​to​​speak​​to-day​

​22​ ​“Iceland.;​​Rumored Plan for the Annexation of the​​Island​
​to the United States,​​”​​The New York Times​​, July 19,​​1869​
​(https://www.nytimes.com/1869/07/19/archives/icela​
​nd-rumored-plan-for-the-annexation-of-the-island-to-t​
​he-united.html).​

​21​ ​NYS Historic Newspapers​
​(https://www.nyshistoricnewspapers.org/?a=d&d=toj1​
​8680701-01.1.1&e=-------en-20--1--txt-txIN----------).​
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​some​ ​pages​ ​of​ ​a​ ​document​
​now​ ​printing​ ​at​ ​the​
​Government​ ​Printing​ ​Office​
​for​ ​the​ ​State​ ​Department,​
​which​ ​shows​ ​that​ ​the​
​purchase​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​in​
​contemplation.”​​23​

​Nothing​ ​came​ ​of​ ​the​ ​purchase​ ​in​ ​the​ ​1860s,​
​but​​the​​American​​interest​​in​​buying​​the​​Virgin​
​Islands​ ​led​ ​to​ ​new​ ​negotiations​ ​in​ ​1892,​ ​in​
​1901-1902,​ ​and​ ​in​ ​1909-1911.​ ​In​ ​all​ ​three​
​cases,​ ​the​ ​future​ ​status​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​entered​
​the​​negotiations​​in​​different​​ways.​​It​​did​​so​​as​
​well​ ​in​ ​1916,​ ​when​ ​Denmark​ ​and​ ​the​​United​
​States​ ​in​ ​1916​ ​finally​ ​negotiated​ ​a​ ​treaty​ ​that​
​made the Virgin Islands part of the US.​

​Secretary​ ​of​ ​State​ ​Robert​ ​Lansing​ ​recognised​
​that​ ​Denmark​​had​​something​​the​​US​​wanted,​
​just​ ​as​ ​the​ ​US​ ​had​ ​something​ ​Denmark​
​wanted.​​That​​something​​was​​a​​declaration​​that​
​“the​ ​undersigned​ ​Secretary​ ​of​ ​State​ ​of​ ​the​
​United​ ​States​ ​of​ ​America,​ ​duly​​authorized​​by​
​his​​Government,​​has​​the​​honor​​to​​declare​​that​
​the​ ​Government​ ​of​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States​ ​of​
​America​ ​will​ ​not​ ​object​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​ ​extending​ ​their​ ​political​ ​and​
​economic​ ​interests​ ​to​ ​the​ ​whole​ ​of​
​Greenland.”​​24​ ​What​​the​​US​​thereby​​agreed​​to​
​do​​was​​in​​a​​sense​​to​​make​​an​​exception​​to​​the​
​principles​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Monroe​ ​Doctrine.​​25​ ​The​
​existence​ ​of​ ​the​ ​treaty​ ​did​ ​not,​ ​however,​
​prevent​ ​Donald​ ​J.​ ​Trump​ ​from​ ​declaring​ ​on​

​25​ ​Jay Sexton,​​The Monroe Doctrine: Empire and Nation​​in​
​Nineteenth-Century America​​(New York: Hill and Wang,​
​2012).​

​24​ ​“Convention Between the United States and​
​Denmark, Etc., Treaty Series No. 629,” August 4, 1916​
​(https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/uploads/vitr​
​eaty.pdf).​

​23​ ​Quoted from Brainerd Dyer, “Robert J. Walker on​
​Acquiring Greenland and Iceland,”​ ​The Mississippi​
​Valley Historical Review​​, Vol. 27, No. 2 (September,​
​1940), p. 265.​

​January​ ​7,​ ​2025​ ​that​ ​he​ ​did​ ​not​ ​know​ ​"what​
​claim​ ​Denmark​ ​has​ ​to​ ​it,​ ​but​ ​it​ ​would​ ​be​ ​a​
​very​ ​unfriendly​ ​act​ ​if​ ​they​ ​didn't​ ​allow​ ​[an​
​annexation/purchase​ ​by​ ​the​​United​​States]​​to​
​happen​ ​because​ ​it's​ ​for​ ​the​ ​protection​ ​of​​the​
​free world."​​26​

​Defence, mining or vanity project?​
​Greenland​ ​was​ ​a​ ​de​ ​facto​ ​American​
​protectorate​ ​from​ ​1941-1945​ ​when​​Denmark​
​was​ ​occupied​​by​​Nazi​​Germany,​​but​​after​​the​
​end​ ​of​ ​the​ ​German​ ​occupation​ ​Denmark​
​once​ ​again​ ​regained​ ​control​ ​in​ ​Greenland.​
​However,​ ​the​ ​emergence​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Cold​ ​War​
​once​ ​again​ ​increased​ ​US​ ​interest​ ​in​​acquiring​
​the​ ​island.​ ​In​ ​1946,​ ​the​ ​Truman​
​administration​ ​made​ ​a​ ​secret​ ​offer​ ​to​ ​a​
​surprised​ ​Danish​ ​Minister​ ​of​​Foreign​​Affairs:​
​It​ ​would​ ​like​ ​to​ ​buy​ ​Greenland​ ​for​ ​$100​
​million.​ ​The​ ​offer​ ​was​ ​rejected,​ ​but​ ​in​ ​1951,​
​the​ ​two​ ​countries​ ​concluded​ ​an​ ​agreement​
​about​​shared​​responsibility​​for​​the​​defence​​of​
​Greenland.​

​The​ ​agreement​ ​made​ ​Greenland​ ​NATO​
​territory​ ​and,​ ​while​ ​formally​ ​acknowledging​
​Danish​​sovereignty,​​it​​gave​​the​​US​​a​​free​​hand​
​to​ ​use​ ​Greenland’s​ ​territory​ ​to​ ​pursue​ ​its​
​security​ ​interests.​​27​ ​At​ ​one​ ​point​ ​during​ ​the​
​Cold​ ​War,​ ​the​ ​US​ ​had​ ​17​ ​military​ ​bases​ ​and​
​“defense​ ​areas”​ ​in​ ​Greenland,​ ​but​ ​decided​
​after​ ​the​ ​war​ ​ended​ ​that​ ​the​ ​Arctic​ ​should​
​remain​ ​a​ ​low-tension​ ​area.​ ​Now​ ​the​ ​US​ ​has​
​only​ ​one​ ​military​ ​installation,​ ​the​ ​Pituffik​
​Space​​Base,​​but​​the​​point​​is​​that​​it​​could​​easily​
​increase​ ​its​ ​presence​ ​under​ ​the​ ​existing​

​27​ ​Thorsten Borring Olesen, "Between Facts and​
​Fiction: Greenland and the Question of Sovereignty​
​1945–1954"​​New Global Studies​​7, no. 2 (): 117-128.​
​https://doi.org/10.1515/ngs-2013-012​

​26​ ​Ian Aikman, “Trump says he believes US will 'get​
​Greenland'”,​​BBC​​, January 26, 2025​
​(https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/crkezj07rzro).​
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​agreements,​​if​​it​​once​​again​​felt​​it​​was​​required​
​owing to national security concerns.​​28​

​When​​the​​Senate​​on​​February​​12,​​2025,​​held​​a​
​hearing​ ​on​ ​President​ ​Trump’s​ ​desire​ ​to​
​acquire​​Greenland​​for​​the​​United​​States,​​some​
​experts​ ​attempted​ ​to​ ​present​ ​more​ ​rational​
​arguments​ ​for​ ​President​ ​Trump’s​ ​desire​ ​to​
​“get”​ ​Greenland​ ​“somehow.”​​Rebecca​​Pincus​
​mentioned​ ​Anti-submarine​ ​warfare​ ​(ASW)​
​and​ ​pointed​ ​to​ ​the​ ​fact​ ​that​ ​Greenland​ ​is​
​located​ ​at​ ​the​ ​Western​ ​end​ ​of​ ​the​ ​strategic​
​corridor​ ​known​ ​as​ ​the​ ​“GIUK-gap”​
​(Greenland,​​Iceland,​​United​​Kingdom)​​—​​the​
​narrowest​​point​​which​​will​​enhance​​the​​ability​
​to​ ​find​ ​and​ ​track​ ​Russian​ ​submarines.​ ​Her​
​argument​​was​​that​​the​​strategic​​importance​​of​
​Greenland​ ​had​ ​increased​ ​due​ ​to​ ​global​
​heating.​ ​The​ ​Northwest​ ​Passage​​was​​opening​
​up,​ ​which​ ​had​ ​increased​ ​fears​ ​in​ ​Washington​
​over​ ​the​ ​ability​ ​of​ ​both​ ​Russia​ ​and​ ​China​ ​to​
​more​​easily​​navigate​​sea​​routes​​near​​the​​island.​
​Ironically,​​this​​argument​​requires​​a​​recognition​
​of​ ​the​ ​reality​ ​of​ ​climate​ ​change,​ ​which​
​President​​Trump​​still​​calls​​“a​​hoax”​​or​​a​​“con​
​job.”​​29​

​Two​ ​commercial​ ​arguments​ ​for​ ​acquiring​
​Greenland​ ​also​ ​emerged​ ​during​ ​the​ ​Senate​
​hearing.​ ​One​ ​related​ ​to​ ​mining,​ ​while​ ​the​
​other​ ​related​ ​to​​hydropower​​and​​the​​fact​​that​
​Greenland,​ ​due​ ​to​ ​its​ ​cold​ ​climate,​ ​would​ ​be​
​perfectly​ ​suited​ ​for​ ​data​ ​centres.​ ​All​ ​these​
​options​​were​​of​​particular​​interest​​to​​the​​“tech​

​29​ ​“Trump called climate change a ‘con job’ at the​
​United Nations. Here are the facts and context,”​​PBS​
​News​​, September 25, 2025​
​(https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/trump-called​
​-climate-change-a-con-job-at-the-united-nations-here-ar​
​e-the-facts-and-context).​

​28​ ​Ulrik Pram Gad, ”Dear mr. Trump, do not get​
​Greenland's role in Arctic security wrong”, 23. January​
​2025, Danish Institute For International Studies​
​(https://www.diis.dk/en/research/dear-mr-trump-do-n​
​ot-get-greenlands-role-in-arctic-security-wrong).​

​oligarchs”​ ​that​ ​now​ ​surround​ ​the​ ​Trump​
​administration​​—​​one​​of​​which,​​Ken​​Howery,​
​is​ ​now​ ​the​ ​Trump​ ​administration’s​
​ambassador to Denmark.​

​As​ ​for​ ​mining,​ ​there​ ​is​ ​a​ ​strong​ ​American​
​interest​​in​​nickel,​​cobalt,​​and​​lithium,​​of​​which​
​several​ ​promising​​deposits​​have​​recently​​been​
​discovered​​in​​Greenland.​​Confronted​​with​​the​
​argument​ ​that​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​“open​ ​for​
​business,​ ​but​ ​not​ ​for​ ​sale”,​ ​experts​ ​like​
​Rebecca​ ​Pincus​​have​​argued​​that​​the​​pathway​
​to​ ​these​ ​minerals​ ​“may​ ​require​ ​some​
​nonmarket​ ​intervention”​ ​due​ ​to​ ​the​ ​cost​ ​of​
​mining​ ​them.​ ​But,​ ​perhaps​ ​even​ ​more​
​significantly,​ ​some​ ​of​ ​President​ ​Trump’s​ ​tech​
​donors​ ​may​ ​see​ ​American​ ​control​ ​as​ ​a​
​necessity​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​ ​weaken​ ​Greenland’s​
​mining​ ​regulations​ ​or​ ​remove​ ​other​
​restrictions​ ​that​ ​have​ ​so​ ​far​ ​limited​
​investments.​

​Among​ ​the​ ​tech​ ​billionaires​ ​and​ ​venture​
​capitalists​​with​​ideas​​for​​projects​​in​​Greenland​
​are​ ​members​ ​of​ ​the​ ​so-called​ ​“PayPal​​Mafia”​
​—​​an​​informal​​group​​of​​former​​founders​​and​
​employees​ ​of​ ​PayPal.​ ​One​ ​of​​the​​members​​is​
​Ken​ ​Howery,​ ​another​ ​is​ ​Marc​ ​Andreessen,​
​who​ ​is​ ​now​ ​attempting​ ​to​ ​invest​ ​in​ ​Western​
​Greenland​ ​through​ ​the​ ​mining​ ​company​
​KoBold​ ​Metals.​ ​The​ ​list​ ​of​ ​investors​ ​in​ ​the​
​company​ ​also​ ​includes​​Mark​​Zuckerberg,​​Jeff​
​Bezos and Bill Gates.​

​Marc​ ​Andreessen​​is​​also​​an​​investor​​in​​Praxis​
​Nation​ ​—​ ​a​ ​libertarian​ ​venture​ ​exploring​​the​
​possibilities​​of​​setting​​up​​a​​new​​self-governing​
​“city-cryptostate”​ ​somewhere​ ​in​ ​Greenland.​​30​

​So​ ​is​ ​Peter​ ​Thiel,​ ​who​ ​has​ ​made​ ​it​​clear​​that​

​30​ ​Andy Vasoyan, “A Startup Linked to Peter Thiel​
​Wants to Build the “Next Great City” in Greenland,”​
​Insidehook​​, February 6, 2025​
​(https://www.insidehook.com/internet/peter-thiel-pra​
​xis-next-great-city-greenland).​
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​he​ ​no​ ​longer​ ​believes​ ​“that​ ​freedom​ ​and​
​democracy​ ​are​ ​compatible”​ ​and​ ​thinks​ ​that​
​Greenland​ ​might​ ​be​ ​the​ ​place​ ​to​ ​create​ ​an​
​alternative​ ​to​ ​a​ ​democratic​ ​government.​​31​

​Thiel​ ​—​ ​a​ ​co-founder​ ​and​ ​chairman​ ​of​
​Palantir​ ​Technologies,​ ​Inc​ ​—​ ​is​ ​one​ ​of​ ​the​
​few​ ​tech​ ​billionaires​ ​who​ ​has​ ​supported​
​Donald​ ​Trump​ ​from​ ​the​ ​beginning​ ​of​ ​his​
​political​ ​campaign​ ​in​ ​2015.​ ​He​ ​later​ ​became​
​close​ ​to​ ​Vice​ ​President​ ​JD​ ​Vance,​ ​whose​
​senatorial campaign he financed in 2022.​​32​

​Senior​ ​researcher​ ​at​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Institute​ ​for​
​International​ ​Studies​ ​(DIIS)​ ​Ulrik​ ​Pram​ ​Gad​
​has​ ​pointed​ ​out​ ​the​ ​irony​ ​of​ ​an​ ​American​
​administration​ ​and​ ​a​ ​group​ ​of​ ​libertarian​
​supporters​ ​promoting​ ​Greenland’s​
​independence​ ​as​ ​a​ ​means​ ​of​ ​removing​
​restrictions​ ​on​​business,​​considering​​that​​calls​
​for​ ​independence​ ​have​ ​often​ ​been​
​accompanied​​by​​the​​slogan​​“Nothing​​about​​us​
​without​ ​us.”​​33​ ​The​​people​​of​​Greenland​​want​
​more​ ​influence​ ​on​ ​regulations​ ​affecting​ ​the​
​environment they live in, not less.​

​When​ ​President​ ​Trump​ ​first​ ​brought​ ​up​ ​the​
​idea​ ​of​ ​buying​ ​Greenland​ ​in​ ​2018,​ ​it​ ​became​
​clear​​to​​his​​cabinet​​and​​his​​advisors​​that​​it​​was​
​not​​a​​spur​​of​​the​​moment​​idea,​​but​​something​
​he​ ​had​ ​wanted​ ​for​ ​several​ ​years,​ ​and​ ​now​
​ordered​ ​them​ ​to​ ​work​ ​on.​ ​One​ ​cabinet​
​member​ ​later​ ​recalled​ ​being​ ​completely​

​33​ ​Naalakkersuisut / Government of Greenland​
​Ministry for Statehood and Foreign Affairs,​​Greenland​​in​
​the World; Nothing about us without us,​​February 2024​
​(https://paartoq.gl/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/Gr​
​eenlands_Foreign_-Security_and_Defense_Policy_2024​
​_2033.pdf).​

​32​ ​Daniel Klaidman, “The billionaire who fueled JD​
​Vance's rapid rise to the Trump VP spot, ”​​CBS News​​,​
​July 16, 2024​
​(https://www.cbsnews.com/news/jd-vance-trump-vp-​
​peter-thiel-billionaire/).​

​31​ ​Peter Thiel, “The Education of a Libertarian”,​​Cato​
​Unbound​​, April 13, 2009​
​(https://www.cato-unbound.org/2009/04/13/peter-thi​
​el/education-libertarian/).​

​mystified:​ ​“You’d​ ​just​ ​sit​ ​there​ ​and​ ​be​ ​like,​
​well,​ ​this​ ​isn’t​ ​real​​…But​​then​​you’re​​like,​​oh,​
​well,​ ​maybe​ ​this​ ​is​ ​real​ ​in​ ​his​ ​mind.”​​34​ ​Some​
​advisors,​ ​like​ ​National​ ​Security​ ​Advisor​ ​John​
​Bolton​ ​and​ ​Senior​ ​Advisor​ ​for​ ​Europe​ ​and​
​Russia​​Fiona​​Hill,​​attempted​​to​​come​​up​​with​
​alternative​ ​concepts​ ​that​ ​he​ ​could​ ​present​ ​to​
​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government,​ ​like​ ​“shared​
​sovereignty”​ ​or​ ​“pooled​ ​sovereignty.”​ ​It​
​clearly didn’t fly.​

​President​ ​Trump​ ​had​ ​allegedly​ ​been​ ​told​
​about​ ​the​ ​opportunities​ ​in​ ​Greenland​ ​by​ ​his​
​friend​ ​Ron​ ​Lauder​ ​—​ ​a​ ​businessman​ ​and​
​former​ ​US​ ​Ambassador​ ​to​ ​Austria.​ ​Lauder​
​has​ ​been​ ​interested​ ​in​ ​Greenland​ ​for​ ​many​
​years​​and​​has​​recently​​also​​begun​​to​​invest​​in​​a​
​couple of companies there.​

​A​ ​couple​ ​of​ ​weeks​ ​after​ ​President​ ​Trump’s​
​second​ ​inauguration,​ ​Lauder​ ​published​ ​an​
​op-ed​ ​in​​the​​New​​York​​Post​​with​​the​​title​​“I’m​
​a​​Greenland​​expert​​—​​these​​3​​paths​​can​​make​
​it​ ​America’s​ ​next​ ​frontier.”​​35​ ​He​ ​repeated​
​Robert​​J.​​Walker’s​​geostrategic​​argument​​from​
​the​ ​1860’s:​ ​“Militarily,​ ​Greenland​ ​is​ ​a​ ​perfect​
​twin​ ​to​ ​Alaska.​ ​Their​​locations​​on​​either​​side​
​of​ ​the​​continent​​join​​into​​a​​strategic​​linchpin,​
​offering​ ​forward​ ​bases​ ​essential​ ​for​ ​Arctic,​
​North Atlantic and North Pacific security.”​

​So,​ ​is​ ​it​ ​really​ ​concerns​ ​about​ ​the​ ​mining​ ​of​
​critical​ ​minerals​ ​and/or​ ​concerns​ ​about​ ​US​
​national​ ​security​ ​that​ ​primarily​ ​drive​ ​the​
​Trump​ ​administration’s​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​Greenland?​
​My​​sense​​is​​that​​the​​primary​​motivation​​is​​less​
​rational;​​that​​it​​is​​a​​vanity​​project​​born​​out​​of​
​Trump’s​ ​strong​ ​desire​ ​to​ ​be​ ​added​ ​to​​the​​list​

​35​ ​The​ ​New​ ​York​ ​Post,​ ​February​ ​4,​ ​2025​
​(https://nypost.com/2025/02/04/opinion/im-a-green​
​land-investor-these-3-paths-can-make-it-americas-next-​
​frontier/).​

​34​ ​Quoted from Peter Baker & Susan Glasser,​​The​
​Divider​​(New York: Vintage Books, 2022), p. 511.​
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​of​ ​American​ ​presidents​ ​who​ ​have​ ​expanded​
​US​​territory.​​Perhaps​​it​​is​​still​​mostly​​the​​“big​
​real​ ​estate​ ​deal”​ ​he​ ​described​ ​it​ ​as​ ​in​ ​2019.​
​Senior​ ​Researcher​ ​Ulrik​ ​Pram​ ​Gad​​has​​asked​
​the​ ​most​ ​pertinent​ ​question​ ​here:​ ​“But​ ​why​
​would​ ​Trump-the-deal-maker​ ​want​ ​to​ ​pay​
​huge​ ​subsidies​ ​on​ ​a​ ​welfare​ ​state​ ​he​ ​doesn’t​
​want​ ​for​ ​his​ ​taxpayers​ ​at​ ​home​ ​to​ ​secure​
​mining​ ​rights​ ​and​ ​military​ ​control​ ​that​ ​he​
​already has for free?”​​36​

​In​ ​the​ ​early​ ​months​ ​of​ ​his​ ​second​
​administration,​ ​Trump’s​ ​advisors​ ​seemed​ ​to​
​have​ ​convinced​ ​him​ ​that​​the​​best​​—​​perhaps​
​also​ ​the​ ​only​ ​—​ ​way​ ​to​ ​appeal​​to​​the​​people​
​of​ ​Greenland​ ​was​ ​to​ ​support​ ​a​ ​quest​ ​for​
​independence.​ ​And​ ​so,​ ​in​ ​his​ ​speech​ ​to​
​Congress​ ​in​ ​March​ ​2025,​ ​Trump​ ​made​ ​a​
​direct​​appeal​​to​​the​​people​​of​​Greenland:​​“We​
​strongly​​support​​your​​right​​to​​determine​​your​
​own​ ​future,​ ​and​ ​if​ ​you​ ​choose,​ ​we​ ​welcome​
​you​​into​​the​​United​​States​​of​​America.”​​So​​far​
​so​​good,​​but​​then​​he​​only​​half-jokingly​​added:​
​“I​ ​think​ ​we’re​ ​going​ ​to​ ​get​ ​it​ ​—​ ​one​ ​way​ ​or​
​the​ ​other,​ ​we’re​ ​going​ ​to​ ​get​ ​it.”​​37​ ​The​ ​first​
​idealistic​ ​statement​ ​reflected​ ​the​ ​framing​ ​of​
​the​ ​issue​ ​that​ ​his​ ​advisors​ ​and​ ​speechwriters​
​had​ ​made,​ ​but​ ​the​ ​improvised​ ​addition​ ​was​
​probably​ ​a​ ​more​ ​honest​ ​reflection​ ​of​ ​the​
​President’s​ ​own​ ​desires.​ ​His​ ​quest​ ​for​
​Greenland​ ​might​ ​be​ ​about​ ​the​ ​projection​ ​of​
​US​ ​power​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Western​ ​Hemisphere,​ ​but​
​more​ ​than​ ​anything,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​about​ ​President​

​37​ ​Donald J. Trump, “Address to Joint Session of​
​Congress,” March 4, 2025, UVA Miller Center,​
​Presidential Speeches​
​(https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presidential-s​
​peeches/march-4-2025-address-joint-session-congress).​

​36​ ​Ulrik Pram Gad, “Why would Greenlanders take a​
​deal from Trump that gives them less than they already​
​have?”, DIIS, February 10, 2025​
​(https://www.diis.dk/en/research/why-would-greenlan​
​ders-take-a-deal-from-trump-that-gives-them-less-than-​
​they-already).​

​Trump’s​ ​personal​ ​desire​ ​to​ ​create​ ​a​​historical​
​legacy.​

​12​



​References:​

​Aikman,​​Ian.​​“Trump​​says​​he​​believes​​US​​will​
​‘get Greenland’.” BBC, January 26, 2025.​
​https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/crkezj0​
​7rzro​

​Baker,​ ​Peter,​​and​​Susan​​Glasser.​​The​​Divider.​
​New York: Vintage Books, 2022.​

​Borring​ ​Olesen,​ ​Thorsten.​ ​“Between​ ​Facts​
​and​ ​Fiction:​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Question​ ​of​
​Sovereignty​ ​1945–1954.”​​New​​Global​​Studies​
​7, no. 2.​
​https://doi.org/10.1515/ngs-2013-012​

​Deliso,​ ​Meredith.​ ​“Trump's​ ​special​ ​envoy​ ​to​
​Greenland​ ​sparks​ ​backlash​ ​with​ ​comments​
​about​ ​taking​ ​over​ ​the​ ​territory.”​ ​ABC​ ​News,​
​December 23, 2025.​
​https://abcnews.go.com/Politics/trumps-spe​
​cial-envoy-greenland-sparks-backlash-comme​
​nts-taking/story?id=128625098​

​Dyer,​ ​Brainerd.​ ​“Robert​ ​J.​ ​Walker​ ​on​
​Acquiring​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​Iceland.”​ ​The​
​Mississippi​ ​Valley​ ​Historical​ ​Review​​27,​​no.​​2​
​(September 1940): 265.​

​Gad,​ ​Ulrik​ ​Pram.​ ​“Dear​ ​Mr.​ ​Trump,​ ​do​ ​not​
​get​​Greenland's​​role​​in​​Arctic​​security​​wrong.”​
​Danish​ ​Institute​ ​for​ ​International​ ​Studies,​
​January 23, 2025.​
​https://www.diis.dk/en/research/dear-mr-tru​
​mp-do-not-get-greenlands-role-in-arctic-secur​
​ity-wrong​

​Gad,​ ​Ulrik​ ​Pram.​ ​“Why​ ​would​ ​Greenlanders​
​take​ ​a​ ​deal​ ​from​ ​Trump​ ​that​ ​gives​ ​them​ ​less​
​than​ ​they​ ​already​ ​have?”​ ​Danish​​Institute​​for​
​International​ ​Studies,​ ​February​ ​10,​ ​2025.​
​https://www.diis.dk/en/research/why-would-​
​greenlanders-take-a-deal-from-trump-that-giv​
​es-them-less-than-they-already​

​Hayes,​ ​Alexander​ ​Rossell.​ ​“Most​ ​Americans​
​remain​ ​opposed​ ​to​ ​seizing​ ​Greenland​ ​with​
​military​ ​force.”​ ​YouGov,​ ​January​ ​15,​ ​2026.​
​https://today.yougov.com/politics/articles/5​
​3897-most-americans-remain-opposed-to-seizi​
​ng-greenland-with-military-force​

​Kipling,​​Rudyard.​​“The​​White​​Man’s​​Burden.”​
​1899. The Kipling Society.​
​https://www.kiplingsociety.co.uk/poem/poe​
​ms_burden.htm​

​Klaidman,​​Daniel.​​“The​​billionaire​​who​​fueled​
​JD​​Vance's​​rapid​​rise​​to​​the​​Trump​​VP​​spot.”​
​CBS​ ​News,​ ​July​ ​16,​ ​2024.​
​https://www.cbsnews.com/news/jd-vance-tr​
​ump-vp-peter-thiel-billionaire/​

​Mellen,​ ​Riley,​ ​Eric​ ​Schmitt,​ ​et​​al.​​“Where​​the​
​U.S.​ ​Is​ ​Building​ ​Up​ ​Military​ ​Force​ ​in​ ​the​
​Caribbean.”​ ​The​ ​New​ ​York​ ​Times,​ ​October​
​17,​ ​2025.​
​https://www.nytimes.com/2025/10/17/us/p​
​olitics/trump-caribbean-venezuela-us-military​
​-maps.html​

​Naalakkersuisut​​/​​Government​​of​​Greenland.​
​Greenland​ ​in​ ​the​ ​World;​ ​Nothing​ ​about​ ​us​
​without​ ​us.​ ​February​ ​2024.​
​https://paartoq.gl/wp-content/uploads/2024​
​/03/Greenlands_Foreign_-Security_and_Def​
​ense_Policy_2024_2033.pdf​

​National​ ​Archives.​ ​“Remarks​ ​by​ ​President​
​Trump​ ​at​ ​a​ ​USMCA​ ​Celebration​ ​with​
​American​ ​Workers​ ​|​ ​Warren,​ ​MI.”​
​https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefin​
​gs-statements/remarks-president-trump-usmc​
​a-celebration-american-workers-warren-mi/​

​Peirce,​ ​Benjamin​ ​Mills.​ ​A​ ​Report​ ​on​ ​the​
​Resources​​of​​Iceland​​and​​Greenland.​​US​​State​

​13​



​Department,​ ​1868.​
​https://ia600507.us.archive.org/0/items/arep​
​ortonresour00statgoog/areportonresour00stat​
​goog.pdf​

​PBS​ ​News.​ ​“Trump​ ​called​ ​climate​ ​change​ ​a​
​‘con​ ​job’​ ​at​ ​the​​United​​Nations.​​Here​​are​​the​
​facts​ ​and​ ​context.”​ ​September​ ​25,​ ​2025.​
​https://www.pbs.org/newshour/politics/tru​
​mp-called-climate-change-a-con-job-at-the-uni​
​ted-nations-here-are-the-facts-and-context​

​Pincus,​ ​Rebecca.​ ​“Written​ ​Testimony…​ ​U.S.​
​Senate​ ​Committee​ ​on​ ​Commerce,​ ​Science,​
​and​ ​Transportation.”​ ​February​ ​12,​ ​2025.​
​https://www.commerce.senate.gov/services/f​
​iles/AED6B3A3-C7A7-4A83-BFBC-7EA8D​
​D8BD524​

​Sanger,​ ​David​ ​E.,​ ​and​ ​Lisa​ ​Friedman.​
​“Trump’s​ ​Wish​ ​to​ ​Control​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​Panama​ ​Canal:​ ​Not​ ​a​ ​Joke​ ​This​ ​Time.”​ ​The​
​New​ ​York​ ​Times,​ ​December​ ​23,​ ​2024.​
​https://www.nytimes.com/2024/12/23/us/p​
​olitics/trump-greenland-panama-canal.html​

​Sexton,​ ​Jay.​ ​The​ ​Monroe​ ​Doctrine:​ ​Empire​
​and​ ​Nation​ ​in​ ​Nineteenth-Century​ ​America.​
​New York: Hill and Wang, 2012.​

​Sprunt,​ ​Barbara.​ ​“U.S.​ ​lawmakers​ ​wrap​
​reassurance​ ​tour​ ​in​ ​Denmark​ ​as​ ​tensions​
​around​ ​Greenland​ ​grow.”​ ​NPR,​ ​January​ ​19,​
​2026.​
​https://www.npr.org/2026/01/19/g-s1-1064​
​27/congress-bipartisan-denmark-greenland​

​Tanno,​ ​Sophie,​ ​and​ ​Samantha​ ​Waldenberg.​
​“US​ ​will​ ​take​ ​Greenland​ ​the​ ​‘hard​ ​way’​ ​if​ ​it​
​can’t​ ​do​ ​it​​the​​‘easy​​way,’​​Trump​​says.”​​CNN,​
​January​ ​10,​ ​2026.​
​https://edition.cnn.com/2026/01/10/politics​
​/us-will-take-greenland-the-hard-way-if-it-can​
​t-do-it-the-easy-way-trump-says​

​The​​New​​York​​Post.​​“I’m​​a​​Greenland​​expert​
​—​ ​these​ ​3​ ​paths​ ​can​ ​make​ ​it​ ​America’s​ ​next​
​frontier.”​ ​February​ ​4,​ ​2025.​
​https://nypost.com/2025/02/04/opinion/im​
​-a-greenland-investor-these-3-paths-can-make​
​-it-americas-next-frontier/​

​Trump,​ ​Donald​ ​J.​ ​“Second​ ​Presidential​
​Inaugural​ ​Address.”​ ​January​ ​20,​ ​2025.​
​American​ ​Rhetoric.​
​https://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches​
​/donaldjtrumpsecondinauguraladdress.htm​

​Trump,​​Donald​​J.​​“Address​​to​​Joint​​Session​​of​
​Congress.”​ ​March​ ​4,​ ​2025.​ ​Miller​ ​Center.​
​https://millercenter.org/the-presidency/presi​
​dential-speeches/march-4-2025-address-joint-​
​session-congress​

​Trump,​ ​Donald​ ​J.​ ​“Speech​ ​at​ ​the​ ​World​
​Economic​ ​Forum​ ​in​ ​Davos​ ​(Transcript).”​
​January​ ​21,​ ​2026.​ ​Senate​ ​Democrats.​
​https://www.democrats.senate.gov/newsroo​
​m/trump-transcripts/transcript-president-tru​
​mp-delivers-an-address-at-the-world-economi​
​c-forum-in-davos-12126​

​U.S.​ ​Government.​ ​National​ ​Security​ ​Strategy​
​of​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States​ ​of​ ​America.​ ​November​
​2025.​
​https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/up​
​loads/2025/12/2025-National-Security-Strate​
​gy.pdf​

​U.S.–Denmark​ ​Treaty.​ ​“Convention​ ​Between​
​the​​United​​States​​and​​Denmark,​​Treaty​​Series​
​No.​ ​629.”​ ​August​ ​4,​ ​1916.​
​https://www.doi.gov/sites/doi.gov/files/upl​
​oads/vitreaty.pdf​

​Vasoyan,​ ​Andy.​ ​“A​ ​Startup​ ​Linked​ ​to​ ​Peter​
​Thiel​ ​Wants​​to​​Build​​the​​‘Next​​Great​​City’​​in​
​Greenland.”​ ​InsideHook,​ ​February​ ​6,​ ​2025.​

​14​



​https://www.insidehook.com/internet/peter-​
​thiel-praxis-next-great-city-greenland​

​Zurcher,​ ​Anthony.​ ​“Trump​ ​made​ ​Carney's​
​turnaround​ ​victory​ ​possible.”​ ​BBC,​ ​April​ ​29,​

​2025.​
​https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c5ypz7y​
​x73wo​

​15​



​The View from Copenhagen:​
​Between Two Rocks and a Hard Nut(s) to Crack​

​Ulrik Pram Gad​

​NATO's​ ​first​ ​general​ ​secretary,​ ​Hastings​
​Ismay,​​famously​​explained​​that​​the​​role​​of​​the​
​alliance​ ​was​ ​"to​ ​keep​ ​the​ ​Soviet​ ​Union​ ​out,​
​the​​Americans​​in,​​and​​the​​Germans​​down.”​​In​
​parallel,​ ​one​ ​could​ ​say​ ​that​ ​the​ ​inertly​ ​fluid​
​construction​ ​known​ ​as​ ​Rigsfællesskabet​​38​

​historically​ ​has​ ​functioned​ ​as​ ​a​ ​way​ ​for​ ​the​
​Danish​ ​State​ ​to​ ​keep​ ​the​ ​Greenlanders​ ​and​
​the​ ​Faroese​ ​in,​ ​the​ ​Americans​ ​down,​ ​and​
​everyone​ ​else​ ​out.​ ​The​ ​recent​ ​geopolitical​
​upheaval​ ​has​ ​—​ ​gradually,​ ​at​ ​first,​ ​but​ ​now​
​increasingly​ ​accelerated​ ​—​ ​turned​ ​the​ ​tables​
​so​ ​that​ ​now,​ ​if​ ​the​ ​Rigsfællesskabet​ ​is​ ​to​
​continue​ ​it​ ​needs​ ​to​ ​keep​​the​​Americans​​out,​
​elevate​​the​​Greenlanders​​and​​the​​Faroese,​​and​
​invite Europe in.​

​During​​the​​crisis​​that​​began​​as​​Trump​​geared​
​up​ ​for​ ​his​ ​second​ ​presidential​ ​inauguration,​
​the​ ​role​ ​of​ ​Denmark​ ​in​ ​this​ ​ongoing​
​constitutional​ ​(re-)construction​ ​has​ ​taken​ ​the​
​form of two balancing acts:​

​First,​ ​after​ ​decades​ ​of​ ​near-total​
​demilitarisation,​​Greenland​​is​​being​​re-armed.​
​But​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​actual​ ​fighting​ ​capacity,​ ​the​
​purpose​​is​​to​​instill​​a​​sense​​of​​security​​—​​alas,​
​in​ ​two​ ​audiences​ ​with​ ​very​ ​different​
​insecurities:​ ​The​ ​current​ ​President​ ​of​ ​the​
​United States and the people of Greenland.​

​38​ ​For explications and dissections of the formalities,​
​history and dilemmas of this constitutional​
​arrangement, cf. Harhoff 1995, Spiermann 2007,​
​Larsen 2011, Gad 2016, Gad 2020a, Gad 2025a, Gad​
​2025b, and Gad 2025c.​

​Second,​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government​ ​—​ ​in​
​tandem​​with​​the​​Greenlandic​​Government​​—​
​walks​​a​​rhetorical​​tightrope​​when​​making​​two​
​overlapping​ ​narratives​ ​about​ ​Greenlandic​
​self-determination​ ​and​ ​Danish​ ​sovereignty​
​sound as one.​

​Below,​ ​two​ ​sections​ ​analyse​ ​each​ ​of​ ​these​
​balancing​ ​acts.​ ​For​ ​reasons​ ​all​ ​too​ ​obvious,​
​the​ ​focus​ ​is​ ​mainly​ ​on​ ​relations​ ​with​
​Greenland.​ ​However,​ ​particularly​​in​​the​​latter​
​analysis,​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​appear​ ​with​ ​potentially​
​game-changing​​effect.​​In​​lieu​​of​​a​​conclusion,​
​the​ ​text​ ​attempts​ ​to​ ​pinpoint​ ​what​ ​a​
​reconfigured​ ​Rigsfællesskab​ ​has​ ​to​ ​offer​ ​to​
​NATO​ ​and​ ​Europe,​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​to​ ​Greenland​
​and the Faroes.​

​Arming​​the​​Arctic:​​Reassuring​​Trump​​and​
​the Greenlandic Public at the Same Time​​39​

​During​ ​the​ ​summer​ ​of​ ​2025,​ ​Nuuk​ ​saw​ ​a​
​strong​​presence​​of​​uniformed​​personnel​​in​​its​
​streets,​ ​along​ ​with​ ​extensive​ ​military​
​equipment​​deployed​​on​​land,​​at​​sea,​​and​​in​​the​
​air.​​The​​Greenlandic​​and​​Danish​​governments​
​have​ ​worked​ ​closely​ ​together​ ​on​ ​the​
​investment​ ​plans​ ​outlined​ ​in​ ​the​ ​recently​
​published​ ​Arctic​ ​Package​ ​2,​ ​which​ ​include​
​plans​ ​for​ ​significantly​ ​expanded​ ​military​
​capabilities.​ ​A​ ​total​ ​of​ ​DKK​ ​27.5​ ​billion​ ​has​
​been​​allocated​​to​​establishing​​the​​new​​modern​
​Arctic​ ​Command​ ​headquarters​ ​in​​Nuuk,​​new​
​Arctic​ ​vessels,​ ​military​ ​patrol​ ​aircraft,​​drones,​

​39​ ​This section draws heavily on Gad 2025d, a more​
​detailed analysis of the Greenlandic position is​
​forthcoming as Gad 2026.​
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​a​ ​telecommunications​ ​cable,​ ​a​ ​radar​ ​system,​
​and​ ​a​ ​new​ ​military​ ​unit.​ ​Scandinavian​ ​and​
​European​ ​countries,​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​Canada,​
​contributed​ ​to​ ​the​ ​summer​ ​exercises,​ ​and​
​since​ ​the​ ​start​ ​of​ ​2026,​ ​even​ ​more​ ​allied​
​countries​ ​have​ ​chipped​ ​in.​ ​Particularly​ ​the​
​summer​ ​exercises​ ​gave​ ​rise​ ​to​ ​a​ ​sense​ ​of​
​unease​ ​in​ ​Greenland​ ​for​ ​a​ ​variety​​of​​reasons,​
​good and bad.​

​The​​investments​​are​​necessary​​because​​Russia​
​is​ ​expanding​ ​its​ ​military​ ​presence​ ​in​ ​the​
​Arctic,​ ​while​ ​China​ ​is​ ​seeking​ ​ways​ ​to​ ​gain​ ​a​
​foothold​ ​in​ ​the​ ​region.​ ​At​ ​least,​ ​that​ ​is​ ​the​
​political​ ​narrative​ ​Greenlanders​ ​encounter​
​from​ ​Danish​​officers​​who,​​in​​local​​media,​​are​
​tasked​ ​with​ ​explaining​ ​the​ ​extensive​ ​military​
​exercises.​​In​​Greenland,​​however,​​no-one​​sees​
​neither​ ​Russians​ ​nor​ ​Chinese​ ​preparing​ ​to​
​invade.​ ​At​ ​most,​ ​there​ ​are​ ​concerns​ ​that​
​sinister​ ​forces​ ​may​ ​disrupt​ ​the​ ​power​ ​supply​
​or​​cut​​internet​​cables.​​By​​contrast,​​the​​threats​
​from​ ​the​ ​American​ ​President​ ​to​ ​take​
​Greenland​ ​by​ ​force​ ​are​ ​clearly​ ​etched​ ​in​
​public memory.​

​In​ ​reality,​ ​the​ ​primary​ ​purpose​ ​of​ ​both​ ​the​
​exercises​ ​and​ ​the​ ​investments​ ​is​ ​to​ ​fend​ ​off​
​Trump's​ ​aggression​ ​—​ ​a​ ​purpose​ ​it​ ​has,​
​however,​ ​been​ ​difficult​ ​for​ ​the​ ​authorities​ ​to​
​state​ ​openly.​ ​Instead,​ ​the​ ​uniforms​ ​on​ ​the​
​quay​​speak​​of​​Russia​​and​​China,​​while​​official​
​Danish​ ​justifications​ ​refer​ ​more​ ​vaguely​ ​to​
​“great​​power​​interests”​​or​​“the​​security​​policy​
​situation.”​ ​Or,​ ​as​ ​The​ ​Danish​ ​Minister​ ​for​
​Defence​ ​put​ ​it,​ ​that​ ​“​​the​ ​times​ ​require​ ​a​
​strengthened​ ​defence​ ​and​ ​security​ ​in​
​Greenland.”​​40​ ​To​ ​reassure​ ​Trump,​ ​Greenland​
​and​​Denmark​​signal​​their​​ability​​to​​ensure​​that​
​Russia​ ​is​ ​unable​ ​to​ ​deploy​ ​submarines​ ​or​

​40​​https://www.fmn.dk/da/nyheder/2025/delaftale-2-o​
​m-arktis-og-nordatlanten-styrker-for-svarets-opgavelos​
​ning-med-nye-investeringer-274-mia.-kroner​

​hostile​ ​aircraft​ ​past​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​towards​
​the US.​

​Danish​​security​​policies​​in​​the​​Arctic​​since​​the​
​Second​ ​World​ ​War​ ​have​ ​integrated​ ​three​
​elements:​ ​Fundamentally​ ​the​ ​aim​​has​​been​​to​
​facilitate​ ​the​ ​US​ ​in​ ​securing​ ​itself.​ ​The​
​intention​​was​​always​​to​​strengthen​​the​​alliance​
​with​ ​the​ ​US​ ​and,​ ​in​ ​doing​ ​so,​ ​secure​
​Denmark.​ ​At​ ​the​ ​same​ ​time,​​accommodating​
​the​ ​US​​has​​served​​to​​make​​it​​unnecessary​​for​
​the​ ​US​ ​to​ ​simply​ ​take​ ​over​ ​Greenland​ ​on​ ​its​
​own.​ ​Finally,​ ​it​ ​was​ ​necessary​ ​to​ ​keep​
​Greenlanders​ ​sufficiently​ ​satisfied,​ ​so​ ​that​
​they​​would​​not​​begin​​to​​shake​​the​​foundations​
​of this fragile setup.​

​Greenlandic Influence​
​The​ ​Danish​ ​State​ ​originally​ ​sought​ ​to​
​marginalise​ ​Greenlanders​ ​in​ ​matters​ ​relating​
​to​ ​Greenland’s​ ​defence​ ​and​ ​cooperation​​with​
​the​​US.​​From​​the​​outset,​​efforts​​were​​made​​to​
​avoid​ ​contact​ ​between​ ​Greenlanders​ ​and​ ​the​
​American​ ​soldiers​ ​stationed​ ​at​ ​the​ ​bases.​
​Militarily,​ ​a​ ​division​​of​​labour​​was​​established​
​under​ ​the​ ​defence​ ​agreement​ ​signed​ ​in​​1951:​
​the​ ​US​ ​used​ ​Greenlandic​ ​territory​ ​to​ ​defend​
​the​ ​US​ ​against​ ​nuclear​ ​attacks​ ​through​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​airspace,​ ​while​ ​Denmark​ ​was​
​responsible​ ​for​ ​the​ ​coast​ ​guard​ ​services​
​directly​ ​interacting​ ​with​ ​civilian​​Greenlanders​
​—​ ​and​ ​for​ ​the​ ​Sirius​ ​Patrol,​ ​which​ ​asserts​
​sovereignty​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Northeast,​ ​an​ ​area​
​inhabited​ ​by​ ​neither​ ​Greenlanders​ ​nor​
​Americans.​

​During​ ​the​ ​Cold​ ​War,​ ​a​ ​key​ ​concern​ ​was​ ​to​
​prevent​​Greenlandic​​politicians​​from​​engaging​
​with​ ​or​ ​challenging​ ​this​ ​overall​ ​Danish​
​approach​ ​to​ ​security​ ​policy​ ​in​ ​Greenland.​
​When​​Greenland​​achieved​​home​​rule​​in​​1979,​
​questions​ ​of​ ​security​ ​policy​ ​were​ ​naturally​
​among​ ​the​ ​issues​ ​that​ ​the​ ​new​ ​home​ ​rule​
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​politicians​ ​began​​to​​engage​​with​​and​​critically​
​examine.​

​The​ ​US​ ​closely​ ​monitored​ ​Greenlandic​
​demands​ ​for​ ​greater​ ​policy​ ​insights​ ​and,​
​ultimately,​​for​​independence.​​For​​Washington,​
​it​ ​therefore​ ​became​ ​crucial​ ​to​ ​draw​
​Greenlandic​ ​politicians​ ​into​ ​a​ ​degree​ ​of​
​shared​ ​responsibility.​ ​This​ ​occurred​ ​in​ ​2004,​
​when​ ​Naalakkersuisut​ ​signed​ ​the​ ​defence​
​agreement​ ​originally​ ​concluded​ ​by​ ​Denmark​
​and​ ​the​ ​US​ ​in​ ​1951.​ ​During​ ​Trump’s​ ​first​
​presidential​​term,​​closer​​bilateral​​contacts​​also​
​developed​ ​between​ ​Nuuk​ ​and​ ​Washington,​
​giving​ ​key​ ​Greenlandic​ ​politicians​ ​a​ ​clearer​
​understanding​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US​ ​approach​ ​(Olsvig​
​2025).​

​Over​​the​​past​​decade,​​as​​Putin​​has​​spoken​​and​
​acted​​more​​aggressively,​​the​​US​​has​​repeatedly​
​expressed​ ​the​ ​need​ ​for​ ​improved​ ​monitoring​
​of​​potential​​Russian​​activity​​off​​and​​over​​East​
​Greenland.​​In​​this​​context,​​Washington​​asked​
​Denmark​ ​to​ ​close​ ​the​ ​gap​ ​in​ ​aerial​ ​domain​
​awareness​ ​that​ ​was​ ​left​ ​when​ ​the​ ​US​
​dismantled​ ​its​ ​Cold​ ​War​ ​radar​​installations​​in​
​Greenland​ ​following​ ​the​ ​fall​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Berlin​
​Wall.​ ​The​ ​US​ ​also​ ​argued​ ​that​ ​Denmark​
​should​ ​contribute​ ​to​ ​tracking​ ​Russian​
​submarines​​in​​the​​North​​Atlantic.​​In​​2021​​this​
​led​​the​​Danish​​Government​​to​​allocate​​DKK​
​1.5​​billion​​to​​an​​“Arctic​​capability​​package,”​​a​
​substantial​ ​share​ ​of​ ​which​ ​was​ ​intended​ ​for​
​surveillance​​drones.​​Four​​years​​later,​​however,​
​when​​Trump​​returned​​to​​power,​​few​​of​​these​
​funds​ ​had​ ​materialised​ ​into​ ​actual​​defence​​or​
​surveillance measures in or around Greenland.​

​One​ ​contributing​ ​factor​ ​was​ ​that​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​Government’s​ ​right​ ​to​ ​influence​
​in​​practice​​amounted​​to​​a​​veto​​(Olsvig​​&​​Gad​
​2021).​ ​Years​ ​of​ ​negotiations​ ​followed​ ​the​
​Danish​​spending​​agreement,​​during​​which​​the​

​parties​ ​searched​ ​for​ ​potential​ ​dual-use​
​benefits​ ​and​ ​side​ ​payments​ ​for​ ​Greenlandic​
​civil​ ​society.​ ​Time​ ​passed,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​list​ ​of​
​Greenlandic​​demands​​grew​​increasingly​​costly.​
​An​ ​underlying​ ​factor​ ​was​ ​that​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​naval​ ​assets​ ​used​ ​to​ ​carry​ ​out​ ​civilian​ ​coast​
​guard tasks were aging and heavily worn.​

​Greenlandic Insecurity​
​Those​​military​​installations​​and​​personnel​​that​
​were​​of​​no​​use​​to​​civilian​​Greenlandic​​society​
​have​ ​long​ ​been​ ​almost​ ​invisible​ ​to​ ​the​
​majority​ ​of​ ​Greenlanders.​ ​In​ ​2012,​ ​when​ ​the​
​headquarters​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Joint​ ​Arctic​
​Command​ ​was​ ​moved​ ​to​ ​Nuuk,​ ​the​ ​division​
​of​ ​labour​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US​ ​was​ ​intact.​ ​The​
​Government​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​found​ ​the​
​relocation​​convenient​​as​​it​​made​​coordination​
​of​ ​rescue​ ​operations​ ​and​ ​fisheries​ ​license​
​control​ ​easier.​ ​The​ ​US​ ​took​ ​care​ ​of​ ​defence​
​against​ ​the​ ​Russians,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​expensive​​radar​
​stations​ ​on​ ​the​ ​inland​ ​ice​ ​sheet​ ​had​ ​been​
​closed,​ ​so​ ​almost​ ​all​ ​American​ ​soldiers​
​disappeared​ ​from​ ​the​ ​airport​ ​in​
​Kangerlussuaq,​​where​​all​​Greenlanders​​passed​
​through​ ​to​ ​catch​ ​flights​ ​to​ ​Copenhagen.​​The​
​only​ ​US​ ​installation​ ​was​ ​the​ ​Thule​ ​Air​ ​Base​
​(now​ ​Pituffik​ ​Space​ ​Base).​ ​Here,​ ​no​
​Greenlanders​ ​were​ ​left​ ​since​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​authorities​ ​relocated​ ​the​ ​Inughuit​ ​in​ ​1953​
​when the base was scheduled for expansion.​

​Now,​​the​​rebuilding​​of​​military​​capacity​​starts​
​—​​and​​it​​needs​​to​​be​​visible,​​because​​the​​main​
​goal​​of​​rearming​​is​​to​​instill​​a​​sense​​of​​security​
​rather​ ​than​ ​actual​ ​military​ ​combat​ ​capability​
​as​ ​such.​ ​The​ ​first​ ​problem​ ​is​ ​that​ ​this​
​rearmament​ ​is​ ​intended​ ​to​ ​instil​ ​security​ ​in​
​two​ ​largely​ ​different​ ​audiences:​ ​President​
​Trump​ ​and​ ​the​ ​people​ ​of​ ​Greenland.​ ​The​
​second​ ​problem​ ​is​ ​that​ ​it​ ​is​ ​hard​ ​to​
​communicate​​transparently​​and​​clearly​​to​​both​
​audiences at the same time.​
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​The​ ​military​ ​exercises​ ​last​ ​summer​ ​were​
​supposed​ ​to​ ​convey​ ​imagery​ ​of​ ​Danish​
​military​​capability​​and​​European​​alliances​​to​​a​
​US​ ​audience​ ​—​ ​and​ ​at​ ​the​ ​same​ ​time​ ​they​
​should​ ​reassure​ ​the​ ​Greenlanders​ ​that​
​infrastructure​ ​critical​ ​for​ ​their​ ​everyday​ ​lives​
​would​ ​be​ ​protected.​ ​However,​ ​the​ ​coming​
​investments,​ ​which​​are​​crucial​​for​​the​​US,​​are​
​all​​planned​​to​​take​​place​​far​​away​​from​​Nuuk;​
​further​ ​North​ ​on​ ​the​ ​East​ ​Coast,​ ​perhaps​ ​in​
​Pituffik,​ ​and​ ​in​ ​Kangerlussuaq,​ ​where​ ​only​
​few​​Greenlanders​​have​​any​​business​​since​​the​
​new airport in Nuuk opened.​

​The​ ​tasks​ ​for​ ​the​ ​new​ ​headquarters​ ​in​ ​Nuuk​
​involve​ ​the​ ​command​ ​of​ ​coast​ ​guard​
​functions,​ ​inclusion​ ​of​ ​Greenlanders​ ​in​
​defence​ ​tasks,​ ​and​ ​coordination​ ​of​ ​training​
​sessions​ ​and​ ​exercises​ ​with​ ​allies.​ ​These​ ​are​
​hardly​​tasks​​that​​would​​make​​the​​headquarters​
​an​ ​obvious​ ​target​ ​for​ ​a​ ​Russian​ ​attack.​ ​The​
​only​​place​​in​​Greenland​​at​​that​​kind​​of​​risk​​is​
​probably​​Pituffik​​—​​and​​such​​an​​attack​​would​
​most​​likely​​only​​occur​​as​​an​​opening​​move​​of​
​a Third World War.​

​Both​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Greenlandic​
​governments​ ​try​ ​to​ ​communicate​ ​that​ ​the​
​rearmament​ ​plans​ ​serve​ ​to​ ​ensure​ ​that​
​tensions​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Arctic​ ​remain​ ​low.​ ​This​ ​is​ ​a​
​difficult​ ​communicative​ ​task​ ​in​ ​and​ ​of​ ​itself.​
​Moreover,​​it​​is​​not​​made​​easier​​by​​the​​fact​​that​
​the​​main​​purpose​​of​​the​​military​​build-up​​is​​to​
​keep​ ​American​ ​soldiers​ ​at​​a​​suitable​​distance,​
​rather​​than​​to​​fight​​Russians.​​However,​​this​​is​
​difficult​ ​to​ ​state​ ​explicitly​ ​as​ ​the​ ​importance​
​of​ ​keeping​ ​the​ ​US​ ​as​ ​a​ ​part​ ​of​​NATO​​is​​the​
​overriding priority.​

​Both​ ​military​ ​activities​ ​themselves​ ​and​ ​the​
​communication​ ​surrounding​ ​them​ ​have​
​historically​ ​created​ ​tensions​ ​between​
​Denmark​ ​and​ ​Greenland.​ ​With​ ​the​ ​close​

​cooperation​ ​between​ ​the​ ​two​ ​governments,​
​the​​location​​of​​that​​conflict​​has​​shifted.​​Noisy​
​fighter​ ​jets,​ ​meant​ ​to​ ​reassure​ ​the​ ​Americans​
​by​ ​deterring​ ​Russia,​​frighten​​the​​reindeer​​and​
​disrupt​ ​the​ ​reindeer​ ​hunt.​ ​And​ ​many​
​Greenlanders​​now​​long​​for​​the​​days​​where​​the​
​military​ ​stayed​ ​out​ ​of​ ​sight.​ ​This​ ​leaves​ ​the​
​Government​ ​of​​Greenland​​with​​a​​major​​task:​
​explaining​ ​the​ ​complex​ ​security-policy​
​rationale​ ​to​ ​local​ ​constituencies,​ ​the​ ​public,​
​and​​mayors​​—​​a​​task,​​however,​​that​​seems​​to​
​become​ ​easier​ ​the​ ​more​ ​tense​ ​the​ ​conflict​
​between​ ​the​ ​US​ ​and​ ​the​ ​European​ ​allies​
​becomes.​ ​All​ ​the​ ​while,​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​ ​now​ ​faces​ ​the​ ​highly​ ​sensitive​
​question​ ​of​ ​how​ ​to​ ​secure​ ​more​ ​committed​
​engagement​ ​from​ ​European​ ​NATO​ ​allies​ ​in​
​Arctic​​security​​in​​a​​way​​that​​helps​​keep​​the​​US​
​inside​ ​NATO​ ​and​ ​Greenland​ ​outside​ ​of​
​formal​ ​US​ ​sovereignty.​ ​Both​ ​during​ ​Trump's​
​2026​ ​escalation​ ​and​ ​after​ ​his​ ​sudden​
​de-escalation​ ​at​ ​the​ ​World​ ​Economic​ ​Forum​
​in​ ​Davos,​ ​European​ ​leaders​ ​appear​​willing​​to​
​help shoulder that responsibility.​

​Talking and Walking a Tightrope:​
​Narrating the Continuation of​
​Rigsfællesskabet​​as a Means to Its End​
​But​ ​the​ ​governments​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​Denmark​ ​have​ ​not​ ​just​ ​been​ ​juggling​ ​the​
​impractical​ ​negotiation​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​and​
​European​ ​military​ ​personnel​ ​and​ ​capabilities​
​materialising​​along​​the​​coast​​of​​Greenland.​​In​
​parallel,​ ​they​ ​have​ ​—​ ​under​ ​duress​ ​from​
​Trump​ ​—​ ​been​ ​narrating​ ​an​ ​explanation​ ​for​
​how and why​​Rigsfællesskabet​​should continue.​

​In​ ​recent​ ​decades,​ ​Danish​ ​ministers,​
​diplomats​ ​and​ ​bureaucrats​ ​working​ ​on​ ​issues​
​relating​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​and​ ​Greenland​ ​have​
​stopped​ ​talking​ ​of​ ​the​ ​current​ ​constitutional​
​arrangement​ ​as​ ​God-given​ ​and​ ​everlasting.​
​Even​ ​most​ ​Danish​ ​parliamentarians​ ​have​
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​learned​​to​​not​​talk​​of​​the​​Greenland-Denmark​
​relation​ ​in​ ​kinship​ ​or​ ​apprenticeship​
​metaphors​ ​inevitably​ ​infantilising​
​Greenlanders.​ ​In​ ​essence,​ ​since​ ​the​ ​debates​
​around​ ​the​ ​2009​ ​enhanced​ ​Greenlandic​
​autonomy​ ​arrangement​ ​dubbed​
​'self-government',​ ​most​ ​have​ ​realised​​that​​the​
​only​ ​way​ ​to​ ​legitimise​ ​the​ ​current​
​constitutional​ ​relations​ ​between​ ​Greenland​
​and​​Denmark​​is​​to​​say​​that​​Denmark's​​role​​is​
​to​ ​assist​ ​Greenland​ ​in​ ​nudging​ ​closer​ ​to​
​independence.​ ​In​ ​other​ ​words,​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​ ​knows​ ​that​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​ ​have​
​legitimacy​​in​​Greenland,​​Greenlanders​​should​
​be​​able​​to​​read​​the​​official​​narratives​​as​​saying​
​that​ ​the​ ​purpose​ ​of​ ​Rigsfællesskabet​ ​is​ ​to​ ​end​
​itself.​​41​

​Formally,​ ​the​ ​governments​ ​of​ ​Denmark​ ​and​
​Greenland​ ​—​ ​and​ ​most​ ​of​ ​the​ ​political​
​spectrum​​behind​​both​​—​​have​​long​​agreed​​on​
​this​​line​​(Gad​​2005;​​2009;​​2016).​​But​​Trump's​
​recurring​​campaign​​has​​prompted​​and​​pushed​
​voices​ ​in​ ​both​ ​Denmark​ ​and​ ​Greenland​ ​to​
​rephrase​​their​​versions​​of​​the​​story​​—​​in​​quite​
​different​ ​ways​ ​and​ ​cadences​ ​—​ ​so​ ​that​ ​the​
​rhetorical​​tightrope​​now​​seems​​narrower​​than​
​before.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​reaction​ ​to​ ​Trump's​ ​advances​
​during​ ​his​ ​first​ ​presidency,​ ​official​ ​Danish​
​rhetoric​ ​began​ ​to​ ​affirm​ ​in​ ​more​ ​clearly​
​legible​​formulations​​the​​current​​constitutional​
​realities:​ ​that​ ​Greenland​ ​remains​ ​under​
​Danish​ ​sovereignty​ ​not​ ​because​ ​of​ ​what​ ​is​
​written​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​constitution,​ ​but​
​because​ ​the​ ​Greenlanders​ ​have​ ​not​ ​claimed​
​independence.​ ​As​ ​Trump's​ ​campaign​ ​turned​
​even​ ​more​ ​aggressive​ ​during​ ​his​ ​second​
​presidency,​ ​Greenlandic​ ​rhetoric​ ​—​ ​from​
​both​​government​​and​​opposition​​voices​​—​​in​

​41​ ​This narrative never resonated in the same way in the​
​Faroes, since dependence there on Danish subsidies​
​and human resources is a lot less significant, and the​
​goal of independence has been less of a consensus.​

​a​ ​symmetric​ ​move​​dialed​​back​​the​​inscription​
​of​ ​a​ ​normatively​​preferential​​future​​sovereign​
​Greenlandic​ ​agency​ ​into​ ​current​ ​realities​ ​and​
​formalities:​ ​Rather​ ​than​ ​often​ ​talking​ ​as​ ​if​
​Greenland​ ​was​ ​already​ ​sovereign,​ ​the​ ​story​
​was​ ​that​ ​Greenland,​ ​for​ ​now,​ ​executed​ ​its​
​right​ ​of​ ​self-determination​ ​to​ ​stay​ ​under​
​Danish​ ​sovereignty,​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​ ​protect​ ​the​
​self-same​ ​right​ ​of​ ​self-determination​ ​to,​
​possibly, later declare independence.​

​Denmark​​tightening​​the​​rope​​in​​response​​to​​Trump​​I​​-​
​Greenland in response to Trump II​
​When​ ​Trump's​ ​intention​ ​to​ ​buy​ ​Greenland​
​was​ ​first​ ​reported​ ​in​ ​2019,​ ​the​​Danish​​Prime​
​Minister​ ​was​ ​—​ ​serendipitously​ ​—​ ​in​ ​Nuuk.​
​Asked​ ​by​ ​a​ ​reporter​ ​to​ ​comment,​ ​her​ ​reply​
​was​ ​that:​​"It​​is​​an​​absurd​​discussion,​​and​​[the​
​Prime​​Minister​​of​​Greenland]​​obviously​​made​
​it​​clear,​​that​​Greenland​​is​​not​​for​​sale,​​and​​by​
​that,​ ​the​ ​talk​ ​stops."​​42​ ​The​ ​talk​ ​clearly​ ​didn’t​
​stop​ ​there.​ ​Immediately​ ​Trump​ ​decided​ ​to​
​fixate​ ​on​ ​the​ ​word​ ​'absurd',​ ​eventually​
​cancelling​​a​​state​​visit​​to​​Denmark​​after​​telling​
​reporters​ ​that​ ​"I​ ​thought​ ​that​ ​the​ ​prime​
​minister’s​​statement​​that​​it​​was​​absurd​​–​​it​​was​
​an​ ​absurd​​idea,​​was​​nasty,​​I​​thought​​it​​was​​an​
​inappropriate statement."​​43​

​However,​ ​what​ ​is​ ​more​ ​pertinent​ ​for​ ​the​
​analysis​​here,​​is​​how​​many​​Greenlanders​​were​
​immediately​​more​​enthused​​by​​what​​the​​prime​
​ministers​ ​proceeded​ ​to​ ​say,​ ​namely​ ​that​

​43​​https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/detektor/detektor-medie​
​r-kaldte-frederiksen-nasty-ikke-trump​​So Trump​
​misheard Frederiksen to say that his idea was absurd,​
​when what she actually so characterised was the​
​ensuing debate - and then media reports discussed how​
​Trump included Frederiksen on is his list of women​
​publicly shamed as 'nasty', when he actually attached​
​the label not to her person but to her statement. In​
​hindsight, this stands out as a warning against​
​journalists and pundits nitpicking rhetorics rather than​
​focusing on substance when covering Trump.​

​42​​https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/indland/mette-frederiks​
​en-nu-stopper-snakken-om-saelge-groenland​
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​"Greenland​ ​does​ ​not​ ​belong​ ​to​ ​Denmark.​
​Greenland​ ​belongs​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Greenlanders."​​44​

​On​​the​​one​​hand,​​this​​way​​of​​putting​​things​​is​
​nothing​ ​but​ ​a​ ​very​ ​precise​ ​presentation​ ​of​
​Greenland's​ ​formal​ ​status​ ​under​ ​current​
​international​​law,​​explicated​​since​​2009​​also​​in​
​Danish​ ​constitutional​ ​law:​ ​The​ ​people​ ​of​
​Greenland​ ​is​ ​a​ ​people​ ​with​ ​the​ ​right​ ​to​
​self-determination​ ​including​ ​the​ ​right​ ​to​
​separate​ ​itself​ ​from​ ​Denmark​ ​and​ ​form​ ​its​
​own​ ​state.​​45​ ​In​ ​that​ ​sense,​ ​Denmark's​
​sovereignty​​over​​Greenland​​has​​all​​along​​been​
​'on​​loan'​​from​​the​​Greenlanders​​only,​​and​​the​
​statement​ ​as​ ​such​ ​changes​​neither​​formalities​
​nor​​policy.​​On​​the​​other​​hand,​​in​​Greenlandic​
​ears​ ​the​ ​words​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​​Prime​​Minister​
​resonated​​with​​their​​aspirations​​—​​particularly​
​when​​contrasted​​with​​the​​way​​many​​Danes,​​in​
​official​ ​positions​ ​or​ ​not,​ ​as​ ​the​ ​result​ ​of​
​conscious​ ​reflections​ ​or​ ​not,​ ​regularly​ ​talk​
​about​ ​Greenland​ ​as​ ​a​ ​possession​ ​of​
​Denmark.​​46​

​In​ ​a​ ​separate​ ​rhetorical​ ​move,​ ​the​ ​political​
​programme​ ​for​ ​the​ ​coalition​ ​government​
​formed​ ​in​ ​Copenhagen​ ​in​ ​2022​ ​made​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​​slogan​​"nothing​​about​​us​​without​

​46​ ​It is the impression of this Danish approach, that​
​gives resonance to opposition leader Pele Broberg's​
​repeated description of how Denmark tries to protect​
​its plaything Greenland against anyone trying to take it​
​away, cf. e.g.,​
​https://nyheder.tv2.dk/2025-01-26-trump-skal-blive-ve​
​d-siger-tidligere-minister​

​45​ ​All of the alternative versions quoted in the footnote​
​above would be less precise renditions of the​
​constitutional formalities.​

​44​ ​Danish original: "Grønland er ikke Danmark's.​
​Grønland er grønlændernes." The original soundbite​
​from the Prime Minister is included at 0:50 in​
​https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/indland/video-hvorfor-vil​
​-groenlaenderne-loesrive-sig-fra-danmark#!/ I owe the​
​observation to Sophie Rud, that many Danish media​
​reports have misquoted the Prime Minister, substituting​
​"Denmark's" with "Danish" and or "the Greenlander's"​
​with "Greenlandic" or "Greenland's".​

​us"​ ​an​ ​official​ ​Danish​ ​policy.​​47​ ​Again,​ ​this​
​hardly​ ​changes​ ​the​ ​formalities​ ​enshrined​ ​in​
​the​​provisions​​long​​in​​place​​in​​the​​1979​​Home​
​Rule​ ​Act​ ​and​ ​developed​ ​in​ ​the​ ​2003​ ​Itilleq​
​Declaration,​ ​the​ ​2005​ ​Act​ ​on​ ​Conclusion​ ​of​
​Agreement​ ​under​ ​International​ ​Law​ ​by​ ​the​
​Government​ ​of​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​the​ ​2009​
​Self-Government​ ​Act.​ ​But​ ​coming​ ​on​ ​the​
​heels​ ​of​ ​decades​ ​of​ ​Greenlandic​ ​complaints​
​—​​some​​warranted,​​some​​long​​shots​​—​​about​
​not​ ​being​ ​invited​ ​to​ ​be​ ​in​ ​the​ ​room​ ​when​
​Danish​​ministers​​and​​diplomats​​discuss​​Arctic​
​issues​ ​or​ ​other​ ​matters​ ​pertaining​ ​to​
​Greenland,​ ​the​ ​rhetorical​ ​embrace​ ​of​ ​the​
​slogan​​worked​​like​​a​​promise​​(cf.​​Austin​​1997)​
​and,​ ​hence,​ ​raised​ ​the​ ​political​ ​price​ ​of​ ​not​
​following through.​

​It​ ​appears​ ​that​ ​the​ ​promise​ ​is​ ​indeed​ ​taken​
​seriously​ ​by​ ​the​ ​relevant​ ​Danish​ ​ministries.​
​Institutionally,​ ​a​ ​'Contact​ ​Committee​ ​on​
​Foreign,​ ​Security​ ​and​ ​Defence​ ​Policy'​
​established​​by​​the​​Danish​​Prime​​Minister,​​but​
​with​ ​a​ ​rotating​ ​chairship​ ​between​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands,​ ​Greenland​ ​and​ ​Denmark​ ​is​ ​an​
​important​ ​innovation​ ​both​ ​formally​ ​and​ ​as​ ​a​
​means​ ​to​ ​secure​ ​that​ ​confrontation​ ​on​ ​tricky​
​issues​ ​is​ ​not​ ​avoided.​​48​ ​The​ ​leading​ ​role​ ​for​
​Greenland​ ​in​ ​the​ ​formally​ ​Danish​ ​2025-27​
​chairship​ ​of​​the​​Arctic​​Council​​allowed​​by​​an​
​intricate​ ​bureaucratic​ ​setup​ ​has​​been​​taken​​as​
​a​ ​symbolically​ ​important​ ​step.​​49​ ​The​ ​Danish​
​Minister​​for​​Foreign​​Affairs​​even​​quips​​about​
​being​ ​un-invited​ ​to​ ​meetings​​on​​Arctic​​issues​
​by​ ​foreign​ ​counterparts,​ ​when​ ​he​ ​insists​ ​that​
​he​ ​can​ ​only​ ​come​ ​if​ ​accompanied​ ​by​ ​a​

​49​​https://naalakkersuisut.gl/Nyheder/2024/12/2012_a​
​rktisk_raad?sc_lang=da​

​48​​https://stm.dk/presse/pressemeddelelser/2021/kom​
​missorium-for-udenrigs-sikkerheds-og-forsvarspolitisk-​
​kontaktudvalg-er-underskrevet/​

​47​ ​Frederiksen, Ellemann-Jensen & Rasmussen​
​(2022:53). A preliminary attempt to trace the roots of​
​the slogan is included in Gad (2025b).​
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​Greenlandic​ ​colleague​ ​seated​ ​on​ ​equal​ ​terms​
​and​​sometimes​​a​​Faroese​​colleague​​too.​​In​​the​
​summer​ ​of​ ​2025,​ ​during​ ​a​ ​relative​ ​calm​ ​in​
​Trump's​ ​Greenland​ ​campaign,​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​ministers​ ​for​ ​foreign​ ​affairs​ ​and​ ​defence​
​toured​ ​the​ ​DC​ ​beltway​ ​without​ ​Greenlandic​
​counterparts​ ​—​ ​apparently​ ​seeking​
​counterparts​ ​to​ ​discuss​ ​every​ ​issue​ ​but​
​Greenland.​​50​

​Meanwhile,​ ​it​ ​was​ ​later​ ​reported,​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​ ​was​ ​approached​
​by​​US​​officials​​seeking​​to​​arrange​​a​​high-level​
​meeting​ ​with​ ​the​ ​second​ ​Trump​
​administration​​without​​Danish​​participation.​​51​

​The​ ​invitation​ ​was​ ​turned​ ​down​ ​by​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​side;​ ​that​ ​might​ ​be​ ​the​ ​obvious​
​conclusion​ ​coming​ ​from​ ​a​ ​constitutional​ ​law​
​perspective,​ ​but​ ​nevertheless​ ​controversial​ ​in​
​Greenlandic​ ​political​ ​discourse,​ ​where​ ​the​
​opposition​ ​leader​ ​repeatedly​ ​called​ ​for​ ​a​
​Greenlandic​​government​​that​​would​​negotiate​
​with the US "without Denmark present.”​​52​

​Greenland​ ​holding​ ​the​ ​line​ ​—​ ​backbenchers​ ​and​
​pundits shaking it​
​Even​ ​for​ ​the​ ​governing​ ​coalition​ ​of​ ​parties​
​united​ ​to​ ​face​ ​off​ ​Trump,​ ​it​ ​remains​
​important​​not​​to​​let​​principled​​grievances​​and​
​ambitions​ ​fade​ ​into​ ​oblivion.​ ​A​ ​video​ ​call​

​52​ ​e.g.​
​https://www.sermitsiaq.ag/samfund/pele-broberg-om-​
​trump-situationen-strudse-strategi-kommer-ikke-til-at-v​
​irke/2325772​

​51​​https://politiken.dk/danmark/art10602241/Trump-r​
​egeringen-har-fors%C3%B8gt-at-f%C3%A5-direkte-m​
​%C3%B8de-med-Gr%C3%B8nlands-politiske-top-ude​
​n-Danmark​

​50​​https://um.dk/#/embedded/release/14490284/fors​
​varsministeren-og-udenrigsministeren-rejser-til-usa?pub​
​lisherId=2012662&lang=da&widget=true;​
​https://nyheder.tv2.dk/video/2025-07-06-washington-​
​besoeg-skal-styrke-dansk-sikkerhed-siger-troels-lund-63​
​75294465112;​
​https://politiken.dk/danmark/politik/art10478702/Tr​
​oels-Lund-vil-v%C3%A6re-mellemhandler-for-Patriot-​
​systemer-fra-USA-til-Ukraine​

​between​ ​Greenlandic​ ​and​ ​Danish​
​parliamentarians​ ​blew​ ​up​ ​as​ ​the​ ​chair​ ​of​
​Inatsisartut's​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​Committee​
​protested​ ​being​ ​shut​ ​out​ ​of​ ​a​ ​meeting​ ​where​
​Danish​ ​ministers​ ​would​ ​consult​ ​with​ ​the​
​Folketing's​ ​parallel​ ​committee.​​53​ ​Her​ ​critique​
​clearly​ ​echoed​ ​decades​ ​of​ ​earlier​​Greenlandic​
​experiences.​ ​But​ ​it​ ​was​ ​also​ ​built​ ​on​ ​partly​
​misconstrued​​ideas​​of​​the​​formalities​​in​​place,​
​their​ ​rationale,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​role​ ​played​ ​by​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​side​ ​in​ ​establishing​ ​them:​ ​First,​
​the​ ​Danish​ ​Constitution​ ​grants​ ​the​ ​Foreign​
​Policy​ ​Committee​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Parliament​
​certain​ ​rights​ ​in​ ​relation​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government's​ ​conduct​ ​of​ ​foreign​ ​policy,​
​whereas​ ​the​ ​Greenlandic​ ​Parliament​ ​didn’t​
​seek​ ​to​ ​establish​ ​a​ ​similar​ ​position​ ​for​ ​its​
​Committee​ ​on​ ​Foreign​ ​and​ ​Security​ ​Policy​
​when​​describing​​its​​role​​(Olsvig​​&​​Gad​​2025).​
​Second,​ ​there​ ​has​ ​been​ ​a​ ​lack​ ​of​ ​willingness​
​on​ ​both​ ​sides​ ​to​ ​establish​ ​flexible​ ​lines​ ​of​
​communication​ ​short-circuiting​ ​the​ ​two​
​parliamentary​ ​systems​ ​(Gad​ ​2020b)​ ​as​ ​each​
​side​ ​sticks​ ​to​ ​the​ ​principle​ ​that​
​communication​ ​on​ ​foreign​ ​policy​ ​should​ ​be​
​conducted​ ​between​ ​governments​ ​rather​ ​than​
​parliaments,​​54​ ​or​ ​by​ ​strengthening​ ​the​
​'national'​ ​Greenlandic​ ​systems​ ​to​ ​secure​
​symmetry​ ​(Olsvig​ ​&​ ​Gad​ ​2021b).​ ​This​ ​more​
​complex​ ​background​ ​might​ ​be​ ​why​ ​the​
​committee​ ​chair​ ​soon​ ​declared​ ​victory​ ​by​
​applauding​ ​an​ ​openness​ ​to​ ​discussing​ ​new​
​procedures​ ​—​ ​and​​rushed​​on​​to​​embrace​​the​
​current need for unity with Denmark.​​55​

​55​​https://knr.gl/da/nyheder/pipaluk-lynge-vil-vise-ame​
​rikanerne-hvad-vi-kan-samarbejde-om-i-kampen-mod-t​
​rumps​

​54​​https://kvf.fo/ljod/sending/breddin?sid=105266&pa​
​ge=47​

​53​​https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/politik/paa-et-kaotisk-te​
​ams-moede-opstod-splid-mellem-nuuk-og-koebenhavn​
​-groenlaenderne-var-rasende​
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​In​ ​parallel,​ ​when​ ​discussing​ ​an​ ​upcoming​
​meeting​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US​ ​Vice​ ​President,​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​minister​ ​for​ ​foreign​ ​affairs​
​insisted​ ​that​ ​"When​​Greenland​​is​​the​​subject,​
​Greenland​ ​should​ ​take​ ​the​ ​lead​ ​in​ ​talks​ ​with​
​the​​US."​​56​ ​Shifting​​into​​conjunctive,​​she​​asked:​
​"What​ ​would​ ​be​ ​wrong​ ​about​ ​us​ ​holding​
​meetings​​with​​the​​US​​alone?​​I​​assume​​that​​we​
​[Greenland​ ​and​ ​Denmark]​ ​share​ ​values​ ​and​
​policies​ ​that​ ​both​ ​of​ ​us​ ​stand​ ​by."​ ​After​
​refraining​ ​from​ ​commenting​ ​on​ ​whether​ ​she​
​would​​have​​preferred​​to​​meet​​the​​US​​without​
​the​ ​Danish​ ​Foreign​ ​Minister,​ ​she​ ​concluded​
​by​ ​committing​ ​on​ ​the​ ​current​ ​formalities​ ​by​
​explaining​ ​that​ ​"Greenland​ ​has​​been​​working​
​towards​ ​forming​ ​a​ ​state​​meaning​​that​​we​​will​
​have​ ​to​ ​conduct​ ​our​ ​own​ ​foreign​ ​policy.​ ​But​
​we​​are​​not​​there​​yet.​​Until​​then,​​we​​have​​some​
​laws and frameworks that we must follow."​

​The​ ​public​ ​—​ ​in​ ​both​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​Denmark​​—​​collectively​​held​​its​​breath​​as​​the​
​foreign​ ​ministers​ ​of​​Denmark​​and​​Greenland​
​entered​ ​the​ ​meeting​​in​​Washington,​​originally​
​organised​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US​ ​Secretary​ ​of​ ​State​​but​
​hijacked​ ​by​ ​the​ ​Vice​ ​President.​ ​And​ ​both​
​Nuuk​ ​and​ ​Copenhagen​​sighed​​in​​relief​​as​​the​
​two​ ​reappeared​ ​from​ ​the​ ​building.​ ​Not​ ​just​
​alive​​but​​also​​—​​as​​prognosticated​​in​​advance​
​by​​the​​Greenlandic​​Prime​​Minister​​speaking​​at​
​a​ ​press​ ​conference​ ​in​ ​Copenhagen​ ​—​
​together:​​"If​​we​​must​​choose​​between​​the​​US​
​and​ ​Denmark​ ​here​ ​and​ ​now,​ ​we​ ​choose​
​Denmark.​ ​We​ ​choose​​NATO.​​We​​choose​​the​
​Kingdom​ ​of​​Denmark.​​We​​choose​​the​​EU,”​​57​

​continuing​ ​with​ ​the​ ​assurance​ ​echoing​ ​his​
​Danish​ ​colleague,​ ​that​ ​in​ ​Washington,​ ​"we​
​enter​ ​the​ ​room​ ​together,​ ​and​ ​we​ ​leave​

​57​​https://rigsombudsmanden.gl/rigsombuddet/oriente​
​ringer/orientering-22026/​

​56​​https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/indland/groenland/live-​
​storpolitisk-drama-mellem-usa-danmark-og-groenland?​
​focusId=10822507​

​together,​ ​and​ ​we​ ​talk​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Americans​
​together."​​58​

​When​ ​the​ ​US​ ​President​ ​commented​ ​on​ ​the​
​meeting​ ​by​ ​drawing​ ​parallels​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US'​
​military​ ​intervention​ ​in​ ​Venezuela,​ ​even​ ​the​
​most​ ​Trump-curious​ ​voice​ ​in​ ​Greenland's​
​opposition​ ​party​ ​acknowledged​​the​​need​​"for​
​the​​time​​being"​​to​​"hold​​the​​horses​​in​​relation​
​to​ ​how​ ​to​ ​cooperate"​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US.​​59​ ​He​ ​did,​
​however,​ ​insist​ ​in​ ​a​ ​SoMe​ ​post​ ​that​ ​'holding​
​the​ ​horses'​ ​did​​not​​involve​​a​​shift​​of​​position​
​for​ ​him​ ​or​​his​​party​​on​​immediately​​initiating​
​separation from Denmark.​​60​

​Pushing​ ​Back​ ​Against​ ​Demands​ ​for​
​Eternal Allegiance​
​Danish​ ​commentators​ ​and​ ​parliamentary​
​backbenchers​ ​were​ ​quick​ ​to​ ​acclaim​ ​the​ ​new​
​Greenlandic​ ​"embrace"​​61​ ​of​ ​relations​ ​with​
​Denmark.​​Some​​regretted​​that​​the​​acceptance​
​was​ ​still​ ​conditional​ ​and​ ​time​ ​limited,​
​demanding​ ​that​ ​the​ ​pledge​ ​of​ ​allegiance​
​should​​involve​​"lasting​​—​​lasting​​as​​in​​eternity​
​—​ ​...​​submission​​under​​the​​Basic​​Law​​of​​the​
​Kingdom​ ​of​ ​Denmark,​ ​the​ ​laws​ ​of​ ​the​
​[Danish​​parliament]​​Folketinget​​and​​the​​grace​
​of​ ​the​ ​King".​​62​ ​As​ ​tersely​ ​noted​ ​by​ ​a​
​Greenlandic​ ​member​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​

​62​​https://kontrast.dk/sektioner/redaktoeren-skriver/ar​
​tikel/vil-danskerne-det-forbliver-groenland-dansk​

​61​​https://www.kristeligt-dagblad.dk/danmark/efter-ma​
​aneders-anspaendt-forhold-omfavner-groenland-rigsfae​
​llesskabet;​
​https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2026/ja​
​n/20/tragedy-greenland-independence-denmark-trump​
​-us​

​60​ ​Facebook post 18 January 2026 appx 13:30 at​
​https://share.google/sVB1z2QMtjcSXnefF​

​59​​https://nyheder.tv2.dk/live/2025-01-06-kampen-om-​
​groenlands-fremtid/selvstaendighedsparti-revurderer-f​
​orhold-til-usa?entry=40dc771b-e2e5-4fbd-98c2-901c05​
​a88151​

​58​​https://knr.gl/da/nyheder/det-er-et-spoergsmaal-om​
​-den-verdensorden-vi-kender​
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​Parliament,​ ​"that's​ ​not​ ​going​ ​to​ ​happen".​​63​

​Hence,​ ​the​ ​Greenlandic​ ​Prime​ ​Minister,​
​speaking​​to​​a​​Greenlandic​​media​​outlet​​rather​
​than​ ​in​ ​front​ ​of​ ​Danish​ ​and​ ​international​
​press​ ​at​ ​the​ ​pulpit​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​prime​
​minister's​​office,​​explained​​the​​"for​​now"​​part​
​of​​the​​narrative:​​"I​​do​​not​​think​​that​​right​​now​
​is​​the​​time​​to​​talk​​about​​it​​[independence].​​We​
​should​ ​not​ ​gamble​ ​with​ ​our​ ​right​ ​to​
​self-determination​ ​when​ ​another​ ​country​ ​is​
​talking​​about​​taking​​us.​​...​​Right​​now,​​we​​stand​
​together​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Kingdom,​ ​and​ ​our​ ​internal​
​discussions,​ ​well​ ​they​ ​take​ ​place​ ​internally".​​64​

​When​ ​pressed​ ​to​ ​explain​ ​why​​it​​took​​so​​long​
​to​ ​declare​ ​unity​ ​with​ ​Denmark,​ ​the​ ​Prime​
​Minister​ ​rebutted​ ​that​ ​"For​ ​me,​ ​it​ ​has​ ​been​
​obvious​ ​that​ ​when​ ​we​ ​say​ ​no​ ​to​ ​annexation​
​and​ ​no​ ​to​ ​being​ ​bought,​ ​then​ ​we​ ​kind​ ​of​
​choose​​the​​constitutional​​frame​​that​​we​​are​​in​
​now.”​​65​

​In​ ​Greenland​ ​it​ ​goes​ ​without​ ​saying​ ​that​
​Denmark​ ​is​ ​the​​default​​condition​​—​​whereas​
​the​ ​Danish​ ​public,​ ​after​ ​having​ ​been​ ​fed​
​media​ ​coverage​ ​of​ ​Greenland​​primarily​​when​
​independence​ ​ambitions​ ​are​ ​voiced,​ ​needs​
​explicit​ ​reaffirmation​ ​to​ ​understand​ ​that​
​independence​ ​is​ ​not​ ​imminent.​ ​In​ ​sum,​ ​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​government​
​ministers​​have​​managed​​to​​stay​​on​​the​​narrow​
​rhetorical​ ​tightrope​ ​throughout,​ ​however​
​much​ ​they​ ​were​ ​pushed​ ​by​ ​Trump,​
​backbenchers,​ ​opposition​ ​and​ ​commentators:​
​Greenland​ ​aims​ ​for​ ​sovereignty​ ​—​ ​but​ ​the​
​road​ ​is​ ​traversed​ ​under​ ​the​ ​existing​

​65​​politiken.dk/danmark/politik/art10706773/Mette-Fr​
​ederiksen-og-Jens-Frederik-Nielsen-Vi-har-samme-vurd​
​ering-af-Donald-Trumps-intentioner​

​64​​https://knr.gl/da/nyheder/jens-frederik-nielsen-i-inte​
​rview-situationen-er-alvorlig-det-bliver-bekraeftet-dagli​
​gt​

​63​​https://www.dr.dk/drtv/se/debatten_-toer-europa-si​
​ge-nej-til-trump_572766 (59:51)​

​constitutional​ ​arrangement​ ​with​ ​Denmark​
​until this produces a different relation.​

​Faroes Holding Back​
​Separate​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Greenlandic​ ​slow-motion​
​quest​ ​for​ ​independence​ ​pressure-cooked​ ​by​
​Trump,​ ​a​ ​potentially​ ​game-changing​
​consensus​​has​​formed​​at​​the​​other​​end​​of​​the​
​Rigsfællesskab​​.​ ​The​ ​Faroese​ ​autonomy​
​arrangement​ ​has​ ​developed​ ​along​ ​the​ ​same​
​track​​as​​the​​Greenlandic​​one,​​although​​mostly​
​out​ ​of​ ​pace​ ​with​ ​it.​ ​Recently,​ ​most​ ​of​ ​the​
​political​​spectrum​​in​​Tórshavn​​has​​agreed​​that​
​a​ ​next​ ​step​ ​is​ ​needed,​ ​which​ ​will​ ​involve​ ​the​
​formation​​of​​a​​formally​​sovereign​​state​​—​​still​
​in​ ​close​ ​association​ ​with​ ​Denmark,​ ​but​
​outside​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Basic​ ​Law.​​66​ ​More​ ​of​ ​a​
​lateral​ ​fællesskab​ ​(community),​ ​less​ ​of​ ​a​
​hierarchical​ ​rige​ ​(realm).​ ​However,​ ​the​​Trump​
​debacle​ ​has​ ​made​ ​even​ ​the​ ​most​
​independence​ ​minded​ ​Faroese​ ​parties​ ​pause​
​the​​process​​set​​in​​motion​​by​​this​​long-awaited​
​consensus.​​67​ ​It​ ​seems​ ​that​ ​everyone​ ​agrees​
​that​ ​right​ ​now,​ ​at​ ​the​ ​zenith​ ​of​ ​Trump's​
​aggression,​ ​would​ ​not​ ​be​ ​a​ ​prudent​ ​time​ ​to​
​crack open the​​Rigsfællesskab​​.​

​Perspectives​ ​for​ ​the​ ​EU​ ​and​ ​NATO​
​Relations of a Reconfigured​​Rigsfællesskab​
​As​​claimed​​above,​​the​​Rigsfællesskab​​historically​
​has​ ​functioned​ ​as​ ​a​ ​way​ ​for​​the​​Danish​​State​
​to​ ​keep​ ​the​ ​Greenlanders​​and​​the​​Faroese​​in,​
​the​ ​Americans​ ​down,​ ​and​ ​everyone​ ​else​ ​out.​
​Suddenly,​ ​for​ ​Rigsfællesskabet​ ​to​ ​proceed,​ ​the​
​core​ ​tasks​ ​are​ ​rather​ ​to​ ​keep​ ​the​ ​Americans​
​out,​​elevate​​the​​Greenlanders​​and​​the​​Faroese,​
​and​ ​invite​ ​Europe​ ​in.​ ​For​​this​​to​​work​​in​​the​
​long​ ​run,​ ​a​ ​re-configuration​ ​following​ ​the​
​emerging​ ​Faroese​ ​consensus​ ​is​ ​probably​

​67​​https://rigsombudsmanden.fo/rigsombuddet/oriente​
​ringer/orientering-022026/​

​66​​https://rigsombudsmanden.fo/rigsombuddet/oriente​
​ringer/temaorientering-022025/​
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​helpful​ ​—​ ​however,​ ​rushing​ ​the​
​re-configuration​ ​would​ ​indeed​ ​involve​
​enormous​ ​existential​ ​risk,​ ​particularly​ ​for​
​Greenland.​ ​Timing,​ ​hence,​ ​is​ ​essential.​ ​In​
​many​ ​ways,​ ​it​ ​would​ ​have​ ​been​ ​prudent​ ​to​
​have​ ​completed​ ​such​ ​a​ ​reconfiguration​ ​'in​
​peacetime'​ ​under​ ​Biden​​or​​even​​better​​during​
​the​​Faroese​​negotiations​​around​​2000​​and​​the​
​Greenlandic​ ​ones​ ​leading​ ​to​ ​the​ ​2009​
​re-arrangement.​

​Nevertheless,​ ​if​ ​Trump​ ​ever​​leaves​​the​​White​
​House​ ​—​ ​or​ ​if​ ​some​ ​sort​ ​of​ ​credible​
​settlement​ ​with​ ​his​ ​administration​​around​​his​
​ambitions​​regarding​​Greenland​​is​​reached​​and​
​appears​ ​stable​ ​—​ ​re-arranging​ ​the​
​Rigsfællesskab​ ​as​ ​defined​ ​by​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Constitution​ ​into​ ​a​ ​formalised​ ​community​​of​
​three​ ​sovereign​ ​states​ ​would​ ​create​​a​​number​
​of​ ​opportunities​ ​and​ ​tangible​ ​benefits​ ​going​
​forward:​ ​First,​ ​it​ ​would​ ​be​ ​easier​ ​for​ ​the​
​Faroes​ ​to​ ​have​ ​more​ ​solid,​ ​bespoke​ ​relations​
​with​ ​the​ ​European​ ​Union.​ ​If​ ​the​ ​EU​
​simultaneously​ ​designed​ ​more​ ​of​ ​a​ ​variable​
​geometry​​for​​members​​or​​established​​a​​closer​
​mechanism​ ​for​ ​members​ ​of​ ​the​ ​looser​
​European​ ​Political​ ​Community​ ​to​ ​have​
​custom​ ​made​ ​non-acquis-conform​ ​relations​
​with​​EUs​​core,​​new​​opportunities​​could​​open​
​up​ ​for​ ​Greenland.​​68​ ​Along​ ​these​ ​lines,​
​fisheries​ ​opt-outs​ ​would​ ​make​ ​even​​Icelandic​
​and​ ​Norwegian​ ​membership​ ​perspectives​
​more​ ​credible.​ ​Second,​ ​the​ ​mere​ ​settling​ ​of​
​particularly​ ​the​ ​Greenlandic​ ​independence​
​process​ ​would​ ​make​ ​it​​easier​​to​​design​​policy​
​processes​​and​​formulate​​positions​​on​​defence​
​and​ ​security​ ​matters​ ​that​ ​appear​ ​credible​ ​—​
​not​​just​​to​​Greenlanders,​​always,​​and​​for​​good​
​historical​ ​reason,​ ​afraid​ ​of​ ​being​ ​left​ ​out​ ​of​
​the​ ​room,​ ​but​ ​also​​to​​the​​US,​​always,​​and​​for​

​68​​https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2026/​
​jan/12/donald-trump-greenland-eu-membership-europ​
​e​

​far​ ​less​ ​good​ ​reason,​ ​afraid​ ​of​ ​Greenland​
​stumbling​ ​into​ ​independence​ ​in​ ​a​ ​way​ ​that​
​would​​make​​it​​dependent​​on​​China.​​The​​mere​
​fluidity​ ​of​​the​​Rigsfællesskab​​as​​we​​know​​it​​has​
​made​ ​it​ ​difficult​ ​for​ ​even​ ​attentive​ ​US​
​administrations​ ​to​ ​believe​ ​that​ ​it​ ​would​
​consistently​ ​cater​ ​to​​the​​security​​needs​​of​​the​
​superpower.​ ​For​ ​the​ ​Trump​ ​administration,​
​often​ ​deliberately​ ​inattentive​ ​and​ ​always​
​severely​ ​attention​ ​disordered,​ ​the​ ​fluidity​ ​has​
​been​ ​appropriated​ ​as​ ​pretext​ ​for​ ​the​ ​need​ ​to​
​get Greenland under control.​
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​The View From Nuuk: Nielsen's Choice​

​Sara Olsvig and Regin Winther Poulsen​

​"If​ ​we​ ​have​ ​to​ ​choose​ ​between​​the​​United​​States​​and​
​Denmark here and now, we choose Denmark."​

​The​ ​past​ ​year​ ​has​ ​been​ ​defining​ ​for​
​International​ ​Relations,​ ​not​ ​least​ ​for​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​(Greenland).​ ​The​ ​President​ ​of​ ​the​
​United​ ​States​ ​of​ ​America​ ​Donald​ ​J.​ ​Trump​
​has​ ​repeatedly​ ​made​ ​clear​ ​that​ ​he​ ​wants​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​has​ ​refused​ ​to​ ​rule​ ​out​
​using​ ​military​ ​force.​ ​The​ ​US​ ​President​ ​has​
​threatened​ ​the​ ​self-governing​ ​nation’s​
​self-determination​ ​and,​ ​inadvertently,​ ​the​
​whole​ ​Danish​ ​Kingdom.​ ​In​ ​doing​ ​so,​ ​he​ ​has​
​jeopardised​ ​regional​ ​peace​ ​and​ ​stability​ ​and​
​changed​ ​the​ ​dynamics​ ​of​ ​the​ ​North​ ​Atlantic​
​Treaty Organization.​

​Paradoxically,​​Chinese​​and​​Russian​​activities​​in​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​which​ ​President​​Trump​​has​
​narrated​ ​as​ ​the​ ​threat​ ​that​ ​makes​ ​his​ ​interest​
​in​ ​the​ ​self-governing​ ​nation​ ​legitimate,​ ​have​
​been​ ​at​ ​a​ ​minimum​ ​for​ ​at​ ​least​ ​a​ ​decade.​
​Denmark,​ ​in​ ​large​ ​part​ ​as​ ​a​ ​member​ ​of​
​NATO​ ​and​ ​under​ ​strong​ ​US​ ​advice,​ ​has​
​blocked​ ​Chinese​ ​investments​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​in​ ​recent​ ​decades​ ​(Sørensen​ ​2021,​
​Andersson​ ​&​ ​Zeuthen​ ​2024).​ ​No​ ​Danish​ ​or​
​Nordic​ ​experts​ ​have​ ​been​ ​able​ ​to​ ​confirm​
​Russian​ ​activities​ ​in​ ​the​ ​waters​ ​around​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​claimed​ ​by​ ​Trump.​​69​ ​The​
​only​ ​current​ ​threat​ ​to​ ​the​ ​nation’s​
​self-determination​ ​comes​ ​from​ ​the​ ​US​ ​—​ ​a​
​NATO ally.​

​Nevertheless,​ ​the​ ​threats​ ​from​ ​the​ ​US​
​President​ ​are​ ​the​ ​culmination​ ​of​ ​years​ ​of​​US​

​69​​https://www.reuters.com/world/china/nordics-reject​
​-trumps-claim-chinese-russian-ships-around-greenland-​
​ft-reports-2026-01-11/​

​courtship​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Since​ ​the​
​inauguration​ ​of​ ​Home​ ​Rule​ ​in​ ​1979,​ ​and​
​especially​ ​since​ ​Self-Government​ ​was​
​introduced​ ​in​ ​2009,​ ​the​ ​US​ ​has​ ​closely​
​followed​ ​political​ ​deliberations​ ​and​
​developments​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​some​ ​of​
​this​​was​​revealed​​in​​the​​Wikileaks​​(Jacobsen​​&​
​Olsvig​ ​2024).​ ​In​ ​2004​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​demanded​​a​​seat​​at​​the​​table​​in​​the​​previously​
​bilateral​​US-Denmark​​relations,​​expanding​​on​
​the​ ​1951​ ​and​ ​1991​ ​defence-related​
​agreements.​ ​In​ ​2004​ ​the​ ​Igaliku​ ​Agreement​
​was​ ​signed​ ​between​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States,​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​​Denmark,​​establishing​​a​
​Joint​ ​Committee​ ​to​ ​increase​ ​US​ ​commercial​
​investments​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​(Foreign​
​Ministry​ ​of​ ​Denmark​ ​2004).​ ​But​​promises​​of​
​further​ ​US​ ​activities​ ​for​ ​the​ ​benefit​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​fell​ ​short​ ​(Ackrén​ ​2019,​
​Takahashi​ ​2019).​ ​In​ ​an​​attempt​​to​​strengthen​
​direct​​US-Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​relations,​​now​​with​
​minimal​ ​involvement​ ​of​ ​Denmark,​ ​new​
​Memoranda​ ​of​ ​Understanding​​were​​signed​​in​
​2019​ ​to​ ​further​ ​cooperation​ ​on​ ​mineral​
​resources​​and​​energy​​(Fannon​​&​​Jensen​​2019;​
​Fannon & Svane 2019).​

​The​ ​odd​ ​couple​ ​—​ ​the​ ​small​ ​state-like​​entity​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​​the​​super​​power​​the​​US​
​—​​were​​seemingly​​on​​a​​path​​to​​strengthening​
​ties,​ ​and​ ​all​ ​doors​ ​seemed​ ​open​ ​from​ ​the​
​self-governing​​nation’s​​side​​to​​increasing​​both​
​its​ ​business​ ​relations​ ​on​ ​energy​ ​and​ ​minerals​
​with​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​and​ ​its​ ​willingness​ ​to​ ​engage​​in​
​more​​military​​and​​security​​related​​cooperation​
​together with Denmark (Olsvig 2022a).​

​Many​ ​commentators​ ​therefore​ ​struggled​ ​to​
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​deliver​ ​common-sense​ ​explanations​​when​​the​
​US​ ​President-elect​ ​declined​ ​to​ ​rule​ ​out​ ​a​
​military​ ​or​ ​otherwise​ ​forced​ ​takeover​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​in​ ​December​ ​2024​ ​and​
​January 2025.​​70​

​This​ ​brief​ ​will​ ​examine​ ​the​ ​choices​ ​made,​
​analyse​ ​their​ ​context​ ​seen​ ​from​​Nuuk’s​​point​
​of​ ​view,​ ​and​ ​recommend​ ​considerations​ ​for​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​not​ ​to​ ​lose​ ​its​ ​hard-won​
​self-determination.​

​Resilience in the Storm​

​As​ ​would​ ​be​ ​expected,​ ​the​ ​Government​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​​Nunaat,​​Naalakkersuisut,​​at​​once​​and​
​clearly​​rejected​​any​​notion​​that​​the​​people​​and​
​the​ ​nation​ ​would​ ​be​ ​bought,​ ​taken​ ​over,​ ​or​
​coerced into becoming part of the US.​

​Unconventional​ ​and​ ​awkward​ ​methods​ ​to​
​sway​​public​​opinion​​were​​seen​​in​​early​​January​
​2025,​ ​when​ ​Trump​ ​Jr.​ ​visited​ ​Nuuk,​ ​and​
​numerous​ ​MAGA​ ​influencers​ ​hit​ ​the​ ​streets​
​of​ ​the​ ​small​ ​capital​​luring​​children​​and​​adults​
​to​​be​​filmed.​​71​ ​Nevertheless,​​throughout​​2025​
​the​ ​people​​and​​politicians​​of​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​
​demonstrated​ ​great​ ​resilience.​ ​In​ ​response​ ​to​
​the​ ​express​ ​desires​ ​of​ ​President​ ​Trump,​ ​new​
​and​ ​hastily​ ​agreed​ ​legislation​ ​to​ ​prevent​
​parties​ ​from​ ​receiving​ ​funding​ ​from​ ​foreign​
​or​ ​anonymous​ ​funders​ ​was​ ​introduced​ ​in​
​February​ ​2025​ ​as​ ​the​ ​Parliament​ ​assembled​
​and​ ​the​ ​general​ ​election,​ ​which​ ​was​ ​due,​​was​
​called.​

​In​ ​March​ ​of​ ​2025,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​saw​ ​the​
​biggest​ ​protests​ ​in​ ​history,​ ​as​ ​thousands​ ​of​

​71​​https://www.euronews.com/2025/01/17/he-will-not​
​-buy-us-greelanders-defiant-over-trumps-desire-to-take-​
​over-their-island​

​70​​https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/donald-trump/tr​
​ump-suggests-use-military-force-acquire-panama-canal-​
​greenland-econo-rcna186610​

​citizens​ ​hit​ ​the​ ​streets​ ​voicing​ ​a​ ​clear​ ​and​
​unified​ ​“no”​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US.​ ​As​ ​the​ ​general​
​election​​took​​place,​​unity​​also​​emerged​​among​
​the​​parties​​and​​elected​​members.​​A​​historically​
​broad​ ​coalition​ ​government​ ​was​ ​formed​ ​in​
​April,​ ​including​​four​​of​​five​​parties​​elected​​to​
​parliament.​ ​The​ ​one​ ​party​ ​in​ ​opposition​
​co-signed​ ​a​ ​statement​ ​with​ ​all​ ​the​ ​other​
​parties​ ​rejecting​ ​President​ ​Trump's​ ​desired​
​control​ ​or​ ​annexation​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​​72​

​Over​ ​the​ ​summer​ ​and​ ​fall​ ​of​ ​2025,​ ​the​
​attention​ ​to​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​from​ ​President​
​Trump​ ​fluctuated,​ ​but​ ​the​ ​threat​ ​was​ ​never​
​perceived​ ​to​ ​have​ ​passed.​ ​Although​ ​attempts​
​at​ ​influencing​ ​the​ ​public,​ ​especially​ ​on​​digital​
​platforms,​ ​continued,​ ​the​ ​people​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​​demonstrated​​democratic​​resilience​​by​
​not being receptive to such influence.​​73​

​In​ ​early​ ​January​ ​of​ ​2026,​ ​the​ ​US​ ​military​
​action​ ​in​​Venezuela​​sparked​​new​​and​​massive​
​media​ ​attention​ ​to​ ​the​ ​continued​​rejection​​of​
​President​ ​Trump​ ​to​ ​rule​ ​out​ ​military​ ​action​
​toward​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat.​​In​​a​​prompt​​reaction,​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​saw​ ​yet​ ​another​
​record-breaking​​protest,​​this​​time​​mirrored​​in​
​Denmark​ ​and​ ​many​ ​other​ ​places,​ ​and​
​followed​ ​by​ ​one​ ​statement​ ​of​ ​solidarity​ ​after​
​another​ ​from​ ​states​ ​and​ ​nations​ ​all​ ​over​ ​the​
​world,​ ​including​ ​from​ ​fellow​ ​Inuit​ ​across​​the​
​Arctic and many other Indigenous Peoples.​

​In​ ​early​ ​2026,​ ​when​ ​the​​US,​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​
​and​ ​Denmark​ ​agreed​ ​to​ ​a​ ​high-level​ ​meeting​
​in​ ​Washington​ ​DC​ ​it​ ​was​ ​seen​ ​as​ ​a​
​breakthrough​ ​by​ ​Naalakkersuisut.​ ​The​
​Minister​ ​of​ ​Foreign​ ​Affairs​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat,​ ​Vivian​ ​Motzfeldt,​ ​had​ ​repeatedly​

​73​ ​https://nordicsafecities.org/article-greenland/​

​72​​https://www.sermitsiaq.ag/samfund/partiformaend-​
​uacceptabel-adfaerd-af-trump/2209131​
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​asked​ ​for​ ​the​ ​dialogue​ ​to​ ​take​ ​place​ ​through​
​proper​ ​diplomatic​ ​process,​ ​rather​ ​than​
​through​​social​​media.​​The​​meeting​​resulted​​in​
​the​ ​establishment​ ​of​ ​a​ ​high-level​ ​working​
​group​ ​to​ ​continue​ ​the​ ​dialogue​ ​through​
​diplomatic​​channels.​​Although​​the​​narrative​​of​
​the​ ​US​ ​President​ ​continues​ ​to​ ​differ​ ​from​
​official​ ​statements​ ​by​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​
​Denmark,​ ​substantial​ ​efforts​ ​are​ ​put​ ​into​​the​
​negotiations​ ​from​ ​all​ ​sides.​​74​ ​Notably,​ ​Vivian​
​Motzfeldt’s​​popularity​​skyrocketed​​among​​the​
​audience​ ​at​ ​home,​ ​when​ ​she​ ​addressed​ ​the​
​situation​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Indigenous​ ​language​
​Kalaallisut​ ​first​ ​when​ ​she​ ​met​ ​international​
​media​ ​outside​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Embassy​ ​in​
​Washington​ ​DC.​ ​As​ ​an​ ​Indigenous​ ​woman,​
​she​ ​had​ ​entered​ ​the​ ​powerful​ ​halls​ ​of​
​Washington​ ​DC,​ ​delivering​ ​the​ ​messages​ ​of​
​the​ ​people​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​​directly​​to​​the​
​biggest military superpower of the world.​

​How​ ​the​ ​Relationship​ ​Between​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​​Has​​Been​​Affected​
​Shortly​ ​before​ ​the​ ​Washington​ ​DC​ ​meeting,​
​the​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​
​Jens-Frederik​ ​Nielsen,​ ​made​ ​clear​ ​in​ ​a​ ​press​
​conference​ ​with​ ​his​ ​Danish​ ​counterpart,​
​Mette​ ​Frederiksen,​ ​that​ ​if​ ​forced​ ​to​ ​choose​
​now​ ​between​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Kingdom​ ​and​ ​the​
​United​ ​States,​ ​he​ ​would​ ​choose​ ​Denmark.​​75​

​Although​ ​the​ ​US​ ​President​ ​dismissed​
​Nielsen's​ ​comments​ ​and​ ​only​ ​reduced​ ​the​
​intensity​ ​of​ ​his​ ​threats​ ​the​ ​following​ ​week​ ​at​
​the​​World​​Economic​​Forum​​in​​Davos,​​by​​the​
​time​​the​​markets​​reacted,​​Nielsen's​​choice​​was​
​quite​​defining​​of​​his​​country’s​​situation.​​While​
​the​ ​constitutional​ ​legal​ ​limits​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat’s​ ​action​ ​space​ ​on​ ​the​ ​international​

​75​​https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/c4g3kw5ezepo​

​74​​https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cx20vzz0g​
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​stage​ ​are​ ​set​ ​in​ ​Copenhagen,​ ​the​ ​parameters​
​of​​the​​action​​space​​have,​​over​​the​​last​​decades,​
​been​ ​defined​ ​by​ ​decisions​ ​in​ ​Nuuk​ ​that​​have​
​long​​surpassed​​the​​legal​​framework​​(Olsvig​​&​
​Gad​​2025).​​However,​​while​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat's​
​action​ ​space​ ​has​ ​developed​ ​within​ ​a​ ​trilateral​
​system​ ​of​ ​“grey​ ​areas”​ ​and​ ​“muddy​ ​waters”,​
​the​​country​​increasingly​​finds​​itself​​in​​a​​binary​
​either-​ ​or​ ​(Olsvig​ ​2025).​ ​Suddenly​ ​there​ ​is​ ​a​
​discussion​ ​about​ ​choosing​​between​​Denmark​
​or​​the United States.​

​Grey Areas Erased​
​Implementing​ ​self-government​ ​has​ ​been​
​viewed​ ​differently​ ​in​ ​Nuuk​ ​than​ ​in​
​Copenhagen.​ ​Whereas​ ​Nuuk​ ​has​ ​seen​ ​it​ ​as​ ​a​
​natural​ ​part​ ​of​ ​implementing​ ​the​
​Self-Government​ ​Act​ ​to​ ​gain​ ​a​ ​say​ ​on​ ​areas​
​that​ ​are​ ​defence,​ ​security,​ ​and​ ​military​
​policy-related,​ ​Copenhagen​ ​has​ ​taken​ ​more​
​time​ ​to​ ​understand​ ​that​ ​implementing​
​self-determination​ ​on​ ​areas​ ​such​ ​as​ ​business​
​development,​ ​infrastructure,​ ​minerals,​ ​and​
​energy​ ​would​ ​inevitably​ ​influence​ ​and​ ​affect​
​security​ ​and​ ​defence​ ​policies.​ ​Already​ ​before​
​the​ ​Self-Government​ ​Act​ ​of​ ​2009,​ ​the​ ​grey​
​areas​ ​of​ ​foreign​ ​policy​ ​in​ ​which​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​could​​act​​unilaterally​​were​​continually​
​expanded.​

​The​​capacity​​and​​capability​​to​​conduct​​foreign​
​and​​trade​​policies​​are​​therefore​​not​​new​​to​​the​
​nation.​​Just​​as​​the​​Parliament​​quickly​​assumed​
​control​ ​over​ ​mineral​ ​resources​ ​after​ ​the​
​Self-Government​ ​Act​ ​took​ ​effect,​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​had​ ​earlier​ ​taken​ ​control​ ​of​ ​fisheries​
​soon​ ​after​ ​the​ ​introduction​ ​of​ ​Home​ ​Rule​
​nearly​​five​​decades​​ago.​​In​​the​​1980s,​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​chose​ ​to​ ​leave​ ​the​ ​European​
​Community​ ​(later​ ​European​ ​Union),​ ​and​
​steadily​​expanded​​its​​diplomatic​​presence​​in​​a​
​few​ ​carefully​ ​chosen​ ​countries​ ​and​ ​regions,​
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​seeking​​to​​strengthen​​market​​access​​and​​trade​
​relations​ ​and​ ​build​ ​its​ ​foreign​ ​relations​
​capabilities.​ ​On​​trade,​​fisheries,​​and,​​since​​the​
​Self-Government​ ​Act​ ​of​ ​2009,​ ​mineral​
​resources,​ ​changing​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​governments​ ​have​ ​had​ ​grounds​ ​for​ ​pushing​
​the​ ​limits​ ​of​ ​current​ ​limitations​ ​within​ ​the​
​Danish Realm.​

​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​tested​ ​its​ ​action​ ​space​
​toward​ ​Denmark,​ ​and​ ​relations​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US​
​have​ ​been​​one​​of​​the​​means​​to​​do​​so​​(Olsvig​
​2022).​ ​With​ ​a​ ​clear​ ​goal​ ​of​ ​expanding​ ​its​​say​
​on​​the​​relations​​with​​the​​US,​​both​​in​​terms​​of​
​the​ ​US​ ​military​ ​presence,​ ​and​ ​in​ ​terms​ ​of​
​what​​areas​​to​​expand​​the​​US-Kalaallit​​Nunaat​
​relations​ ​on,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​signalled​
​that​ ​it​ ​welcomed​​US​​investments,​​not​​least​​in​
​light​ ​of​ ​the​ ​stated​ ​US​ ​interest​ ​in​ ​keeping​
​Chinese investments out.​

​Has Trump Closed a Wide Open Door?​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​established​ ​a​ ​diplomatic​
​representation​ ​in​ ​Washington​ ​DC​ ​in​ ​2014,​
​increasing​ ​its​ ​own​ ​activities​ ​on​​the​​ground​​in​
​relation​ ​to​ ​US​ ​politicians​ ​and​​official​​entities.​
​Besides​ ​signing​ ​the​ ​Memoranda​ ​of​
​Understanding​ ​related​ ​to​ ​mineral​ ​resource​
​exploration​ ​and​ ​energy​ ​in​ ​2019,​ ​agreements​
​related​​to​​the​​US​​military​​presence​​in​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​were​ ​carefully​ ​prepared​ ​to​ ​only​
​include​​Denmark​​when​​necessary.​​These​​were​
​signed​ ​days​ ​before​ ​the​ ​US​ ​presidential​
​election​ ​in​ ​late​ ​October​ ​2020.​ ​In​ ​contrast​ ​to​
​his​​second​​presidency,​​Trump​​in​​his​​first​​term​
​took​ ​a​ ​more​ ​collaborative​ ​and​ ​constructive​
​path​ ​towards​ ​strengthening​ ​ties​​with​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat — and it worked.​
​Part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​backdrop​ ​to​ ​this​ ​strategy​ ​was​
​increased​ ​quarrels​ ​between​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​and​ ​Denmark,​ ​as​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​

​implemented​ ​the​ ​Self-Government​
​Agreement,​ ​essentially​ ​taking​ ​it​ ​at​ ​face​ ​value​
​as​ ​an​ ​action​ ​plan​ ​towards​ ​greater​
​independence​ ​from​ ​Denmark.​ ​With​ ​the​
​introduction​ ​of​ ​debates​ ​on​ ​possible​ ​uranium​
​mining,​ ​prospects​ ​of​ ​large-scale​ ​investments​
​requiring​ ​large​ ​numbers​ ​of​ ​foreign​ ​workers,​
​and​ ​expansion​ ​of​ ​the​ ​airport​ ​structure,​
​Denmark​ ​had​ ​increasingly​​demanded​​a​​say​​in​
​matters​ ​with​ ​security,​ ​defence​ ​and​ ​military​
​implications,​​although​​the​​points​​of​​departure​
​for​ ​these​ ​policy​ ​areas​ ​were​ ​under​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat’s​ ​authority,​ ​according​ ​to​ ​the​
​self-government​ ​arrangement​ ​(Kristensen​ ​&​
​Rahbek-Clemmensen 2018).​

​Notably,​ ​in​ ​relation​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​​in​​a​​few​​instances​​bypassed​​Denmark​
​in​ ​their​ ​communication​ ​with​​the​​superpower,​
​seemingly​ ​without​ ​consequences.​ ​Therefore,​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​saw​ ​benefits​ ​from​ ​the​
​sometimes​ ​loosely​ ​defined​ ​limits​ ​on​ ​how​
​foreign​ ​policy​ ​can​ ​be​ ​conducted​ ​within​ ​the​
​confines​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Constitution.​
​However,​ ​the​ ​geopolitical​ ​situation​ ​has​
​brought​ ​the​ ​nation​ ​into​ ​a​ ​new​ ​reality.​ ​While,​
​by​ ​constantly​ ​pressing​ ​the​ ​limits​ ​of​​the​​often​
​expandable​ ​confines​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Realm,​
​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​gained​​greater​​autonomy​​and​
​self-determination​ ​in​ ​the​ ​pre-Trump​ ​world,​
​the​ ​nation​ ​will​ ​now​ ​need​ ​more​ ​defined​ ​—​
​albeit​​redefined​​—​​relations​​with​​Denmark​​on​
​one​ ​hand,​ ​and​ ​NATO​ ​and​ ​other​
​intergovernmental​ ​institutions,​ ​such​ ​as​ ​the​
​EU, on the other.​

​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​demonstrated​ ​its​ ​ability​
​to​ ​expand​ ​its​ ​room​​for​​manoeuvre,​​but​​there​
​has​ ​clearly​ ​been​ ​ambiguity​ ​within​ ​this​ ​space.​
​When​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​has​​acted​​in​​ways​​that​
​are​ ​not​ ​contrary​ ​to​ ​Danish​ ​or​ ​US​ ​interests,​
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​there​​has​​been​​a​​widening​​of​​the​​action​​space,​
​whereas​ ​when​ ​possible​ ​conflicting​ ​interests​
​are​ ​at​ ​play,​ ​the​ ​action​ ​space​ ​has​ ​decreased​
​(Olsvig​ ​2022b).​ ​In​ ​the​ ​process,​ ​Kalaallit​
​politicians​ ​have​ ​increasingly​ ​learned​ ​to​
​navigate​​the​​geopolitical​​games​​constrained​​by​
​US​​great-power​​interests,​​proving​​the​​political​
​agility​​of​​a​​small​​nation.​​This​​process​​has​​also​
​taught​ ​Denmark​ ​some​ ​lessons.​ ​Negotiations​
​in​ ​recent​ ​years,​ ​for​ ​example​ ​on​ ​defence​
​spending,​ ​have​ ​—​ ​seen​ ​in​ ​the​ ​light​ ​of​
​President​ ​Trump's​ ​claims​​that​​Denmark​​does​
​not​ ​do​ ​enough​ ​—​ ​been​ ​conducted​ ​in​ ​new​
​ways,​ ​reflecting​ ​decision-making​ ​processes​
​within​ ​the​ ​political​ ​systems​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat.​ ​Denmark​ ​has​ ​thereby​ ​proved​ ​its​
​willingness​ ​to​ ​meet​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat’s​
​demands​ ​for​ ​a​ ​say​ ​in​ ​areas​ ​that​ ​would​
​previously​ ​have​ ​been​ ​seen​ ​as​ ​exclusively​
​Danish matters.​​76​

​With​​the​​US​​President​​Trump's​​rhetoric​​since​
​December​ ​2024​ ​emphasising​ ​control​ ​and​
​ownership,​​not​​ruling​​out​​a​​forced​​takeover​​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​ ​Denmark​
​has​ ​found​ ​itself​ ​in​ ​a​ ​more​ ​serious​ ​situation​
​than​ ​when​ ​Trump​ ​floated​ ​the​ ​idea​ ​of​
​purchasing​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Whereas​ ​the​
​rhetoric​ ​then​ ​was​ ​countered​ ​with​ ​wit​ ​and​
​opportunism,​ ​the​ ​governments​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​ ​have​ ​throughout​ ​2025​
​and​​in​​early​​2026​​expressed​​clear​​rejections​​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​becoming​ ​a​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US,​
​reiterating​ ​the​ ​right​ ​of​​the​​People​​of​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​to​ ​self-determination,​ ​calling​ ​for​
​respect​ ​for​ ​international​ ​law​ ​and​ ​territorial​
​integrity.​

​76​ ​Delaftale 2 om Arktis og Nordatlanten styrker​
​Forsvarets opgaveløsning med nye investeringer for​
​27,4 mia. kroner:​
​https://naalakkersuisut.gl/Nyheder/2025/10/1010_de​
​laftale?sc_lang=da​

​Practicing Political Agility​
​Arguably,​ ​while​ ​an​ ​era​ ​of​ ​stable​ ​world​ ​order​
​supported​ ​an​ ​increased​ ​action​ ​space​ ​for​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​to​ ​unilaterally​ ​develop​ ​its​
​business​​and​​trade​​relations,​​increased​​tension​
​and​ ​great​ ​power​ ​rivalry​ ​now​ ​draw​ ​in​ ​the​
​opposite​ ​direction.​ ​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​will​​need​
​a​ ​fair​ ​share​ ​of​ ​political​ ​agility​ ​to​ ​navigate​
​swiftly changing conditions.​

​The​ ​situation​ ​called​ ​for​ ​careful​ ​consideration​
​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​when​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​
​Nielsen,​ ​as​ ​expected,​ ​weighed​ ​his​ ​words​
​carefully​ ​as​ ​he​ ​announced​ ​his​ ​choice​ ​of​
​Denmark​ ​over​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​if​ ​he​ ​were​ ​to​ ​choose​
​“here​​and​​now”.​​On​​the​​one​​hand,​​he​​needed​
​to​ ​satisfy​ ​Denmark​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government’s​ ​willingness​ ​to​ ​engage​ ​closely​
​with​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​in​ ​preparation​ ​for​ ​the​
​diplomatic​ ​negotiations​ ​with​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​which​
​had​ ​recently​ ​been​ ​confirmed.​ ​On​ ​the​ ​other​
​hand,​​he​​was​​faced​​with​​a​​Minister​​of​​Foreign​
​Affairs​ ​in​ ​his​ ​own​ ​Government,​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​a​
​political​ ​opposition​ ​and​ ​voices​ ​within​ ​his​
​coalition​​partners,​​continuing​​to​​float​​ideas​​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​meeting​ ​bilaterally​ ​with​ ​the​
​US​​without​​Denmark,​​and,​​more​​importantly,​
​not​ ​losing​ ​the​ ​hard-won​ ​self-determination​
​asserted over decades.​

​There​ ​is​ ​no​ ​doubt​ ​that​ ​the​ ​US​ ​would​ ​have​
​preferred​​to​​meet​​with​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​alone​
​to​ ​continue​ ​testing​ ​its​ ​willingness​ ​to​ ​tie​ ​the​
​knot,​ ​but​ ​the​ ​threat​ ​of​ ​a​ ​forced​ ​takeover​
​superseded​ ​the​ ​Government​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat's​ ​curiosity​ ​to​ ​unilaterally​ ​explore​ ​the​
​options.​​Nielsen’s​​choice​​to​​walk​​hand​​in​​hand​
​with​ ​Denmark​ ​was​​therefore​​a​​conscious​​and​
​rational​ ​choice,​ ​which​ ​would​ ​also​ ​lead​ ​to​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​tapping​ ​into​ ​support​ ​from​
​the​ ​European​ ​allies​ ​Denmark​ ​had​ ​rallied​ ​in​
​the past year.​
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​The​ ​plan’s​ ​success​ ​was​ ​underscored​ ​by​ ​the​
​events​ ​in​ ​Davos​ ​during​ ​the​ ​World​​Economic​
​Forum​​in​​January​​of​​2026.​​Notably,​​while​​one​
​state​ ​leader​ ​after​ ​another​ ​expressed​ ​their​
​support​ ​for​ ​the​ ​people​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​and​ ​for​ ​Denmark,​ ​no​ ​Danish​ ​or​ ​Kalaallit​
​politician​ ​set​ ​foot​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Swiss​ ​city.​ ​They​ ​let​
​their​​friends​​do​​the​​footwork,​​so​​to​​speak,​​and​
​their​​biggest​​friend​​was​​the​​Secretary-General​
​of​ ​NATO,​ ​Mark​ ​Rutte,​ ​who​ ​met​​one-on-one​
​with​​President​​Trump​​and​​discussed​​NATO’s​
​Arctic presence.​

​The​​challenge​​in​​the​​longer​​run​​will​​be​​to​​use​
​this​ ​political​ ​agility​ ​to​ ​maintain​ ​the​ ​ability​ ​to​
​make​​conscious​​choices​​and​​not​​be​​overruled​
​by​​either​​geopolitical​​or​​great-power​​pressure,​
​or by Danish intra-realm quarrels.​

​Building​ ​Structural​ ​Resilience​ ​—​ ​Good​
​Intentions Are Not Enough​
​Although​ ​the​ ​coordination​ ​between​ ​the​
​governments​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​
​Denmark​ ​seems​ ​close-knit​ ​—​ ​a​ ​necessary​
​move​ ​to​ ​remove​ ​the​ ​possibility​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US​
​dividing​ ​and​ ​conquering​ ​—​ ​parliamentarians​
​continue​ ​to​ ​criticise​ ​the​ ​lack​ ​of​ ​information​
​sharing​ ​and​ ​participation​ ​in​ ​decision-making.​
​Members​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​and​ ​Security​
​Committee​ ​in​ ​Inatsisartut,​ ​the​ ​Parliament​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​publicly​ ​lambasted​ ​the​
​decision​​to​​invite​​their​​Danish​​counterpart​​—​
​the​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​Committee​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Parliament​ ​—​ ​to​ ​confidential​ ​meetings​ ​with​
​Danish​ ​ministers​ ​about​ ​Greenland,​ ​without​
​the​ ​participation​ ​of​ ​parliamentarians​ ​from​
​Nuuk.​

​This​ ​revealed​ ​how​ ​the​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​and​
​Security​ ​Committee​ ​of​ ​Inatsisartut​ ​faces​ ​a​
​double​ ​barrier​ ​to​ ​being​ ​fully​ ​and​ ​effectively​

​informed​ ​and​ ​to​ ​taking​ ​part​ ​in​
​decision-making.​ ​Firstly,​ ​the​ ​committee​ ​does​
​not​ ​enjoy​ ​the​ ​constitutional​ ​position​ ​that​ ​the​
​Danish​ ​committee​ ​does​ ​towards​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government.​ ​According​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Constitution,​
​the​​Danish​​Foreign​​Policy​​Committee​​must​​be​
​consulted​ ​by​ ​the​ ​Government​ ​in​ ​matters​
​related​​to​​foreign​​policy,​​while​​the​​democratic​
​institutions​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​or​​other​​parts​
​of​​the​​Danish​​Realm​​are​​not​​mentioned​​at​​all.​
​Secondly,​ ​information​ ​given​ ​to​ ​Danish​
​parliamentarians​ ​is​ ​not​ ​always​ ​given​
​simultaneously to Inatsisartut members.​

​Nevertheless,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​
​seem​ ​to​ ​have​ ​agreed​ ​to​ ​act​ ​in​ ​tandem​ ​on​ ​all​
​matters​ ​related​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​meaning​ ​that​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​needs​ ​to​ ​be​ ​aligned​ ​with​
​Denmark​ ​and​​vice​​versa.​​For​​that​​to​​succeed,​
​structural​ ​resilience​ ​must​ ​be​ ​strengthened.​
​This​ ​can​ ​be​ ​achieved​ ​by​ ​strengthening​
​parliamentary​ ​involvement​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat.​

​Firstly,​ ​as​ ​proposed​ ​in​ ​an​ ​earlier​ ​policy​ ​brief,​
​Inatsisartut’s​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​and​ ​Security​
​Committee’s​ ​status​ ​must​ ​be​ ​strengthened​ ​by​
​law​ ​so​ ​that​ ​it​ ​enjoys​ ​the​ ​same​ ​consultation​
​right​ ​towards​ ​the​ ​Government​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat,​ ​as​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​
​Committee​ ​enjoys​ ​towards​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​ ​(Olsvig​ ​&​ ​Gad​​2020).​​Secondly,​
​information​ ​shared​ ​with​ ​the​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​
​Committee​ ​by​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government​
​should​ ​be​ ​shared​ ​simultaneously​ ​by​ ​the​
​Government​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​with​
​Inatsisartut’s​ ​Foreign​ ​Policy​ ​and​ ​Security​
​Committee’s.​ ​Thirdly​​,​ ​the​ ​Government​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​should​ ​enjoy​ ​the​ ​same​ ​legal​
​right​ ​to​ ​information​ ​from​ ​the​ ​intelligence​
​services​ ​as​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Government,​ ​and​
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​sharing​ ​of​ ​confidential​ ​information​ ​with​ ​the​
​Parliament​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​should​ ​be​
​normalised​ ​to​ ​ensure​ ​full​ ​participation​​of​​the​
​Parliament in decisions.​

​While​ ​there​ ​seems​ ​to​ ​be​ ​an​ ​increased​
​understanding​ ​of​ ​the​ ​importance​ ​of​ ​the​
​principle​ ​of​ ​simultaneity​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​side,​ ​practical​ ​and​ ​legal​ ​barriers​ ​persist.​
​Confidential​ ​information​​is​​often​​delivered​​in​
​writing,​ ​and​ ​can​ ​only​ ​be​ ​accessed​ ​in​ ​Nuuk​
​using​​secure​​rooms.​​Information​​also​​needs​​to​
​be​​translated​​into​​Kalaallisut​​for​​the​​members​
​of​ ​parliament​ ​to​ ​read,​ ​and​ ​this​ ​takes​ ​time.​
​Further​ ​efforts​ ​and​ ​greater​ ​awareness​ ​are​
​therefore​ ​necessary​ ​to​ ​fully​ ​ensure​
​simultaneity​ ​and​ ​thereby​ ​full​ ​and​ ​effective​
​participation​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​and​
​Kalaallisut-speaking parliamentarians.​

​While​ ​the​ ​mentality​ ​among​​Danish​​ministries​
​and​ ​politicians​ ​seems​ ​to​ ​have​ ​changed​ ​in​
​favour​ ​of​ ​further​ ​involvement​ ​and​ ​alignment​
​with​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​ ​effectively​ ​showing​
​respect​​for​​the​​self-governing​​nation’s​​right​​of​
​self-determination,​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Constitution​
​still​ ​poses​ ​a​ ​challenge​ ​at​​its​​core.​​While​​there​
​seems​ ​to​ ​have​ ​been​ ​improvement​ ​on​​sharing​
​information​ ​and​ ​developing​ ​decision-making​
​processes​ ​including​ ​both​ ​parliaments,​
​including​ ​Kalaallit​ ​politicians​ ​in​
​decision-making​ ​would​ ​historically​​be​​seen​​as​
​unconstitutional.​​Some​​Danes​​continue​​to​​see​
​the​ ​new​ ​invites​ ​for​ ​Kalaallit​ ​politicians​ ​to​
​co-develop​ ​and​ ​take​ ​part​ ​in​ ​decision-making​
​in​ ​defence​ ​and​ ​security​ ​related​ ​issues​ ​as​
​unconstitutional.​ ​It​ ​will​ ​therefore​ ​be​
​important​ ​that​ ​Danish​ ​politicians​ ​ensure​ ​a​
​process​ ​to​ ​strengthen​​the​​structural​​resilience​
​on​ ​their​ ​end​ ​—​ ​ultimately,​ ​an​ ​amended​
​Danish​ ​Constitution​ ​that​ ​reflects​ ​the​ ​realities​

​of​ ​the​ ​Realm​ ​would​ ​provide​ ​the​ ​strongest​
​foundation​ ​for​ ​a​ ​redefined​ ​relation​ ​between​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark,​ ​if​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat is to stay within the Realm.​

​Building​ ​Mutual​ ​Trust​ ​and​ ​Ability​ ​to​
​Share Confidential Information​

​In​ ​relation​ ​to​ ​information​ ​sharing,​ ​creating​
​true​ ​equality​ ​in​ ​access​ ​to​ ​information​ ​and​
​thereby​ ​the​ ​capability​ ​to​ ​fully​ ​participate​ ​in​
​decision-making​ ​will​ ​require​ ​changes​ ​to​
​structures​ ​and​ ​ways​ ​of​ ​working​ ​in​ ​both​
​Denmark​ ​and​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Danish​
​ministers​ ​will​ ​have​ ​to​ ​arm​ ​themselves​ ​with​
​patience​ ​to​ ​ensure​ ​that​ ​information​​is​​shared​
​government​ ​to​ ​government​ ​and​ ​then​ ​shared​
​with​​parliaments.​​Ministers​​of​​Naalakkersuisut​
​will​ ​also​ ​have​ ​to​ ​ensure​ ​that​ ​information​
​about​ ​political​ ​processes​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​that​ ​require​ ​Danish​ ​participation​ ​is​ ​shared​
​promptly with the Danish Government.​

​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​does​ ​not​ ​have​ ​its​ ​own​
​intelligence​ ​services​ ​and​ ​relies​ ​on​​the​​Danish​
​Security​ ​and​ ​Intelligence​ ​Service​ ​and​ ​the​
​Defense​​Intelligence​​Service,​​which​​ultimately​
​report​ ​to​ ​Danish​ ​ministries.​ ​At​ ​this​ ​point,​
​there​ ​is​ ​no​ ​sign​ ​that​ ​cooperation​ ​has​ ​been​
​problematic.​ ​However,​ ​this​ ​cooperation​ ​also​
​needs​ ​a​ ​legal​ ​framework,​ ​ensuring​ ​that​
​Kalaallit​ ​politicians​​have,​​firstly,​​a​​right​​to​​full​
​information,​ ​and,​ ​secondly,​ ​a​ ​right​ ​to​
​unilaterally​ ​request​ ​intelligence​ ​from​ ​the​
​services.​

​The​​Danish​​intelligence​​services​​have​​become​
​increasingly​ ​active​ ​in​ ​gathering​ ​intelligence​
​and​ ​providing​​advice​​to​​the​​Government​​and​
​Parliament​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Some​
​parliamentarians​ ​have​ ​questioned​ ​their​
​interests,​​arguing​​that​​they​​are​​Danish​​services​
​rather than Kalaallit Nunaat’s own services.​
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​However,​ ​a​ ​change​ ​towards​ ​services​ ​that​ ​are​
​responsive​ ​to​ ​unilateral​ ​enquiries​ ​from​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​seems​ ​to​ ​be​ ​underway.​ ​To​
​ensure​​that​​there​​are​​no​​barriers​​for​​politicians​
​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​to​ ​receive​ ​the​ ​necessary​
​intelligence,​ ​the​ ​services​ ​should​ ​build​ ​trust​
​with​​society​​at​​large​​and​​with​​elected​​officials.​
​While​​the​​intelligence​​services​​may​​value​​their​
​independence​ ​highly​ ​and​ ​view​ ​their​ ​work​ ​as​
​the​ ​same​ ​regardless​​of​​whether​​intelligence​​is​
​gathered​ ​on​ ​commission​ ​from​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​or​ ​Denmark,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​necessary​ ​to​
​deliberate​ ​on​ ​what​ ​information​ ​is​ ​relevant​​to​
​the​ ​Parliament​ ​and​ ​Government​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat,​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​Parliament​
​and Government.​

​Often​ ​the​ ​need​ ​for​ ​information​ ​may​​overlap,​
​but​ ​the​ ​considerations​ ​are​ ​necessary​ ​as​ ​a​
​reminder​ ​that​ ​the​ ​intelligence​ ​service​ ​serves​
​three​​different​​peoples​​and​​systems​​(including​
​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands).​ ​The​ ​services​ ​should​
​therefore​ ​be​ ​responsive​ ​and​ ​responsible​
​towards​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​​and​​see​​it​​as​​natural​
​aspects​​of​​being​​different​​peoples​​and​​nations​
​rather​ ​than​ ​seeing​ ​the​ ​possibly​ ​differing​
​interests​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​and​​Denmark​​as​
​competitive or in contrast.​

​​Sufficient​​means​​of​​communication​​should​​be​
​available​ ​to​ ​share​ ​confidential​ ​information,​
​including​ ​secure​ ​rooms​ ​and​ ​lines​ ​of​
​communication,​ ​while​ ​awareness​ ​of​ ​the​
​importance​ ​and​ ​nature​ ​of​ ​intelligence​ ​and​ ​of​
​services should be raised.​

​Since​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​does​ ​not​​have​​its​​own​
​intelligence​​services,​​the​​nature​​of​​intelligence​
​may​ ​seem​ ​foreign​ ​to​ ​some.​ ​Educating​ ​and​
​hiring​ ​Kalaallit​ ​service​ ​members​ ​would​
​support awareness-raising and build trust.​

​What Is a Bad Investment and for Whom?​
​While​​the​​threats​​from​​the​​US​​President​​seem​
​to​ ​fluctuate,​ ​there​ ​is​ ​clearly​ ​a​ ​coordinated​
​effort​​by​​the​​US​​Government​​and​​industry​​to​
​become​ ​a​ ​more​ ​integral​ ​part​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat’s​​society.​​It​​is,​​however,​​difficult​​to​​see​
​when​ ​potential​ ​investments​ ​become​ ​security​
​challenges,​ ​and​ ​whether​ ​the​ ​interests​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​and​​Denmark​​are​​necessarily​
​the​ ​same.​ ​Although​ ​it​ ​can​ ​sometimes​ ​be​
​difficult​ ​to​ ​determine​ ​exactly​ ​what​ ​that​
​interest​ ​consists​ ​of,​ ​one​ ​means​ ​of​ ​achieving​
​that​​influence​​seems​​to​​be​​through​​pursuing​​a​
​multiplicity​ ​of​ ​business​ ​relations.​ ​While​
​President​ ​Trump’s​ ​messages​ ​have​ ​been​
​characteristically​ ​bombastic,​ ​there​ ​has​ ​been​ ​a​
​parallel​ ​—​ ​and​ ​possibly​ ​White​
​House-coordinated​ ​effort​ ​—​ ​by​ ​US​
​businessmen​ ​to​ ​gain​ ​a​ ​foothold​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat.​ ​It​ ​also​ ​seems​ ​true​ ​that​ ​the​ ​political​
​climate​ ​in​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States​ ​has​ ​encouraged​
​potential​ ​investors​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​to​ ​use​
​political​ ​language​ ​to​ ​indicate​ ​support​ ​for​ ​the​
​current White House administration.​

​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​prepared​​new​​legislation​
​expected​ ​to​​be​​passed​​during​​the​​2026​​spring​
​session​ ​of​ ​parliament​ ​to​ ​prevent​ ​foreign​
​investments​ ​from​ ​posing​ ​a​ ​security​ ​threat​ ​to​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Through​ ​screening​ ​foreign​
​investments,​ ​the​ ​new​ ​legal​ ​framework​ ​is​ ​to​
​provide​ ​a​ ​tool​​to​​reject​​or​​forbid​​investments​
​considered​ ​malicious​ ​towards​ ​the​ ​nation’s​
​security.​ ​Although​ ​law​ ​firms​ ​have​ ​criticised​
​the​​proposed​​bill,​​the​​Government​​sees​​it​​as​​a​
​continued​ ​effort​ ​to​ ​strengthen​ ​the​ ​nation’s​
​resilience.​​77​ ​In​ ​the​ ​meantime,​ ​Kalaallit​
​businesses​​and​​individuals​​are​​engaging​​with​​a​
​growing​ ​number​ ​of​ ​US​ ​businesspeople​ ​with​

​77​​https://www.knr.gl/da/nyheder/kritik-af-screeningsl​
​oven-rammer-ved-siden-af​
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​relations​ ​to​ ​the​ ​US​ ​President.​ ​Therefore,​
​agreed​ ​criteria​ ​should​ ​be​ ​established​ ​for​
​assessing​ ​when​ ​an​ ​investment​ ​constitutes​ ​a​
​security​ ​risk​ ​or​ ​is​ ​aimed​ ​at​ ​influencing​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat’s​ ​politics​ ​maliciously,​ ​or​ ​to​
​influence​ ​the​ ​relationship​ ​within​ ​the​ ​Realm.​
​This​ ​will​​inevitably​​come​​with​​the​​caveat​​that​
​such​ ​a​ ​bill​ ​will​ ​have​ ​the​ ​main​ ​purpose​ ​of​
​providing​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​the​ ​room​ ​for​
​manoeuvre​ ​to​ ​reject​ ​investments​ ​for​ ​political​
​reasons.​ ​Again,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​necessary​ ​to​ ​stress​ ​the​
​importance​ ​of​ ​the​ ​politicians​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​​having​​access​​to​​available​​information​
​and​ ​not​ ​being​ ​asked​ ​to​ ​ban​ ​investment,​
​business​ ​development,​ ​or​ ​influence​ ​without​
​knowing why.​

​Recognising the People of Kalaallit​
​Nunaat as a Distinct People​
​The​ ​Self-Government​ ​Act​ ​recognises​ ​the​
​People​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​as​ ​a​ ​people​
​pursuant​​to​​international​​law,​​and​​thereby​​as​​a​
​people​ ​distinct​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​people.​
​Going​ ​back​ ​in​ ​history,​ ​Inuit​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​have​ ​always​ ​seen​ ​themselves​ ​as​ ​a​
​distinct​ ​people,​ ​not​ ​as​ ​Danes.​ ​This​ ​has​ ​been​
​communicated​​clearly​​over​​the​​past​​year,​​both​
​directly​ ​by​ ​the​ ​former​ ​Prime​ ​Minister,​ ​who​
​repeatedly​ ​stated:​ ​“We​ ​don’t​ ​want​ ​to​ ​be​
​Americans.​ ​We​ ​don’t​ ​want​ ​to​ ​be​ ​Danes.​ ​We​
​are Kalaallit (Greenlanders)”.​

​The​ ​recognition​ ​as​ ​a​ ​people​ ​pursuant​ ​to​
​international​ ​law​ ​includes​ ​the​ ​recognition​ ​of​
​the​​right​​of​​self-determination​​—​​the​​right​​to​
​freely​​determine​​one’s​​own​​political​​future.​​As​
​states​ ​and​ ​other​ ​peoples​​have​​expressed​​their​
​support​​for​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat,​​especially​​in​​the​
​early​ ​months​​of​​2026,​​the​​right​​of​​the​​People​
​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​to​ ​self-determination​
​seems​ ​to​ ​have​ ​solidified​ ​in​ ​the​ ​wider​

​international​​consciousness.​​This​​counters​​the​
​US​ ​attempt​ ​at​ ​coercing​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​to​
​become​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​at​ ​the​ ​same​ ​time​ ​as​
​making​​it​​more​​difficult​​for​​Denmark​​to​​back​
​down​ ​from​ ​the​ ​promises​ ​enshrined​ ​in​ ​the​
​Self-Government Act.​
​In​ ​terms​ ​of​ ​the​ ​strengthened​ ​relations​
​between​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​
​lasting​ ​in​ ​the​ ​longer​ ​run,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​politicians​
​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​the​ ​public​ ​will​ ​most​ ​likely​ ​watch​
​very​ ​closely​ ​whether​ ​the​ ​outspoken​
​recognition​​of​​the​​People​​of​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat’s​
​right​ ​to​ ​self-determination​ ​is​ ​followed​ ​up​ ​in​
​action.​ ​Will​ ​Danish​ ​politicians​ ​in​ ​both​
​government​ ​and​ ​parliament​ ​live​ ​up​ ​to​ ​the​
​promise?​​In​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​it​​is​​immediately​
​taken​ ​note​ ​of,​ ​when​ ​Danish​ ​politicians,​
​commentators,​ ​and​ ​academics​ ​alike​
​demonstrate​ ​a​ ​lack​ ​of​ ​recognition​ ​that​ ​the​
​interests​ ​of​ ​the​ ​People​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​may​ ​differ​ ​from​ ​the​ ​interests​ ​of​ ​Danish​
​people.​ ​Furthermore,​ ​there​ ​is​ ​a​ ​notable​ ​—​
​seen​ ​from​ ​the​ ​view​ ​of​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​—​
​Danish​ ​habit​ ​of​ ​viewing​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​from​ ​a​ ​deficit-based​ ​approach,​ ​meaning​ ​that​
​the​ ​focus​ ​is​ ​on​ ​all​ ​the​ ​shortcomings​ ​rather​
​than on the achievements.​

​Kalaallit​ ​politicians​ ​will​ ​look​ ​for​ ​Danish​
​willingness​​to​​put​​the​​work​​and​​efforts​​needed​
​into​ ​changing​ ​their​ ​mentality​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​tone​
​towards​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​If​ ​the​ ​strategy​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​ ​being​ ​closely​
​aligned​ ​in​​their​​stance​​toward​​the​​US​​is​​to​​be​
​successful​ ​in​ ​the​ ​longer​ ​run,​ ​Kalaallit​
​politicians​​will​​look​​for​​more​​solid​​recognition​
​from Denmark to truly feel as equal partners.​

​I​​n​ ​simple​ ​terms,​ ​the​ ​expectations​ ​from​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​will​ ​firstly​ ​be​ ​that​ ​Denmark​
​lives​ ​up​ ​to​ ​the​ ​promise​ ​of​ ​the​
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​Self-Government​​Act​​on​​engaging​​in​​an​​equal​
​partnership​ ​by​ ​respecting​ ​the​ ​positions​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat.​ ​Secondly,​ ​aspirations​ ​in​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​go​ ​beyond​ ​the​
​Self-Government​​Act.​​Kalaallit​​politicians​​will​
​continue​​pursuing​​models​​yet​​to​​be​​developed​
​and​ ​many​ ​point​ ​to​ ​potentially​ ​turning​ ​the​
​table​ ​from​ ​Denmark​ ​delegating​ ​power​ ​to​
​Kalaallit​​Nunaat,​​to​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​choosing​
​to​ ​delegate​ ​some​ ​powers​ ​to​ ​Denmark,​ ​for​
​example​ ​on​ ​defence​ ​and​ ​security​ ​matters.​ ​In​
​March​​of​​2026,​​the​​commission​​established​​by​
​Naalakkersuisut​ ​to​ ​investigate​ ​the​ ​legal​
​frameworks​ ​for​ ​a​ ​referendum​ ​on​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat’s​ ​independence​ ​or​ ​statehood​ ​initiated​
​its​ ​work.​​78​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark​
​have​​already,​​irrespectively​​of​​US​​interests​​and​
​the​ ​changed​ ​rhetoric​ ​of​ ​President​ ​Trump,​
​initiated​ ​truth​ ​processes​ ​in​ ​the​ ​form​ ​of​
​enquiries​ ​into​ ​the​ ​historical​ ​relationship​
​between​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​​and​​Denmark​​since​
​the​​Second​​World​​War,​​as​​well​​as​​uncovered​​a​
​range​ ​of​ ​the​​wrongdoings​​in​​the​​colonial​​and​
​post-colonial​ ​eras.​ ​Denmark​ ​gaining​ ​a​ ​better​
​understanding​ ​of​ ​its​ ​role​ ​and​ ​status​ ​as​ ​a​
​colonial​​power,​​as​​well​​as​​of​​the​​consequences​
​of​ ​colonisation,​ ​are​ ​sought​ ​by​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat.​ ​To​ ​ensure​ ​a​ ​true​ ​sense​ ​of​ ​equal​
​partnership,​ ​it​ ​would​ ​be​ ​beneficial​ ​for​ ​all​ ​to​
​invest​​in​​further​​historical​​research​​of​​colonial​
​history,​​recognising​​that​​distrust​​and​​inequities​
​did not arise out of nothing.​

​Kalaallit Nunaat’s Choices​
​Regardless​ ​of​ ​the​ ​future​​relationship​​between​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​and​ ​Denmark,​ ​the​ ​two​
​peoples​ ​will​​never​​become​​one​​and​​the​​same.​
​In​ ​the​ ​past​ ​year,​​the​​choice​​for​​the​​People​​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​often​ ​been​ ​portrayed​ ​as​

​78​​https://naalakkersuisut.gl/Nyheder/2026/03/19​
​03_kommission?sc_lang=da​

​“either​ ​you​ ​choose​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​or​ ​you​ ​choose​
​Denmark.”​

​However,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has,​ ​for​ ​a​ ​longer​
​time​ ​than​ ​Denmark,​ ​considered​ ​itself​ ​a​
​distinct​ ​nation​ ​and​ ​people;​ ​therefore,​ ​one​
​must​ ​also​ ​expect​ ​that​ ​future​ ​scenarios​
​considered​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​include​ ​more​
​than​ ​just​ ​being​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​
​Denmark.​

​The​​two​​governments​​must​​agree​​on​​avoiding​
​the​​binary​​set​​of​​choices​​constantly​​pushed​​by​
​the​ ​current​ ​geopolitical​ ​situation.​ ​No​ ​one​ ​in​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​is​ ​interested​ ​in​ ​the​ ​status​
​quo,​​and​​if​​the​​Danes​​don​​not​​actively​​work​​to​
​change​​the​​nature​​of​​the​​partnership​​between​
​the​ ​two​ ​nations,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​will​ ​likely​
​seek​ ​other​ ​solutions​​in​​the​​long​​run.​​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​proven​ ​its​ ​ability​ ​—​ ​although​
​often​ ​challenged​ ​on​ ​capacity​ ​—​ ​to​ ​position​
​itself​ ​internationally​ ​through​ ​multilateral​ ​as​
​well​​as​​bilateral​​partnerships.​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​
​has,​ ​over​ ​the​ ​past​ ​two​ ​to​ ​three​ ​decades,​
​increasingly​ ​positioned​ ​itself​ ​as​ ​part​ ​of​ ​the​
​Western​ ​Alliance​ ​and​ ​is​ ​currently​ ​clearly​
​stating​ ​that​ ​it​ ​is​ ​part​ ​of​ ​NATO​ ​“through​
​Denmark.”​

​As​ ​the​ ​Western​ ​Alliance​ ​is​ ​undergoing​ ​a​
​rupture,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​has​ ​politically​
​moved​ ​closer​ ​to​ ​its​ ​European​ ​and​ ​Nordic​
​allies.​ ​The​ ​current​ ​threat​ ​from​ ​the​ ​US,​ ​from​
​increased​ ​great-power​ ​rivalry,​ ​and​ ​thereby​
​from​ ​the​ ​adversaries​ ​of​​the​​Western​​Alliance,​
​has​ ​helped​ ​clarify​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat’s​​position.​
​This​ ​does​ ​not​ ​mean​ ​that​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​
​considers​ ​cancelling​ ​the​ ​defence​ ​relationship​
​with​​the​​US.​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​is,​​and​​will​​most​
​likely​ ​continue​ ​to​​be,​​interwoven​​with​​the​​US​
​in​ ​terms​ ​of​ ​defence​ ​structures.​ ​However,​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​clearly​ ​needs​ ​greater​
​resilience​​in​​facing​​the​​new​​and​​more​​unstable​
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​reality.​ ​For​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​not​ ​to​ ​be​
​completely​ ​overrun​ ​by​ ​increased​ ​great-power​
​rivalry​ ​and​ ​the​ ​changing​ ​world​ ​order,​ ​several​
​considerations​ ​should​ ​be​ ​taken​ ​into​ ​account.​
​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​will​​therefore​​likely​​look​​to​​a​
​broader​ ​array​ ​of​ ​alliances​ ​in​ ​addition​ ​to​ ​the​
​close relationship with Denmark.​

​​A​ ​few​ ​facts​ ​will​ ​remain​ ​the​ ​same​ ​no​ ​matter​
​the​ ​direction​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​takes:​ ​the​
​enormous​ ​size​ ​of​ ​the​ ​territory,​ ​the​ ​small​​size​
​of​ ​the​ ​population,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​geographic​
​position​​of​​the​​nation.​​Each​​of​​these​​requires​
​deep​ ​consideration​ ​to​ ​be​ ​best​ ​protected.​ ​In​
​other​ ​words,​ ​regardless​ ​of​ ​the​ ​pace​ ​of​ ​a​
​process​ ​towards​ ​potential​ ​future​
​independence​ ​from​ ​Denmark,​ ​and​ ​regardless​
​of​ ​the​ ​model​​this​​future​​independence​​would​
​take,​ ​politicians​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​should​
​consider their choices carefully.​

​This​ ​includes​ ​defining​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat’s​
​future​ ​relationship​ ​with​ ​NATO.​ ​There​ ​is​ ​no​
​doubt​​that​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​is​​part​​of​​NATO,​
​but​​considerations​​on​​what​​exact​​role​​NATO​
​should​ ​have​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​are​ ​needed.​
​NATO​ ​has​ ​a​ ​clearly​ ​defined​ ​role​ ​from​
​northern​ ​Norway​ ​down​ ​through​ ​the​ ​GIUK​
​gap,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​North​ ​American​ ​Aerospace​
​Command​​NORAD​​has​​a​​clearly​​defined​​role​
​across​ ​the​ ​North​​American​​continent.​​Future​
​scenarios​ ​may​ ​include​ ​external​ ​factors​
​changing,​ ​such​ ​as​ ​the​ ​US​ ​relations​ ​with​
​NATO​ ​and​ ​NORAD.​ ​Scenarios​ ​for​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​should​ ​be​​carefully​​explored,​​keeping​
​in​ ​mind​ ​that​ ​the​ ​nation’s​ ​geography​ ​is​ ​its​
​destiny​ ​(Olsvig​ ​&​ ​Charron​ ​2026).​ ​Kalaallit​
​Nunaat​ ​should​ ​therefore​ ​work​ ​to​ ​further​
​define​ ​its​ ​contributions​ ​to​ ​and​ ​engagement​
​with​ ​NORAD,​ ​while​ ​implementing​ ​the​ ​ideas​
​enshrined​ ​in​ ​the​ ​2024-2033​ ​Foreign,​ ​Security​
​and​ ​Defence​ ​Policy​ ​Strategy​​(Naalakkersuisut​
​2024).​ ​In​ ​February​ ​2026​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​

​Denmark​ ​and​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​signed​​a​​new​
​Memorandum​ ​of​​Understanding​​with​​Canada​
​aiming​ ​both​ ​at​ ​strengthening​ ​direct​
​cooperation​ ​and​ ​cooperation​ ​under​ ​the​
​auspices of NATO.​​79​

​In​ ​the​ ​midst​ ​of​ ​these​ ​fast​ ​developments,​ ​the​
​rhetoric​ ​around​ ​the​ ​role​​of​​young​​Kalaallit​​in​
​military​ ​activities​ ​is​ ​also​ ​fast​ ​changing.​ ​From​
​reiterating​ ​the​ ​civilian​ ​nature​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Arctic​
​basic​ ​programme​ ​when​ ​introduced​ ​in​ ​2023,​
​the​​King​​of​​Denmark,​​in​​his​​2025​​New​​Year’s​
​Eve​ ​address,​ ​spoke​ ​of​ ​large​ ​numbers​ ​of​
​Kalaallit​ ​joining​ ​the​​military.​​The​​Arctic​​basic​
​programme​ ​might​ ​add​ ​to​ ​the​ ​response​ ​and​
​preparedness​ ​also​ ​in​ ​a​​military​​sense,​​and​​the​
​Danish,​ ​American​ ​and​ ​NATO​ ​military​
​presence​ ​will​ ​surely​ ​need​ ​Indigenous​
​Knowledge​ ​to​ ​succeed​ ​in​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat,​
​but​ ​a​ ​lack​ ​of​ ​public​ ​debate​ ​about​ ​the​​role​​of​
​Inuit​ ​and​ ​Kalaallit​ ​youth​ ​in​ ​the​ ​military​ ​has​
​meant​ ​that​ ​the​ ​public​ ​has​ ​not​ ​engaged​ ​with​
​these​​questions.​​With​​a​​small​​population,​​even​
​a​ ​few​ ​young​ ​people​ ​entering​ ​military​
​programmes​ ​and​ ​possibly​ ​being​ ​sent​ ​to​ ​war​
​would​ ​have​ ​big​ ​impacts​ ​on​ ​the​ ​communities​
​along​​the​​coast​​of​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat.​​Sufficient​
​time​ ​and​ ​space​ ​should​ ​be​ ​provided​ ​for​
​political​​debates​​on​​whether​​and​​how​​citizens​
​should​ ​take​ ​part​ ​in​ ​military​ ​tasks​ ​without​
​being​ ​combatants,​ ​and​ ​more​ ​transparency​ ​in​
​the​ ​ongoing​ ​development​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Arctic​​basic​
​programme​ ​should​ ​be​ ​ensured.​ ​The​ ​civilian​
​response​ ​and​ ​preparedness​ ​force​ ​is​ ​already​
​being​ ​expanded​ ​and​ ​can​ ​be​ ​built​ ​under​ ​the​
​existing frameworks.​

​Finally,​ ​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​should​ ​consider​
​establishing​​its​​own​​coast​​guard​​like​​the​​Faroe​
​Islands​ ​has​ ​done.​ ​This​ ​is​ ​already​​a​​possibility​

​79​​https://www.fmn.dk/da/nyheder/2026/kongeriget-st​
​yrker-forsvarssamarbejdet-med-canada/​
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​according​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Self-Government​ ​Act,​ ​and​
​steps​ ​should​ ​be​ ​taken​ ​to​ ​initiate​ ​such​
​negotiations​ ​with​ ​Denmark.​ ​Kalaallit​
​politicians​ ​should​ ​ensure​ ​full​ ​control​ ​of​​both​
​the​ ​purpose​ ​and​ ​extent​ ​of​ ​involving​​Kalaallit​
​youth​ ​in​ ​undertaking​ ​military​ ​and​ ​defence​
​related activities.​
​While​ ​not​ ​everything​ ​should​ ​necessarily​ ​be​
​shared​​with​​the​​greater​​public,​​clearer​​political​
​positions​ ​on​ ​the​ ​above-mentioned​ ​areas​ ​will​
​support​​Kalaallit​​Nunaat​​—​​and​​Denmark​​—​
​in​ ​navigating​ ​increased​ ​tensions​ ​on​ ​a​ ​global​
​scale.​ ​Clearly​ ​defined​ ​positions​ ​will​ ​help​
​Kalaallit​ ​Nunaat​ ​navigate​ ​the​​uncertainty​​and​
​ensure​ ​structural​ ​and​ ​democratic​​resilience​​in​
​a​​time​​where​​the​​small​​nation​​is​​balancing​​the​
​risk​ ​of​ ​losing​ ​its​​hard-won​​self-determination​
​on​ ​one​ ​hand,​ ​while​ ​being​​widely​​noticed​​and​
​recognised​ ​as​ ​a​​distinct​​nation​​and​​People​​on​
​the other.​
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​The View from Tórshavn:​
​Statehood in the Shadow of the Superpowers​

​Heini í Skorini and Mekhala Kollslíð​
​While​ ​Denmark​ ​and​ ​Greenland​ ​have​ ​found​
​themselves​ ​in​ ​a​ ​geopolitical​ ​storm​ ​due​ ​to​
​Donald​ ​Trump’s​ ​recurrent​ ​threats​ ​to​
​“acquire”​ ​Greenland​ ​by​ ​force,​ ​a​ ​third​ ​nation​
​within​​the​​Kingdom​​has​​lived​​a​​quieter​​life​​of​
​its​ ​own.​ ​Despite​ ​numerous​ ​expressions​ ​of​
​solidarity​​with​​the​​people​​and​​Government​​of​
​Greenland,​​80​ ​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​has​​maintained​
​a​ ​comparatively​ ​low​ ​diplomatic​ ​profile,​
​carefully​ ​navigating​ ​a​ ​new​ ​and​ ​increasingly​
​volatile geopolitical environment.​

​This​ ​section​ ​will​ ​examine​ ​two​ ​separate​ ​yet​
​interrelated​ ​issues.​ ​First,​ ​it​ ​will​ ​address​
​Faroese​ ​ambitions​ ​for​ ​statehood​ ​and​ ​how​
​these​​ambitions​​have​​been​​put​​on​​hold​​due​​to​
​elections,​ ​change​ ​of​ ​governments​ ​and​ ​the​
​looming​ ​crisis​​between​​the​​US,​​Denmark​​and​
​Greenland.​ ​Acknowledging​ ​that​ ​international​
​politics​ ​shapes​ ​domestic​ ​politics​ ​and​ ​vice​
​versa​ ​(Putnam​ ​1988),​ ​the​ ​second​ ​section​ ​will​
​examine​ ​the​ ​geopolitical​ ​context​ ​shaping​ ​the​
​domestic​ ​debate​ ​on​ ​statehood.​ ​This​ ​section​
​will​ ​present​ ​new​ ​data​ ​on​ ​growing​ ​military​
​traffic​ ​in​ ​Faroese​ ​waters​ ​from​ ​2013-2025​
​retrieved​ ​from​ ​public​ ​Faroese​ ​archives​ ​and​
​apply​ ​these​ ​data​ ​as​ ​an​ ​empirical​ ​indicator​ ​of​
​rising​ ​geopolitical​ ​tensions​ ​in​ ​the​ ​GIUK-gap​
​(Greenland-Iceland-UK gap).​

​How​​are​​these​​questions​​interlinked?​​First,​​the​
​domestic​ ​debate​ ​on​ ​statehood​ ​and​ ​national​

​80​ ​Prime Minister’s Office (2026):​
​https://www.lms.fo/fo/kunning/tidindi/rikisfundur-i-​
​morgin-foeroyar-studla-groenlandi​
​Faroese Parliament (2026):​
​https://www.logting.fo/media/b3yfs2ih/heilsan-til-inat​
​sisartut-skanna-vi%C3%B0-undirskrift.pdf​

​sovereignty​​cannot​​be​​separated​​from​​strategic​
​geography​ ​and​ ​the​ ​current​ ​militarisation​ ​of​
​the​ ​GIUK-gap.​ ​While​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​seeks​
​statehood​ ​for​ ​economic​ ​reasons​​and​​in​​order​
​to​ ​obtain​ ​membership​ ​in​ ​international​
​organisations,​ ​it​ ​is​ ​also​ ​located​ ​in​ ​one​ ​of​ ​the​
​most​ ​strategically​ ​sensitive​ ​maritime​
​chokepoints​​in​​the​​North​​Atlantic.​​As​​classical​
​geopolitics​​reminds​​us,​​small​​states​​situated​​in​
​strategic​ ​corridors​ ​rarely​ ​enjoy​ ​the​ ​luxury​ ​of​
​separating​ ​national​ ​sovereignty​ ​from​ ​security​
​dependency​ ​(Mackinder​ ​1904;​ ​Mearsheimer​
​2001).​ ​Therefore,​ ​the​ ​debate​ ​on​ ​statehood​
​unfolds​ ​in​ ​the​ ​shadow​ ​of​​great-power​​rivalry.​
​This​​dual​​dynamic​​places​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​in​
​a​ ​classic​ ​small-state​ ​dilemma:​ ​how​ ​to​
​maximise​ ​autonomy​ ​without​ ​increasing​
​vulnerability (Thorhallsson 2018).​

​Located​ ​in​ ​the​ ​strategically​ ​important​
​GIUK-gap,​ ​this​​self-governing​​archipelago​​of​
​56,000​ ​people​ ​within​ ​the​ ​Kingdom​ ​of​
​Denmark​ ​cannot​ ​escape​ ​the​​consequences​​of​
​renewed​ ​great-power​ ​rivalry​ ​and​ ​the​ ​broader​
​transition​ ​from​ ​low-tension​ ​to​ ​high-tension​
​politics​ ​in​ ​the​ ​High​ ​North​ ​(Zilmer-Johns​ ​et.​
​al.​ ​2026).​ ​The​ ​renewed​ ​sense​ ​of​ ​insecurity​
​stems​ ​from​ ​Russian​ ​aggression​ ​and​ ​military​
​build-up​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Arctic​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​American​
​threats​ ​to​​take​​over​​Greenland.​​The​​Faroes​​is​
​located​ ​at​ ​a​ ​crossing​ ​between​ ​these​ ​threats​
​with​ ​a​ ​tiny​ ​land​ ​area​ ​covering​ ​2,399​ ​square​
​kilometres​ ​but​ ​a​ ​maritime​ ​area​ ​of​ ​274,000​
​square​ ​kilometres​​81​ ​reaching​ ​the​ ​Polar​ ​Circle​

​81​ ​Ices:​
​https://www.ices.dk/advice/ESD/Pages/Faroes_ecore​
​gion_description.aspx​
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​and​​a​​continental​​shelf​​area​​of​​300,000​​square​
​kilometres.​ ​Within​ ​this​ ​vast​ ​maritime​ ​space,​
​military​ ​traffic​ ​is​ ​on​ ​the​ ​rise,​ ​and​ ​Russian​
​fishing​ ​vessels​ ​continue​​to​​operate​​in​​Faroese​
​waters​ ​under​ ​a​ ​bilateral​ ​fisheries​ ​agreement​
​between​​Russia​​and​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​(Skorini​
​and​ ​Weihe​ ​2025a;​ ​Skorini​ ​and​ ​Weihe​ ​2025b).​
​Despite​ ​the​ ​bilateral​ ​fisheries​​agreement​​with​
​Russia,​​the​​Faroes​​has​​followed​​EU​​sanctions​
​and​ ​recently​ ​banned​ ​access​ ​for​ ​two​ ​Russian​
​shipping​ ​companies​ ​accused​ ​of​ ​hybrid​
​warfare.​​82​

​While​ ​security​ ​and​ ​defence​​are​​Danish​​policy​
​areas​ ​under​ ​Danish​ ​jurisdiction,​ ​the​ ​Faroese​
​Government​ ​has​ ​adopted​ ​its​ ​own​ ​national​
​security​ ​policy​​83​ ​and​ ​its​ ​own​​Arctic​​Strategy​​84​

​in​ ​2024.​ ​These​ ​policy​ ​documents​ ​signal​ ​a​
​growing​ ​ambition​ ​to​ ​undertake​ ​a​ ​more​
​proactive​ ​role​ ​in​ ​the​ ​field​ ​of​ ​security​ ​and​
​foreign​ ​affairs​ ​and​ ​maximise​ ​national​ ​agency​
​despite​ ​constitutional​ ​constraints.​ ​As​ ​one​
​former​ ​Faroese​ ​minister​ ​put​ ​it,​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands​ ​must​ ​“think​ ​as​ ​a​ ​state​ ​and​ ​act​ ​as​ ​a​
​state”​ ​without​ ​formal​ ​statehood.​
​Furthermore,​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​is​ ​increasingly​
​involved​ ​in​ ​NATO​ ​exercises​​85​ ​and​ ​recently​
​acted​​as​​a​​co-signatory​​to​​a​​security​​agreement​
​between​ ​Canada,​ ​Denmark,​ ​Greenland​ ​and​
​the​​Faroes.​​The​​agreement​​was​​adopted​​at​​the​

​85​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Culture (2024):​
​https://www.ummr.fo/fo/kunning/tidindi/nato-flotav​
​enjing-i-foeroyskum-sjoumveldi-og-loftrumi-1​

​84​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2024):​
​https://landsstyri.cdn.fo/savn/chwp5moi/arktiski-poli​
​tikkur-foeroya-2024.pdf?s=hrtPN9HYmvguvwg14X6​
​VHpTTvqs​

​83​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2024):​
​https://landsstyri.cdn.fo/savn/1sefcljk/fm-349-uppsk​
​ot-til-samtyktar-um-tjodartrygdarpolitikk.pdf?s=BekBg​
​fKWQybtakN-ixq2ib9zHRM​

​82​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Culture (2026):​
​https://www.ummr.fo/fo/kunning/tidindi/dagfoerd-a​
​vmarkandi-tiltoek​

​Munich​ ​Security​ ​Conference​ ​in​ ​February​
​2026.​​86​

​Furthermore,​​the​​boundaries​​between​​security​
​policy​ ​and​ ​other​ ​civil​ ​policy​ ​areas​ ​under​
​Faroese​​jurisdiction​​are​​increasingly​​blurred​​as​
​trade,​ ​fisheries,​ ​telecommunication​ ​and​ ​other​
​critical​ ​infrastructure​ ​are​ ​increasingly​
​“securitised”.​ ​Therefore,​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​(and​
​Greenland)​ ​become​ ​actors​ ​in​ ​the​ ​field​ ​of​
​security, whether they like it or not.​

​The​ ​New​ ​Quest​ ​for​ ​Statehood:​ ​From​
​Ideological​ ​Sentiment​ ​to​ ​Economic​
​Calculations​
​In​​2000,​​a​​newly​​elected​​Faroese​​Government​
​launched​​formal​​negotiations​​with​​the​​Danish​
​Government​ ​led​ ​by​ ​Social​ ​Democrat​ ​Prime​
​Minister​​Poul​​Nyrup​​Rasmussen.​​The​​Faroese​
​ambition​ ​was​ ​formal​ ​statehood.​ ​After​ ​three​
​meetings​ ​and​ ​profound​ ​internal​ ​divisions​ ​in​
​Faroese​ ​politics,​ ​the​ ​negotiations​ ​collapsed​
​without​ ​concrete​ ​results.​ ​However,​ ​the​
​negotiations​​at​​the​​turn​​of​​the​​millennium​​left​
​a​ ​lasting​ ​imprint​ ​on​ ​Faroese​ ​political​
​development.​ ​The​ ​rising​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​national​
​self-determination​ ​and​ ​a​ ​self-sustaining​
​economy​ ​triggered​​a​​gradual​​yet​​paradigmatic​
​shift in Faroese politics.​

​Since​ ​then,​ ​successive​ ​Faroese​ ​governments​
​have​ ​agreed​ ​on​ ​reducing​ ​annual​ ​subsidies​
​from​ ​Denmark​ ​while​ ​gradually​ ​transferring​
​more​ ​and​ ​more​ ​policy​ ​areas​ ​from​ ​Danish​ ​to​
​Faroese​ ​control,​ ​in​ ​line​ ​with​ ​the​ ​legal​
​framework.​​87​ ​Parties​​may​​disagree​​on​​the​​pace​
​and​ ​ultimate​ ​goal​ ​of​ ​independence,​ ​but​ ​this​
​gradual​ ​consolidation​ ​of​ ​economic​ ​and​

​87​ ​Home Rule Act (1948):​
​http://tilfar.lms.fo/logir/1948.11.htm​
​Government Act of Responsibility (2005):​
​https://www.government.fo/en/the-government/act-​
​of-responsibility-by-the-faroese-authorities​

​86​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Culture (2026):​
​https://www.ummr.fo/fo/kunning/tidindi/foeroyar-st​
​yrkja-samstarvid-vid-kanada-um-trygd-og-verju​
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​administrative​ ​self-reliance​ ​has​ ​unified​ ​the​
​political spectrum.​

​New​​parliamentary​​elections​​were​​held​​on​​the​
​26​ ​March,​ ​and​ ​a​ ​new​ ​government​ ​was​​yet​​to​
​be​ ​established​ ​at​ ​the​ ​time​ ​of​ ​writing.​ ​If​ ​the​
​pro-Commonwealth​ ​Unionist​ ​Party​
​Sambandsflokkurin​ ​enters​ ​the​ ​government,​
​Faroese​ ​statehood​ ​will​ ​most​ ​certainly​ ​be​ ​put​
​on​ ​hold.​ ​However,​ ​during​ ​the​ ​most​ ​recent​
​election​ ​period,​ ​the​ ​issue​ ​of​ ​statehood​ ​has​
​returned​​to​​the​​agenda.​​Five​​out​​of​​six​​parties​
​in​​parliament​​have​​now​​reached​​an​​agreement​
​that​​formal​​statehood​​constitutes​​the​​ultimate​
​political​ ​goal.​​88​ ​The​ ​outgoing​ ​Faroese​ ​Prime​
​Minister​ ​and​ ​leader​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Social​​Democratic​
​Party,​ ​Aksel​ ​V.​ ​Johannesen,​ ​has​ ​repeatedly​
​argued​​that​​the​​fulfilment​​of​​this​​ambition​​is​​a​
​precondition​ ​for​ ​sustained​ ​growth​ ​and​
​national​ ​prosperity.​ ​However,​ ​the​ ​Prime​
​Minister​ ​simultaneously​ ​emphasises​ ​that​ ​the​
​ambition​ ​is​ ​not​ ​to​ ​leave​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Commonwealth​ ​but​ ​to​ ​establish​ ​a​ ​redefined​
​constitutional​ ​arrangement​ ​among​ ​equal​
​nations.​ ​Under​ ​such​ ​an​ ​arrangement,​
​Denmark​ ​might​ ​retain​ ​competences​ ​in​
​specific​ ​areas​ ​such​ ​as​ ​security,​ ​defence,​
​currency, courts and policing.​​89​

​A​ ​key​ ​question​ ​is​ ​whether​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​can​
​obtain​ ​this​ ​ambition​ ​and​ ​how​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​​would​​play​​its​​cards.​​Twenty-five​
​years​​ago,​​Danish​​Prime​​Minister​​Poul​​Nyrup​
​Rasmussen​ ​offered​ ​the​ ​Faroese​ ​delegation​ ​a​
​brutal​ ​four-year​ ​transition​ ​period.​ ​His​
​ultimatum​​was​​sufficient​​to​​divide​​the​​Faroese​
​delegation and stifle further negotiations.​

​89​ ​Skorini (2025):​
​https://www.weekendavisen.dk/samfund/farvel-til-gru​
​ndlovens-spaendetroeje​

​88​ ​Kringvarp Føroya (2025):​
​https://kvf.fo/greinar/2025/06/10/aksel-hevur-semju​
​-vid-allar-flokkar-uttan-sambandsflokkin​

​The​ ​negotiations​ ​25​ ​years​ ​ago​ ​were​ ​partly​
​fuelled​ ​by​ ​ideological​ ​national​ ​sentiment​
​following​ ​the​ ​severe​ ​economic​ ​crisis​ ​of​ ​the​
​early​ ​1990s​ ​and​ ​a​​subsequent​​deterioration​​in​
​Faroese-Danish​ ​relations.​ ​While​ ​domestic​
​fiscal​ ​mismanagement​ ​in​​the​​1980s​​led​​to​​the​
​banking​ ​collapse​ ​in​ ​1992,​ ​Danish​ ​authorities​
​were​ ​also​ ​criticised​ ​for​ ​withholding​
​information​ ​about​​the​​fragility​​of​​the​​Faroese​
​banking​ ​sector.​ ​This​ ​led​ ​to​ ​compensation​
​claims and intensified anti-Danish sentiment.​​90​

​In​​contrast,​​the​​current​​quest​​for​​statehood​​is​
​largely​ ​driven​ ​by​ ​pragmatic​ ​economic​
​calculations​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​ideological​
​mobilisation.​ ​The​​Faroese​​economy​​is​​strong.​
​Unemployment​ ​is​ ​low.​​91​ ​Growth​ ​rates​
​compare​ ​favourably​ ​with​ ​Denmark.​​92​ ​The​
​annual​ ​Danish​ ​block​ ​grant​ ​has​ ​reached​ ​a​
​historic​​low​​in​​relative​​terms​​—​​approximately​
​DKK​ ​600​ ​million,​ ​constituting​ ​less​ ​than​ ​10​
​percent of the Faroese national budget.​

​Despite​ ​this​ ​prosperity,​ ​structural​ ​economic​
​constraints​ ​remain.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​highly​ ​open​
​economy,​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​export​ ​nearly​ ​all​
​domestic​ ​production​ ​in​ ​goods​ ​while​
​importing​ ​almost​ ​everything​ ​consumed​
​domestically.​ ​Favourable​ ​market​ ​access​ ​and​
​comprehensive​ ​free​ ​trade​ ​agreements​ ​are​
​therefore​ ​essential.​ ​From​ ​September​ ​2024​ ​to​
​October​ ​2025,​ ​Faroese​ ​exports​ ​of​ ​fisheries​
​products​ ​and​ ​farmed​ ​salmon​ ​amounted​ ​to​
​DKK​​13.3​​billion,​​representing​​a​​growth​​of​​9​
​percent compared to the previous year.​​93​

​93​ ​Kringvarp Føroya (2025):​
​https://kvf.fo/greinar/2025/11/20/utflutningurin-er-​
​vaksin-14-milliardir-seinasta-arid#:~:text=20.11.2025%​

​92​ ​Statistics Faroe Islands (2026):​
​https://hagstova.fo/fo/buskapur/tjodarbuskapur/btu-​
​og-hovudstol​

​91​ ​Statistics Faroe Islands (2026):​
​https://hagstova.fo/fo/samfelag/arbeidi/arbeidsloysi​

​90​ ​Skorini (2025):​
​https://www.weekendavisen.dk/samfund/farvel-til-gru​
​ndlovens-spaendetroeje​
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​However,​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​has​ ​concluded​
​only​​six​​free​​trade​​agreements​​in​​the​​past​​two​
​decades​ ​(EU,​ ​Norway,​ ​Switzerland,​ ​Iceland,​
​Turkey​ ​and​ ​the​ ​UK).​ ​For​ ​an​ ​exporting​ ​small​
​economy,​ ​this​ ​limited​ ​network​ ​is​ ​widely​
​perceived​ ​as​ ​insufficient.​ ​Moreover,​ ​certain​
​agreements​ ​are​ ​asymmetrical.​ ​Under​ ​the​ ​EU​
​agreement,​ ​the​ ​EU​ ​applies​ ​a​ ​negative​ ​list​
​granting​ ​zero​ ​tariffs​ ​on​ ​nearly​ ​all​ ​goods​
​entering​ ​the​​Faroese​​market,​​whereas​​Faroese​
​exports​ ​to​ ​the​​EU​​are​​governed​​by​​a​​positive​
​list​ ​covering​ ​selected​ ​products.​ ​As​ ​a​ ​result,​
​processed​ ​Faroese​ ​goods​ ​remain​ ​subject​ ​to​
​EU​ ​tariffs,​ ​limiting​ ​value-added​ ​production​
​and​ ​innovation​ ​in​​the​​private​​sector​​(Winther​
​Poulsen,​ ​Olavsson,​ ​Justinussen​ ​and​ ​Skorini​
​2025).​ ​Furthermore,​ ​it​ ​has​ ​proven​ ​extremely​
​difficult​ ​to​ ​negotiate​ ​new​ ​agreements​ ​with​
​individual​ ​states​ ​and​ ​promising​ ​markets​ ​for​
​Faroese​ ​fisheries​ ​products​ ​such​ ​as​ ​South​
​Korea, China, India and Japan.​​94​

​These​ ​structural​ ​constraints​ ​have​
​strengthened​ ​political​ ​arguments​ ​for​
​membership​ ​in​ ​broader​ ​trade​ ​organisations.​
​One​ ​frequently​ ​discussed​ ​option​ ​is​ ​EFTA,​
​which​​comprises​​Norway,​​Iceland,​​Switzerland​
​and​ ​Liechtenstein.​ ​However,​ ​EFTA​
​membership​​is​​restricted​​to​​sovereign​​states​​as​
​most​ ​other​ ​international​ ​organisations.​ ​As​ ​a​
​self-governing​ ​entity​ ​within​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Kingdom,​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​doesn’t​
​automatically​ ​qualify​ ​for​ ​membership​ ​of​
​international​​organisations,​​and​​full​​statehood​
​would significantly expand institutional access.​

​There​ ​are​ ​indications​ ​that​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Government​ ​is​ ​beginning​ ​to​ ​recognise​ ​why​
​the​ ​Faroes​ ​are​ ​pushing​ ​for​ ​reforms.​ ​For​

​94​ ​House of Industry (2024):​
​https://www.industry.fo/kunningartilfar/fragreiding-u​
​m-foeroyska-marknadaratgongd​

​20%2D%2010:51.%20F%C3%B8royar%20%C3%BAtf​
​luttu%20fyri%2013%2C3,1%2C4%20milliardir%20mei​
​ra%20enn%20fr%C3%A1%20oktober%202023​

​decades,​ ​Faroese​ ​politicians​ ​have​ ​sought​
​membership​​in​​the​​World​​Trade​​Organization​
​(WTO).​ ​Danish​ ​legal​ ​authorities​ ​have​
​consistently​ ​rejected​ ​this​ ​possibility​ ​on​
​constitutional​ ​grounds.​ ​However,​ ​in​ ​a​
​landmark​​decision​​in​​late​​2025,​​three​​Supreme​
​Court​ ​justices​ ​concluded​ ​that​ ​the​ ​current​
​constitutional​ ​status​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​
​permits​​separate​​WTO​​membership,​​provided​
​the​ ​Faroes​ ​function​ ​as​ ​a​ ​distinct​ ​customs​
​territory.​​95​ ​The​ ​landmark​ ​decision​ ​was​ ​a​
​victory​ ​for​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​and​ ​could​ ​be​
​perceived​ ​as​ ​an​ ​act​ ​of​ ​renewed​ ​Danish​
​flexibility.​ ​Nevertheless,​ ​it​ ​does​ ​not​ ​alter​ ​the​
​broader​ ​principle​ ​in​ ​international​ ​relations:​
​international​ ​organisations​ ​are​ ​designed​
​primarily​​for​​sovereign​​states.​​Consequently,​​a​
​broad​ ​parliamentary​ ​consensus​ ​has​ ​emerged​
​that​ ​full​ ​and​​formal​​statehood​​constitutes​​the​
​most​ ​durable​ ​institutional​ ​framework​ ​for​
​securing long-term economic interests.​

​Geopolitical​ ​Tensions​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Timing​ ​of​
​Statehood​
​Despite​ ​this​ ​relative​ ​consensus​ ​in​ ​Faroese​
​politics,​ ​two​ ​coinciding​ ​issues​ ​have​ ​paused​
​negotiations​ ​on​ ​Faroese​ ​statehood.​ ​The​ ​first​
​reason​ ​is​ ​elections​ ​in​ ​March​ ​2026​ ​and​ ​the​
​formation​ ​of​ ​a​ ​new​ ​government​ ​that​ ​might​
​put​ ​aside​ ​the​ ​question​ ​of​ ​statehood.​
​According​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Faroese​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​
​from​​2022-2026,​​preparations​​for​​negotiations​
​on​ ​statehood​ ​take​ ​time,​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Faroese​
​Government​ ​was​ ​not​ ​ready​ ​prior​ ​to​ ​the​
​election​​in​​late​​March.​​96​ ​The​​second​​reason​​is​
​the​ ​high-tension​ ​conflict​ ​between​ ​Denmark​
​and​ ​the​ ​US​ ​over​ ​ownership​ ​of​ ​Greenland.​
​The​ ​threatening​ ​security​ ​environment​ ​has​

​96​ ​Faroese Parliament (2026):​
​https://www.logting.fo/mal/mal/?id=11423​

​95​ ​Government of the Faroe Islands (2025):​
​https://www.government.fo/en/news/news/constituti​
​onal-status-of-the-faroe-islands-allows-separate-membe​
​rship-in-the-world-trade-organization​
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​introduced​​a​​new​​layer​​of​​strategic​​uncertainty​
​into​ ​domestic​ ​debates​ ​on​ ​statehood.​ ​In​ ​a​
​parliamentary​ ​debate,​ ​former​ ​Prime​ ​Minister​
​Bárður​ ​á​ ​Steig​ ​Nielsen​ ​referred​ ​to​ ​the​
​Greenland​ ​situation​ ​as​ ​a​ ​reminder​ ​of​
​small-state​ ​vulnerability​ ​during​ ​great-power​
​competition:​

​“Greenland​​is​​the​​latest​​example​​of​​how​​small​
​countries​ ​will​ ​not​ ​be​ ​left​ ​alone.​ ​They​ ​are​
​subjugated​ ​by​ ​a​ ​larger​ ​powers​ ​one​ ​way​ ​or​
​another.​​This​​should​​be​​included​​in​​the​​debate​
​about​ ​independence​ ​here​ ​in​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands,​
​because​ ​this​ ​is​ ​a​​question​​of​​who​​we​​want​​to​
​remain​ ​a​ ​part​ ​of​ ​—​ ​Denmark,​ ​the​ ​US​ ​or​
​something much worse.”​​97​

​Such​ ​statements​ ​illustrate​ ​that​ ​while​
​sovereignty​​remains​​a​​long-term​​aspiration​​for​
​many,​ ​the​ ​timing​ ​of​ ​constitutional​
​transformation​ ​is​ ​sensitive​ ​to​ ​systemic​
​instability.​ ​Meanwhile,​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​diplomatic​
​apparatus​ ​is​ ​fully​ ​preoccupied​ ​with​
​safeguarding​ ​the​ ​territorial​ ​integrity​ ​of​ ​the​
​Kingdom.​ ​Under​ ​these​ ​circumstances,​ ​it​ ​is​
​unlikely​ ​that​ ​Copenhagen​ ​would​ ​accept​
​parallel negotiations with Tórshavn.​

​Yet​​the​​structural​​drivers​​of​​Faroese​​statehood​
​ambitions​ ​—​ ​economic​ ​constraints,​
​institutional​​limitations,​​and​​a​​desire​​for​​equal​
​constitutional​ ​status​ ​—​ ​persist​ ​independently​
​of​ ​current​ ​tensions.​ ​Assuming​ ​that​ ​the​​status​
​quo​ ​constitutes​ ​a​ ​stable​ ​long-term​ ​solution​
​would​ ​therefore​ ​be​ ​strategically​ ​unwise​ ​for​
​any​ ​Danish​ ​government.​ ​But​ ​the​ ​initiative​
​needs​ ​to​ ​come​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​and​ ​be​
​broadly embedded in Faroese democracy.​

​From​ ​Constitutional​ ​Debate​ ​to​ ​Strategic​
​Geography​
​The​ ​preceding​ ​analysis​ ​demonstrates​ ​that​​the​
​Faroese​ ​statehood​ ​debate​ ​is​ ​primarily​ ​rooted​

​97​ ​Ibid.​

​in​ ​economic​ ​rationality​ ​and​ ​institutional​
​constraints.​​However,​​constitutional​​evolution​
​unfolds​ ​within​ ​a​ ​strategic​ ​geography​ ​that​
​cannot​ ​be​ ​ignored.​ ​The​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​isn’t​
​merely​ ​a​ ​small​ ​export​ ​economy​ ​seeking​
​improved​ ​trade​ ​agreements.​ ​It​ ​is​ ​situated​ ​in​
​one​ ​of​ ​the​ ​most​ ​strategically​ ​sensitive​
​maritime​ ​corridors​ ​in​ ​the​ ​North​ ​Atlantic.​
​Classical​ ​geopolitical​ ​theory​ ​has​ ​long​
​emphasised​ ​that​ ​chokepoints​ ​and​ ​maritime​
​corridors​ ​acquire​ ​renewed​​significance​​during​
​periods​ ​of​ ​great-power​ ​rivalry​ ​(Mackinder​
​1904;​ ​Kaplan​ ​2017).​ ​In​ ​the​ ​post-Cold​ ​War​
​decades,​ ​the​ ​GIUK-gap​​was​​widely​​perceived​
​as​ ​a​ ​low-tension​ ​zone.​ ​That​ ​perception​ ​has​
​eroded.​ ​The​ ​transition​ ​from​ ​low-tension​ ​to​
​high-tension​​politics​​in​​the​​High​​North​​is​​now​
​visible​ ​not​ ​only​ ​in​ ​strategic​ ​discourse​ ​but​ ​in​
​empirical​ ​indicators​ ​of​ ​military​ ​activity.​ ​The​
​constitutional​ ​debate​ ​in​ ​Tórshavn​ ​therefore​
​unfolds​​against​​the​​backdrop​​of​​a​​remilitarised​
​maritime​ ​environment​ ​and​ ​shapes​ ​the​
​strategic​ ​context​ ​in​ ​which​ ​constitutional​
​decisions must be made.​

​It​​is​​against​​this​​backdrop​​that​​the​​question​​of​
​growing​ ​military​ ​traffic​ ​in​ ​Faroese​ ​waters​
​must be examined.​

​The​ ​diplomatic​ ​dispute​ ​between​ ​Washington​
​and​ ​Copenhagen​ ​regarding​ ​Greenland​ ​has​
​formally​ ​moved​ ​into​ ​closed-door​ ​channels,​
​though​ ​rhetorical​ ​escalations​ ​continue​ ​to​
​surface​​periodically​​in​​public​​discourse.​​At​​the​
​same​ ​time,​ ​increased​ ​American​ ​strategic​
​engagement​​is​​visible​​across​​other​​parts​​of​​the​
​Kingdom​ ​—​ ​not​ ​least​ ​around​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands,​ ​where​ ​U.S.​ ​forces​ ​were​ ​also​ ​active​
​during the Cold War.​

​In​​1959,​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​was​​integrated​​into​
​NATO’s​ ​Distant​ ​Early​ ​Warning​ ​Line​ ​(DEW)​
​with​ ​two​ ​military​ ​surveillance​ ​radars​​installed​
​at​ ​750-metre-height​ ​outside​ ​the​ ​capital​ ​of​
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​Tórshavn.​ ​Next​ ​to​​the​​NATO​​radars,​​the​​US​
​Air​ ​Force​ ​later​ ​established​ ​a​ ​so-called​
​tropospheric​ ​scatter​ ​communication​ ​system​
​under​ ​full​ ​American​ ​operative​ ​control,​ ​but​
​disguised​ ​as​ ​a​ ​NATO​ ​operation​ ​in​ ​order​ ​to​
​stifle​ ​public​ ​criticism​ ​(Johansen​ ​1999;​
​Johansen 2014).​

​In​ ​2007,​ ​during​ ​a​ ​period​​widely​​characterised​
​as​ ​one​ ​of​ ​low​ ​tension​ ​in​ ​the​ ​High​ ​North​ ​—​
​and​ ​coinciding​ ​with​​the​​American​​withdrawal​
​from​ ​Keflavik​ ​Air​ ​Base​ ​in​ ​Iceland​ ​—​ ​the​
​surveillance​ ​radars​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​were​
​decommissioned.​ ​The​ ​prevailing​ ​assumption​
​was​​that​​large-scale​​interstate​​confrontation​​in​
​the North Atlantic belonged to the past.​

​That​​assumption​​has​​since​​proven​​premature.​
​In​ ​response​ ​to​ ​renewed​ ​geopolitical​​tensions,​
​the​ ​Faroese​ ​Government​ ​has​ ​accepted​ ​a​
​Danish​ ​request​ ​to​ ​install​ ​a​ ​new​ ​military​
​surveillance​ ​radar​ ​produced​ ​by​ ​the​ ​American​
​defence​ ​company​ ​Lockheed​ ​Martin.​​98​ ​At​ ​the​
​time​ ​of​ ​writing,​ ​the​ ​precise​ ​operational​
​timeline​ ​remains​ ​uncertain.​ ​However,​ ​the​
​decision​ ​itself​ ​reflects​ ​a​ ​broader​ ​structural​
​shift:​ ​the​​remilitarisation​​of​​the​​GIUK-gap​​as​
​a strategic corridor.​

​As Robert D. Kaplan has observed:​

​“The​ ​GIUK​ ​Gap​ ​forms​ ​the​ ​principal​ ​choke​
​point​ ​between​ ​Russia’s​ ​great​ ​Northern​ ​Fleet​
​and​​its​​strategic​​interests​​in​​the​​North​​Atlantic​
​and​ ​all​ ​points​ ​south.​ ​The​ ​Russians,​ ​as​ ​a​
​resurgent​ ​power,​ ​have​ ​modernized​ ​their​
​military​ ​forces,​ ​but​ ​they​ ​still​ ​face​ ​the​ ​same​
​geographical​ ​limitations​ ​as​ ​in​ ​the​ ​past.​ ​For​ ​a​

​98​ ​Government of the Faroe Islands (2022):​
​https://www.government.fo/en/news/news/agree-to-​
​establish-air-surveillance-radar-in-the-faroe-islands/?ut​
​m_source=chatgpt.com,​
​Ministry of Defence (2025):​
​https://www.fmn.dk/da/nyheder/2025/lockheed-mart​
​in-skal-levere-luftvarslingsradarer-i-danmark-og-pa-faro​
​erne/​

​Russian​ ​warship​ ​to​ ​get​ ​from​ ​icy​ ​northern​
​waters​ ​to​ ​the​ ​eastern​ ​Mediterranean,​ ​it​ ​must​
​pass through the GIUK Gap” (Kaplan 2017).​

​This​ ​structural​ ​geographical​ ​reality​​underpins​
​the renewed military attention to the region.​

​The​ ​U.S.​ ​Senate​ ​Hearing​ ​and​ ​Renewed​
​Strategic Attention​
​Renewed​ ​American​ ​interest​ ​in​ ​the​ ​broader​
​North​ ​Atlantic​ ​region​ ​was​ ​clearly​ ​visible​
​during​ ​the​ ​US​ ​Senate​ ​Committee​ ​hearing​ ​in​
​February​ ​2025​ ​entitled​ ​“Nuuk​ ​and​ ​Cranny:​
​Looking​ ​at​ ​the​ ​Arctic​ ​and​ ​Greenland’s​ ​geostrategic​
​importance​ ​to​ ​U.S.​ ​interests”​​.​​99​ ​The​ ​hearing​
​involved​​politicians​​and​​experts​​debating​​how​
​the​ ​US​ ​could​ ​acquire​ ​Greenland.​ ​Donald​
​Trump’s​ ​former​ ​security​ ​adviser,​ ​Alexander​
​Gray,​​recommended​​to​​offer​​Greenland​​a​​free​
​association​ ​agreement​ ​similar​ ​to​ ​US​
​agreements​ ​with​ ​overseas​ ​territories​ ​such​ ​as​
​the​ ​Marshall​ ​Islands,​ ​Palau​​and​​Micronesia​​in​
​the Pacific.​

​While​ ​Greenland​ ​was​ ​the​ ​hearing’s​ ​primary​
​focus,​ ​the​ ​debate​ ​was​ ​also​ ​interesting​ ​from​ ​a​
​Faroese​ ​perspective.​ ​The​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​was​
​mentioned​ ​five​ ​times​ ​during​ ​the​ ​hearing,​
​mainly​​in​​the​​context​​of​​increased​​great-power​
​rivalry​ ​in​ ​the​ ​North​ ​Atlantic.​ ​As​ ​Donald​
​Trump’s former security adviser phrased it:​

​“Indeed,​ ​from​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​(...)​ ​to​
​Norwegian-administered​ ​Svalbard,​ ​Chinese​
​and​​Russian​​malign​​activity​​in​​the​​High​​North​
​is​​only​​growing​​and​​offering​​indications​​of​​the​
​challenge​ ​facing​ ​the​ ​U.S.​ ​in​ ​securing​ ​our​
​interests in an increasingly volatile Arctic.”​​100​

​100​ ​US Congress (2025):​
​https://www.congress.gov/119/chrg/CHRG-119shrg6​

​99​ ​US Senate (2025):​
​https://www.commerce.senate.gov/2025/2/nuuk-and-​
​cranny-looking-at-the-arctic-and-greenland-s-geostrateg​
​ic-importance-to-u-s-interests_2​
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​Such​ ​references​ ​to​ ​Chinese​ ​and​ ​Russian​
​activity​ ​echoes​ ​one​ ​of​ ​Donald​​Trump’s​​many​
​arguments​ ​for​ ​acquiring​ ​Greenland​ ​by​ ​force.​
​Danish​ ​politicians​ ​and​ ​experts​ ​have​
​recurrently​ ​denounced​​the​​claim​​that​​Chinese​
​vessels​ ​are​ ​sailing​ ​up​ ​and​ ​down​ ​the​ ​coast​ ​of​
​Greenland,​​101​ ​sometimes​​pointing​​out​​that​​the​
​military​ ​traffic​ ​junction​ ​in​ ​the​ ​High​ ​North​​is​
​not​ ​around​ ​Greenland,​ ​but​ ​further​ ​south​ ​in​
​the​ ​GIUK-gap.​ ​Interestingly,​ ​this​ ​view​ ​was​
​partially echoed by Alexander Gray himself:​

​“The​​threat​​is​​very​​real,​​and​​the​​threat​​of​​both​
​Russian​ ​and​ ​Chinese​ ​penetration​ ​(…)​ ​in​ ​the​
​High​ ​North​ ​more​ ​generally,​ ​is​ ​something​ ​we​
​have​ ​to​ ​be​ ​very​ ​attuned​ ​to.​ ​We​ ​have​ ​seen​ ​it​
​not​ ​just​ ​in​ ​Greenland,​ ​but​ ​in​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands,​ ​we​ ​have​ ​seen​ ​it​ ​in​ ​Svalbard,​​we​​have​
​seen it all over that High North region.”​​102​

​Such​ ​statements​ ​raise​ ​a​ ​critical​ ​empirical​
​question​​that​​will​​be​​addressed​​below:​​to​​what​
​extent​​has​​military​​traffic​​actually​​increased​​in​
​and around the Faroe Islands?​

​During​ ​the​ ​Senate​ ​hearing,​ ​the​ ​Democratic​
​Senator​ ​Andrew​ ​Kim​ ​raised​ ​a​ ​provocative​
​question​ ​on​ ​Iceland​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands.​
​Challenging​ ​Alexander​ ​Gray,​ ​he​ ​asked​ ​why​
​Iceland​ ​and​​the​​Faroes​​were​​not​​up​​for​​grabs​
​given​ ​their​ ​important​ ​strategic​ ​location.​
​Referring​ ​to​ ​the​ ​free​ ​association​ ​agreements​
​between​​the​​US​​and​​Micronesia,​​Palau​​and​​the​
​Marshall​ ​Islands​ ​(named​ ​Compact​ ​of​ ​Free​
​Association​ ​or​ ​COFA),​ ​senator​​Kim’s​​question​
​was​ ​obviously​ ​meant​ ​to​ ​criticise​ ​Mr.​ ​Gray’s​

​102​ ​US Congress (2025):​
​https://www.congress.gov/119/chrg/CHRG-119shrg6​
​1273/CHRG-119shrg61273.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.​
​com​

​101​ ​Pram Gad (2025):​
​https://www.diis.dk/publikationer/forsker-kaere-trum​
​p-tag-ikke-fejl-groenlands-sikkerhedspolitiske-rolle-arkt​
​is​

​1273/CHRG-119shrg61273.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.​
​com​

​support​ ​for​ ​a​ ​free​ ​association​ ​agreement​
​between Greenland and the US:​

​“So​ ​for​ ​instance,​ ​you​ ​talked​ ​about​ ​the​ ​Faroe​
​Islands.​ ​Iceland​​is​​also​​up​​in​​that​​area.​​Would​
​you​ ​recommend​ ​to​ ​us​ ​that​ ​we​ ​consider​
​making​ ​offers​ ​to​ ​those​ ​places​​for​​those​​same​
​offers​ ​of​ ​insular​​areas​​or​​COFA?​​(…)​​I​​think​
​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​and​​Iceland​​are​​closer​​to​​the​
​United​​States​​than​​Micronesia,​​Palau,​​or​​other​
​places​ ​where​ ​you​ ​said​ ​that​ ​we​ ​have​ ​COFA​
​Agreements.​ ​I​ ​do​ ​not​ ​understand​ ​the​
​difference.”​​103​

​Alexander​ ​Gray​ ​was​ ​quick​ ​to​​brush​​aside​​the​
​idea​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US​ ​acquiring​ ​Iceland​ ​and​ ​the​
​Faroe Islands:​

​“I​​would​​not,​​sir,​​mainly​​because​​they​​are​​not​
​part​ ​of​ ​the​ ​Western​ ​Hemisphere​ ​(…)​ ​if​ ​you​
​look​ ​at​ ​the​ ​history​ ​of​ ​our​ ​relationship​ ​with​
​Greenland,​ ​the​ ​history​ ​of​ ​our​ ​strategic​
​concerns with Greenland, it is unique.”​​104​

​If​ ​this​ ​remark​ ​on​ ​Iceland​ ​and​ ​the​ ​Faroes​
​reflects​ ​the​ ​general​​view​​in​​Washington​​—​​as​
​it​ ​presumably​​does​​—​​it​​should​​trigger​​a​​sigh​
​of relief in the Faroe Islands.​

​Measuring​ ​Military​ ​Activity​ ​in​ ​Faroese​
​Waters: Empirical Trends in 2013–2025​
​Recognising​ ​that​ ​submarine​ ​movements​
​beneath​ ​the​ ​surface​ ​cannot​ ​be​ ​directly​
​observed​ ​through​ ​public​ ​records,​ ​we​ ​have​
​examined​ ​formal​ ​diplomatic​ ​clearance​
​applications​ ​for​ ​foreign​ ​military​ ​vessels​
​entering​ ​within​ ​12​ ​nautical​ ​miles​ ​of​ ​Faroese​
​territory​ ​between​ ​2013​ ​and​ ​2025.​ ​According​
​to​ ​administrative​ ​procedures,​ ​such​

​104​ ​Ibid.​

​103​ ​US Congress (p. 28):​
​https://www.congress.gov/119/chrg/CHRG-119shrg6​
​1273/CHRG-119shrg61273.pdf?utm_source=chatgpt.​
​com​
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​applications​ ​are​ ​submitted​ ​to​ ​the​ ​Danish​
​Arctic​ ​Command​ ​and​ ​subsequently​
​transmitted​​to​​the​​Faroese​​Ministry​​of​​Foreign​
​Affairs.​ ​These​ ​applications​ ​provide​ ​a​
​measurable​ ​indicator​ ​of​ ​official​ ​military​​visits​
​and general traffic.​

​Table​ ​1​ ​demonstrates​ ​a​ ​clear​ ​structural​ ​shift.​
​Between​ ​2013​ ​and​ ​2021,​ ​annual​​visits​​ranged​
​from​​zero​​to​​five.​​However,​​following​​Russia’s​
​full-scale​ ​invasion​ ​of​ ​Ukraine​ ​in​ ​2022,​ ​the​
​number​ ​increased​​significantly.​​The​​year​​2022​
​marks​ ​a​ ​discernible​ ​transition​ ​from​ ​a​
​low-tension​ ​environment​ ​to​ ​a​ ​high-tension​
​strategic​​setting​​in​​and​​around​​Faroese​​waters.​
​The​ ​increase​ ​might​ ​reflect​ ​broader​ ​Western​
​efforts​ ​to​ ​reinforce​ ​deterrence​ ​and​ ​signal​
​presence in the North Atlantic.​

​The​ ​next​ ​question​ ​concerns​ ​origin.​ ​Table​ ​2​
​shows​ ​that​ ​the​ ​majority​ ​of​ ​visits​ ​originate​
​from​ ​the​ ​United​ ​States,​ ​followed​ ​by​ ​France,​
​NATO​ ​deployments,​ ​Norway​ ​and​ ​Germany.​
​Notably,​ ​the​ ​United​ ​Kingdom​ ​—​ ​despite​ ​its​

​historical​ ​role​ ​in​​the​​“friendly​​occupation”​​of​
​the​​Faroes​​in​​April​​1940​​and​​generally​​positive​
​Faroese​ ​public​ ​perceptions​ ​(Skorini​ ​2022)​ ​—​
​appears​ ​less​ ​frequently.​ ​A​ ​plausible​
​explanation​ ​is​ ​geographical​ ​proximity.​ ​The​
​British​ ​fleet​ ​is​ ​closer​ ​to​ ​home​ ​in​ ​contrast​ ​to​
​the French or American navy.​

​However,​​these​​findings​​do​​not​​necessarily​​say​
​much​ ​about​ ​secretive​​military​​activities​​below​
​the​​surface.​​As​​Robert​​D.​​Kaplan​​writes​​about​
​the GIUK-gap,​

​“The​ ​key​ ​here​​is​​precisely​​the​​geography​​that​
​cannot​ ​be​ ​seen​ ​from​ ​above:​ ​the​ ​underwater​
​domain​ ​where​ ​the​ ​slope​ ​and​ ​composition​ ​of​
​the​ ​bottom,​ ​as​ ​well​ ​as​ ​nearly​ ​isothermal​
​temperatures,​ ​make​ ​for​ ​ideal​ ​sound​
​propagation.​ ​This​ ​geography​ ​is​ ​further​
​complicated​ ​by​ ​pipelines,​ ​communications​
​cables,​​and​​economic​​exclusion​​zones.​​Indeed,​
​below​ ​the​ ​surface​ ​of​ ​a​ ​boisterous​ ​ocean​ ​is​ ​a​
​critical strategic world” (Kaplan 2017).​

​Table 1.​
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​Table 2​

​American​ ​Presence:​ ​Friendly​ ​or​
​Threatening Deterrence?​
​The​​data​​clearly​​indicate​​a​​substantial​​increase​
​in​​American​​naval​​presence​​in​​Faroese​​waters.​
​A​ ​few​ ​years​ ​ago,​ ​the​ ​arrival​ ​of​ ​a​
​nuclear-powered​ ​U.S.​ ​submarine​ ​in​ ​a​ ​Faroese​
​fjord​ ​might​ ​have​ ​been​ ​considered​ ​an​
​anachronistic​ ​Cold​ ​War​ ​image.​ ​Today,​ ​such​
​visits​ ​are​ ​no​ ​longer​ ​exceptional.​ ​Faroese​
​politicians,​ ​civil​ ​servants,​ ​researchers​ ​and​
​other​ ​societal​ ​actors​ ​have​ ​boarded​ ​American​
​submarines​ ​during​ ​official​ ​port​ ​visits.​ ​These​
​engagements​ ​are​ ​framed​ ​as​ ​alliance​
​cooperation​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​foreign​ ​intrusion.​ ​In​
​2020,​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​and​​the​​United​​States​
​signed​ ​a​ ​partnership​ ​declaration​ ​promoting​

​economic,​ ​scientific​ ​and​ ​cultural​
​cooperation.​​105​

​Public​​opinion​​surveys​​conducted​​prior​​to​​the​
​current​ ​escalation​ ​between​ ​Washington​ ​and​
​Copenhagen​ ​indicated​ ​broad​ ​Faroese​
​acceptance​ ​of​ ​U.S.​ ​naval​ ​presence​ ​(Skorini​
​2024).​ ​However,​ ​these​ ​surveys​ ​were​
​conducted​ ​under​ ​the​ ​Biden​ ​administration​
​and​ ​before​ ​Donald​ ​Trump​ ​renewed​ ​his​
​threats​ ​to​ ​acquire​ ​Greenland​ ​by​ ​force.​
​Therefore,​ ​public​ ​perceptions​ ​of​ ​US​ ​military​
​engagement​​may​​very​​well​​have​​changed​​—​​as​
​they​ ​have​ ​in​ ​large​ ​parts​ ​of​ ​Europe.​​106​ ​This​

​106​ ​Munich Security Report (2026):​
​https://securityconference.org/assets/02_Dokumente​

​105​ ​Government of the Faroe Islands (2020):​
​https://landsstyri.cdn.fo/savn/14683/partnership-decl​
​aration-usa-faroe-islands-2020.pdf?s=pQ7ixhwgHP4z​
​mkn7VTkSG9pno74​
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​uncertainty​ ​feeds​ ​into​ ​a​ ​broader​ ​strategic​
​question.​ ​Should​ ​increased​ ​U.S.​ ​military​
​activity​ ​in​ ​Faroese​ ​waters​ ​be​ ​interpreted​ ​as​ ​a​
​reassurance​ ​of​ ​allied​ ​commitment,​ ​or​ ​as​ ​a​
​reminder​ ​of​ ​potentially​ ​threatening​ ​and​
​asymmetrical power relations?​

​In​ ​the​​national​​security​​policy​​from​​2024,​​the​
​Faroese​ ​Government​ ​emphasises​ ​close​
​cooperation​​with​​NATO​​members​​with​​fleets​
​in​ ​the​ ​North​ ​Atlantic.​ ​These​ ​include​ ​the​ ​US,​
​UK,​ ​Norway,​ ​Denmark,​ ​Canada,​ ​Germany​
​and​​France.​​But​​given​​the​​current​​transatlantic​
​crisis​ ​and​ ​the​ ​future​ ​of​ ​NATO​ ​in​ ​peril,​ ​the​
​question​ ​is​ ​whether​ ​the​ ​US​ ​should​ ​be​
​regarded​ ​as​ ​a​ ​friend​ ​or​ ​a​ ​foe.​ ​The​ ​newly​
​signed​ ​security​ ​agreement​ ​between​ ​Canada,​
​Denmark,​​Greenland​​and​​the​​Faroe​​Islands​​107​

​might​ ​indicate​ ​a​​new​​era​​where​​western​​allies​
​and​​middle​​powers​​seek​​closer​​cooperation​​in​
​order to balance US threats and intimidation.​

​On​​the​​basis​​of​​these​​findings,​​it​​is​​abundantly​
​clear​​that​​increased​​military​​traffic​​in​​the​​High​
​North​ ​will​ ​affect​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​in​ ​the​
​years​ ​to​ ​come.​ ​Therefore,​ ​Faroese​ ​politicians​
​and​ ​authorities​ ​should​​prepare​​for​​a​​future​​in​
​which​ ​requests​ ​for​ ​access,​ ​services​ ​and​ ​joint​
​cooperation​ ​in​ ​the​ ​field​ ​of​ ​security​ ​might​
​increase.​

​Concluding​ ​Reflections:​ ​Sovereignty​ ​in​ ​a​
​Remilitarised Corridor​
​The​ ​Faroese​ ​statehood​ ​debate​ ​and​ ​the​
​documented​ ​increase​ ​in​ ​military​ ​traffic​ ​are​
​distinct​ ​developments​ ​with​ ​separate​ ​origins.​
​The​ ​quest​ ​for​ ​constitutional​​reform​​is​​rooted​
​in​ ​long-term​ ​economic,​ ​institutional​ ​and​
​political​ ​evolution.​ ​Yet​ ​the​ ​return​ ​of​
​high-intensity​ ​strategic​ ​competition​ ​in​ ​the​

​107​ ​Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Culture (2026):​
​https://www.ummr.fo/fo/kunning/tidindi/foeroyar-st​
​yrkja-samstarvid-vid-kanada-um-trygd-og-verju​

​/01_Publikationen/2026/MSR2026/Under_Destructio​
​n%E2%80%93Munich_Security_Report_2026.pdf​

​North​ ​Atlantic​ ​shapes​ ​the​ ​action​ ​space​ ​and​
​environment​​within​​which​​sovereignty​​debates​
​unfold.​ ​Heightened​ ​geopolitical​ ​uncertainty​
​may​​delay​​constitutional​​negotiations,​​increase​
​perceived​ ​risks,​ ​and​​alter​​political​​calculations​
​in both Tórshavn and Copenhagen.​

​At​ ​the​ ​same​ ​time,​ ​the​ ​remilitarisation​ ​of​ ​the​
​GIUK-gap​ ​reinforces​ ​the​​structural​​relevance​
​of​ ​the​ ​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​regardless​ ​of​
​constitutional​ ​status.​ ​Geography​ ​cannot​ ​be​
​renegotiated.​ ​Whether​ ​within​ ​a​ ​redefined​
​commonwealth​ ​or​ ​as​ ​a​ ​fully​ ​sovereign​ ​state,​
​the​ ​archipelago​ ​will​ ​remain​ ​situated​ ​at​ ​a​
​critical​​maritime​​chokepoint.​​This​​may​​indeed​
​provide​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​with​ ​political​ ​leverage​ ​in​
​negotiations with Denmark.​

​The​ ​interaction​ ​between​ ​statehood​ ​and​
​geopolitical​ ​tensions​ ​puts​ ​Faroese​
​decision-makers​ ​in​ ​a​ ​classical​ ​small-state​
​dilemma:​ ​how​ ​to​ ​maximise​ ​autonomy​ ​while​
​avoiding​ ​exposure​ ​in​ ​a​ ​volatile​ ​strategic​
​environment.​​Security​​remains​​formally​​under​
​Danish​ ​jurisdiction,​ ​and​ ​NATO​ ​remains​ ​the​
​ultimate​ ​security​ ​guarantor.​ ​Yet​ ​the​ ​Faroese​
​agency​ ​in​ ​foreign​ ​and​ ​security​ ​policy​ ​is​
​expanding incrementally.​

​While​ ​the​ ​Danish​ ​state​ ​apparatus​ ​is​ ​fully​
​preoccupied​ ​with​ ​defending​ ​the​ ​Kingdom’s​
​territorial​ ​integrity​ ​against​ ​Donald​ ​Trump’s​
​threats,​ ​the​ ​Faroese​ ​ambition​ ​to​ ​launch​
​negotiations​ ​with​ ​Denmark​ ​has​ ​been​ ​put​ ​on​
​hold.​ ​Partly​ ​because​ ​of​ ​elections​ ​and​ ​a​ ​new​
​political​ ​situation​ ​in​ ​both​ ​the​ ​Faroes​ ​and​
​Denmark​ ​and​ ​partly​ ​because​ ​of​ ​the​ ​looming​
​geopolitical​ ​crisis.​ ​As​ ​the​
​Trump-administration​ ​keeps​ ​threatening​
​Greenland,​ ​the​ ​troublesome​ ​question​ ​is​
​whether​​increased​​American​​military​​traffic​​in​
​Faroese​​waters​​should​​be​​regarded​​as​​friendly​
​or hostile.​
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​Regardless​ ​of​ ​the​ ​US​ ​direction​ ​under​ ​the​
​current​ ​presidency,​ ​the​ ​current​ ​geopolitical​
​tensions​​in​​the​​High​​North​​will​​likely​​remain.​
​Faroese​ ​authorities​ ​should​ ​therefore​
​continuously​ ​prepare​ ​for​ ​increased​ ​military​
​traffic​ ​in​ ​the​ ​near​ ​future.​ ​And​ ​Faroese​
​politicians​​must​​also​​revisit​​a​​core​​question​​in​
​international​​politics:​​Who​​are​​our​​friends​​and​
​allies?​ ​What​ ​countries​ ​and​ ​alliances​ ​should​
​constitute​ ​the​ ​backbone​ ​of​ ​our​ ​international​
​diplomacy​​in​​the​​field​​of​​security,​​defence​​and​
​foreign affairs in the years to come?​

​In​​an​​era​​marked​​by​​renewed​​bloc​​politics​​and​
​uncertainty​ ​about​ ​transatlantic​ ​cohesion,​ ​the​
​Faroe​ ​Islands​ ​must​ ​navigate​ ​between​
​geopolitical​ ​tensions​ ​and​ ​national​ ​political​
​aspirations.​ ​Strategic​ ​patience,​ ​institutional​
​preparation,​ ​and​ ​calibrated​ ​diplomacy​ ​may​
​prove​ ​decisive​ ​in​ ​ensuring​ ​that​ ​constitutional​
​evolution​ ​strengthens,​ ​rather​ ​than​ ​weakens,​
​Faroese​ ​security​ ​in​ ​a​ ​remilitarised​ ​North​
​Atlantic.​
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THE FAROE ISLANDS DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

1035 

1380 

1721 

1814 

1816 

1823 

1832 

Leivur Øssurson got the Faroe Islands as a fiefdom 
from the Norwegian King Magnus Olafsson. This 
marks the beginning of the Faroe Islands as a 
Norwegian dependency. 

King Olaf II of Denmark inherits Norway from his 
father, making him the king of both kingdoms, 
including Norway's North Atlantic dependencies. 

Hans Egede arrives in Greenland. The colonization of 
Greenland begins when the Danish-Norwegian priest 
arrives in Nuuk on a mission sanctioned by the 
Danish Crown. 

The Treaty of Kiel marks the end of the 
Danish-Norwegian Kingdom, and Norway becomes a 
kingdom under the Swedish King Karl Johan. The 
Faroe Islands, Greenland and Iceland remain part of 
the Danish Kingdom. 

The Faroese parliament, Løgtingið, is abolished. 

Monroe Doctrine makes clear that U.S. Foreign policy 
is to stop colonization and interference from 
European powers in the Americas. It is stated that 
European influence in the so-called Western 
Hemisphere will be viewed as hostile. 

1st mention of U.S. purchase of Greenland 

From Colonies to Main Actors
Some key moments in the development of the international relations 
between Denmark, Greenland, The Faroe Islands, and the United States 



THE FAROE ISLANDS DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

1849 

1852 

1868 

1868 

1910 

1914

1915 

The first Danish Constitution is passed and signed by the 
King. The Faroe Islands are represented in the 
constitutional assembly by a former Danish governor. The 
Faroe Islands are represented by one elected member of 
Rigsdagen after the constitution. Greenland is not 
represented. 

The Faroese Parliament is reestablished as a regional 
council albeit with some extended authority. 

As part of the negotiations to buy the Danish Virgin 
Islands, the U.S. Secretary of State, Henry Seward, 
commissions a report on Greenland and Iceland and 
prospects of acquiring those Danish territories as well. 

The U.S. report on Greenland and Iceland is 
published. Greenland is noted as a natural 
appendant to the American continent and 
important because of its cryolite and coal 
deposits and strategic location. 

The U.S. ambassador to the Danish Kingdom 
makes a proposal to the Roosevelt 
administration: Swap the Philippine Islands 
for Greenland as part of a bargain to buy the 
West Indies. No reply from the Roosevelt 
administration. 

World War I begins.  

The U.S. ambassador's proposal is 
resubmitted to the Wilson 
administration. He was urged to 
proceed. 



1916 

1917 

1917 

1918 

1920 

1921 

1930 

Peary's unsuccessful securitization attempt of 
Greenland. Proposal to buy the island from 
Denmark due to concerns that Greenland could 
otherwise be sold to Germany. Accompanying 
public smear campaign of Denmark. Proposal for 
joint U.S.-Danish protectorate over Greenland. 

THE FAROE ISLANDS DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

Iceland gains full sovereignty as the Kingdom 
of Iceland in a union with the Kingdom of 
Denmark. 

The League of Nations is founded 
emphasizing the right of peoples to 
self-determination. 

Denmark declares sovereignty 
over all of Greenland. 

Denmark's Prime Minister writes in the 
Financial Times: 'Greenland not for 
sale.' 

U.S. purchase of the Danish West Indies. U.S. 
recognition of Denmark's political and economic 
interests in Greenland, but not sovereignty over 
Greenland entirely. 

Faroese MPs make a petition to the British 
government to ease restrictions on sailing 
between the UK and the Faroe Islands. In the end, 
the petition is sent through the Danish 
ambassador in London, but the early attempt by 
Faroese politicians to establish international 
relations angered Danish politicians, who formed 
a committee to investigate the matter. 



THE FAROE ISLANDS DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

1939 

1940 

1940 

1941 

1944 

1945 

1946 

World War II begins. 

Germany occupies Denmark. On the Faroe Islands, 
a fish export ban to occupied countries begins, 
increasing Faroese autonomy and changing the 
Islands' economic conditions significantly. 

Greenland's Governors request 
help from the U.S. 

1st U.S. securitization of Greenland, when Danish 
envoy to the U.S., Henrik Kauffmann, signed an 
agreement with the U.S. for the protection of 
Greenland. The agreement gave the U.S. 
far-reaching military access to Greenland. 

The republic of Iceland is established. 

The United Nations are founded with explicit 
mention of self-determination of all peoples. 

The Faroese vote in a referendum on Faroese 
Independence. The Faroese people vote for 
independence, but the Danish king dissolves 
the Faroese parliament and declares the 
referendum not binding. 
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1960 

DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

1946 

1948 

1951 

1951 

1953 

1953 

Denmark requests withdrawal of American troops 
from Greenland, but the U.S. refuses and makes a 
counter proposal to purchase Greenland. The Danish 
government rejects the proposal. 

The Faroe Islands get home-rule, outlining rights 
and limits of Faroese governance of the islands. 

The Greenlandic Provincial Council 
(Landsrådet) is established without legislative 
power, but as a consultative council.  

Defense agreement between the U.S. and Denmark 
regarding Greenland is signed.  

Thule Air Base is established in Greenland. The 
Inughuit from Uummannaq are forcibly relocated 
to Qaanaaq to make room for the expanded U.S. 
military presence. 

Greenland constitutional status within the Danish 
Kingdom is changed, making Greenland a Danish 
county. Greenland is no longer considered a colony 
by Denmark. 

The United Nations adopt 'Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples.' 



1960 

1963 

1973 

1979 

1991 

1998 

2004 

U.S. President Eisenhower again mentions the 
possibility of buying Greenland, but the King of 
Denmark replies: 'We do not sell!' 

A NATO radar starts operation on Sornfelli in the 
Faroe Islands after years of construction and some 
protests in the Faroes. Within the radar, the U.S. 
military operates their own system. 

Denmark enters the European Economic Community 
with Greenland, but The Faroe Islands don't follow into 
the union. Greenland is not given the choice, but later 
leave the EEC in 1985.  

Greenland gains Home-Rule and the 
Greenlandic parliament is established. 

The Soviet Union dissolves, marking the 
end of the Cold War. 

For the first time, a Faroese government with 
the explicit goal of independence is formed, 
and negotiations with Denmark begin. 

The Igaliku agreement is signed as an amendment to 
the 1951 defense agreement, acknowledging 
Greenland's agency.  

THE FAROE ISLANDS DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
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2005 

2007 

2007 

2009 

2018 

2019 

The Faroese Foreign Affairs Act, which sets out limits 
on Faroese participation in international relations, 
and the Fámjin Declaration, which gives the Faroe 
Islands the right to some influence in foreign and 
security policy, come into force. 

Radar in Sornfelli in the Faroe 
Islands ceases operation. 

U.S. ambassador in Denmark warns against 
Chinese interests in Greenland. 

Introduction of Greenland 
Self-Government. 

At the  U.S. request, Denmark prevents Chinese 
involvement in Greenland's airport project. 

U.S. securitization of the Arctic, and according to a 
speech from Secretary Mike Pompeo, enters 'a new 
age of strategic engagement in the Arctic.' The 
strategic objective is a defense against Russia and 
China. Denmark accepts. 
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2024 

DENMARK GREENLAND THE UNITED 
STATES 

2019 

2020 

The Faroe Islands are under pressure when the 
Faroese Telecom negotiates with Huawei as one of 
the potential 5G providers in the country. Both the 
Chinese and US ambassadors to the Danish 
Kingdom are apply pressure on the Faroese 
authorities. 

The United States and Greenland sign bilateral 
agreements in 2020 and 2021 enhancing 
Greenland's agency, as Denmark is not involved in 
the agreement. 

President-elect Donald Trump states that acquiring 
Greenland is an absolute necessity. He continuously 
repeats his intent throughout 2025, creating a 
diplomatic crisis with the Danish Kingdom, 
Greenland, and the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization. 

2025

2026

The quarrel between the United States, Greenland, 
and Denmark continues, as Vice President JD Vance 
visits Greenland and President Trump appoints a 
Special Envoy who says the goal is "to make 
Greenland a part of the U.S."  

Foreign ministers from Denmark and Greenland, 
Lars Løkke Rasmussen and Vivian Motzfeldt, meet 
JD Vance in the White House. A "high-level working 
group" is formed to address the issues despite 
"fundamental disagreements.” Later, President 
Trump reverses on threats of military action to take 
Greenland. 


