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1 - Introduction

At the end of 2004, Prime Minister Hans Enoksen requested from Prime Minister
Anders Fogh Rasmussen a historical account of the circumstances concerning
Greenland’s change in status from a colony to an equal part of the Kingdom of
Denmark when the Danish Constitution was amended in 1953. The political debate
in Greenland that ensued after the book The Right to National Self-Determination was
published in 2004 spurred the home rule government’s request. This book was writ-
ten at the request of the North Atlantic Group in the Folketing. At a meeting on 12
April 2005, Prime Minister Hans Enoksen and Prime Minister Anders Fogh
Rasmussen agreed that such a historical account should be carried out. They
agreed that the Danish Institute for International Studies (DIIS) should be asked
to undertake the study.
The government’s terms of reference of 1 June 2005 for DIIS state thus:

The Danish government requests the Danish Institute for
International Studies (DIIS) to prepare a historical analysis of
the period from 1945 to 1954 describing Greenland’s change of
status from colony to an equal part of the Kingdom of Denmark
pursuant to the Constitutional amendment of 1953. The study
will cover the course of events in Denmark and Greenland as
well as the debate in the UN upon receiving notification of this
matter.

Both prime ministers agreed to the terms of reference. In addition to the terms
of reference sent to DIIS, the Prime Minister’s Office sent a memorandum dated
4 March 2005 from Greenland’s Home Rule government entitled “Clarification of
the issue concerning analysis of the process preceding Greenland’s change of sta-
tus in 1953”. The Danish prime minister expected the study to, among other
things, examine the questions brought up in the memorandum. The text of the
terms of reference and the memorandum are provided in appendix 1 and 2. In a
letter dated 27 June 2005, the board of directors at DIIS agreed to take on the
project.

In this book, DIIS presents the results of the study. The study was completed by
senior researcher Erik Beukel, dr.scient.pol., senior researcher Frede P. Jensen,
dr.phil.,, and university lecturer Jens Elo Rytter, Ph.D. Assistance was provided by
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senior researcher Svend Aage Christensen, MA, and masters students Iben
Bjgrnsson, Margit Bech Larsen, and Gry Thomasen. Ph.D. student Jens Heinrich,
Ilisimatusarfik, University of Greenland, worked as a research assistant for two
months and studied the Greenland press during the period under scrutiny. His
report is included in appendix 12.

The archives that DIIS chiefly used in this study also include the relevant records
of state authorities — primarily the Danish National Archives as well as documents
from the Library, Archives and Information Service of the Danish Parliament;
The Labour Movement’s Library and Archives; the Arctic Institute; and Greenland
National Museum and Archive, Nuuk. In addition to Danish documents, the collec-
tions of the state authorities in the Danish National Archives also contain the ex-
tensive, highly detailed material produced during the UN’s discussion of the
Greenland issue. In addition, many private archives have also been examined, in-
cluding Hermod Lannung’s private archive in the Danish National Archives and
Alf Ross’ private archive at The Royal Library. A comprehensive list of the archives
used can be found at the back of the book.

The international archives used include the UN’s archives in New York. However,
the records in Copenhagen have admittedly proven to be generarlly more signifi-
cant than the UN records when the central issues covered in this study were exam-
ined. This discovery is not so remarkable when one takes into account the circum-
stances in large international organisations; both the administrative apparatus and
the member states of these organisations might have had reservations concerning
the level of confidentiality of the organisation’s archives. The records covering
Secretary-General Trygve Lies’ period in office were given to the Norwegian
Ministery of Foreign Affairs. The Ministry then kindly examined material relevant
to this study in Lies’ archives, but did not return any results. Another high ranking
UN official, Andrew Cortier, gave his records to the manuscript collection at
Columbia University in New York. Upon examination, these records also did not
yield results. The influential American Council on Foreign Relations also turned
over its records, which included a confidential report from a myriad of important
task groups, to the Seeley G. Mudd Manuscript Library at Princeton University.
These records were examined for information on the perspectives of leading
American circles on the issue of strategy and decolonisation from the end of the
1930s to the beginning of the 1950s. Time limitations did not permit an extensive
examination of the American National Archives and Records Administration
(NARA).

On 26 April 2006, a meeting was held at DIIS during which Professor Gudmundur
Alfredsson presented his interpretation of some of the issues analysed in this study.
Representatives from DIIS’ board of directors, scholars, and a number of invited
Greenland and Danish collaborators participated in the meeting.

In September 2006, during Erik Beukel and Frede P. Jensen’s month-long stay
in Greenland, a seminar was held on 12 September at Ilisimatusarfik, University of
Greenland, with researchers from the university as well as representatives from
Greenland National Museum and Archives. Vice-Chancellor Ole Marquardt
headed the seminar, which covered general issues about the study of Greenland’s
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history and individual topics of significance for the work completed on this pro-
ject.

On 13 September 2006, Erik Beukel and Frede P. Jensen held a meeting with
Prime Minister Hans Enoksen and representatives of the provincial government. A
progress report was given at the meeting, and many of the subjects addressed in
this study were discussed. During their stay, the researchers likewise spoke with
author Jgrgen Fleischer.

On 14 November 2006, Beukel and Jensen spoke with Niels Hgjlund. On 21
November 2006, they conferred with a former minister, Professor Isi Foighel, LL.D.

On 23 November 2006, the following people kindly made themselves available
for an informal discussion with Beukel and Jensen: Professor Hanne Petersen,
LL.D, Professor Frederik Harhoff, LL.D, Professor Robert Petersen, dr.h.c, and
Professor Ole Spiermann, Ph.D.

DIIS would like to thank the individuals mentioned above as well as the archives
staff who assisted the reseachers in countless ways.

The book’s twelve chapters are divided as follows: Chapters 2-5 provide an over-
view of the framework for the Greenland issue from 1945-1954. Chapter 2 dis-
cusses the relevant historical background factors in the relationship between
Greenland and Denmark before 1945. Chapter 3 discusses the issue from the per-
spective of three key concepts: Sovereignty, self-determination, and dependence.
Chapter 4 examines an important aspect of the international context, namely the
decolonisation process in the UN, while chapter 5 explores the development of
legal norms. Chapter 6 analyses the political processes in Denmark and Greenland
as well as the connections between the two countries from 1945-1950. During these
years, many important Danish and Greenland initiatives were taken. Chapters 7-8
and 10-11 examine how the Greenland issue was handled in the UN from 1945-
1950, 1951-1952, in 1953 and in 1954. Chapter 9 investigates the political processes
in Denmark and Greenland as well as the connections between them from 1951-
1953 immediately before the Constitutional ammendment of 1953 when Greenland
was enroute to constitutional equality. Chapter 12 presents the conclusions of this
study.

This study mainly discusses “Greenlanders”. However, “Eskimos” are mentioned
in a few places throughout the study. In 1977, “Inuit” was made the official collec-
tive term for the Arctic peoples to which the Greenlanders belong. Although this
term, rather than “Eskimo”, is still used today, this study nevertheless uses the latter.
“Eskimo” is used here because it appears in the researched source material and
because oscillation between the two terms could cause confusion.

The DIIS board of directors, who are responsible for this study, regularly followed
its progress. The members of the DIIS board of directors include: Professor Georg
Sgrensen, Department of Political Science, Aarhus University (chair of the board);
senior researcher Lars Buur, Ph.D., DIIS (appointed by colleagues at the Institute);
department head Kristian Fischer, Ministry of Defence; Professor Holger Bernt
Hansen, dr.phil., administration head, Centre of African Studies, Copenhagen
University (vice chairman); Professor Henrik Secher Marcussen, Ph.D., Department
of Geography and International Development Studies, Roskilde University; Associate
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Professor Marianne Rostgaard, Ph.D., Department of History, International and
Social Studies, Aalborg University; Deputy Under-Secretary of State Ambassador
Carsten Staur, Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Professor Finn Tarp, Department of
Economics, University of Copenhagen; Associate Professor Ingolf Thuesen, mag.
art., lic.phil.,, Department of Cross-Cultural and Regional Studies, University of
Copenhagen; Ambassador K. Erik Tygesen and Associate Professor Marlene Wind,
Ph.D., Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen.

We would like to dedicate this book to the memory of dr.phil. Frede P. Jensen,
who passed away in November 2008.

Nanna Hvidt and Erik Beukel
Danish Institute for International Studies

Copenhagen, April 2010
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2 . Greenland and Denmark before 1945

Erik Beukel

Introduction

This chapter presents a short discussion of the historical background important for
understanding the Greenland issue in the years 1945-1954. It examines aspects of
the relationship between Greenland and Denmark before the end of World War II
in 1945." Greenland’s transition from colony to constitutionally equal status in the
Kingdom of Denmark in 1953 is the result of a unique historical backdrop: The
combination of two hundred years of Danish Greenland policy and the opening of
Greenland during World War II. This assessment is divided into three parts: First,
several specific features that characterise the Danish approach to the colonies in
Greenland are examined. Second, Greenland’s role during World War II, a time
when other countries took on unprecedented significance compared to previously
in the development of Danish-Greenland relations, is discussed. Third, a summary
and explanation is provided of how World War II became a turning point that sig-
nificantly hastened the development of Greenland’s society and the extensive
changes that took place in Denmark’s Greenland policy in subsequent years.

Greenland as a Danish colony

Greenland was colonised by the Danish-Norwegian priest Hans Egede in 1721.
There were two incentives to colonise: A desire to evangelise the Eskimos and to
trade with the Greenlanders by taking advantage of the opportunities for fishing
and sealing in the waters around the island. Hans Egede’s missionary work was
generously aided by Norwegian and Danish merchants and later by the Danish state
(the king). In general, the Greenlandic-speaking Lutheran church played a central
role in the development of Greenland’s culture and identity.? After Hans Egede’s
arrival, colonial sites were built throughout the course of the eighteenth century
from Nanortalik in the south, to Upernavik in the north. During the Revolutionary
and Napoleonic Wars at the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning of
the nineteenth century, a heavy curtailment of shipping in Greenland limited con-
tact with the island. When the Treaty of Kiel was signed in 1814 by Denmark,

! For general presentations of Greenland’s history, see, for example: Jorgen Fleischer, Grgnlands historie
— Kort fortalt — [The History of Greenland: In Brief], 2003; Finn Gad, Grgnland [Greenland], 1984; Mads
Lidegaard, Grgnlands historie [The History of Greenland]. The most recent history of Greenland up to the
introduction of home rule in 1979 is presented in Tupaarnaq Rosing Olsen, I Skyggen af kajakkerne.
Grgnlands politiske historie 1939-79 [In the Shadow of the Kayaks: Greenland’s Political History 1939-79], 2005.

% See, for example, two articles by Robert Petersen concerning missionaries and trade, respectively, in
Bent Gynther and Aqigssiaq Mgller (eds.), Kalaallit Nunaat. Gyldendals bog om Grgnland [Kalaallit Nunaat:
Gyldendal’s Book on Greenland], 1999, pp. 191-198 & 199-206.
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England, and Sweden, however, Greenland - along with the Faroe Islands and
Iceland — was still allotted to Denmark. In the following decade and throughout the
nineteenth century, the Danish commitment in Greenland expanded and intensi-
fied. For example, approximately fifty small trading stations were established to
ensure supplies for the people of Greenland.? In 1862, a parish council of Danish
officials and members chosen by Greenlanders, usually from among the most re-
spected sealers, was introduced. Their task essentially was to aid the poor, assist in
procuring hunting equipment, and function as a court of first instance. The parish
council marked the commencement of limited local self-governance in Greenland.*

Simultaneously with the development of the Danish commitment in Greenland,
a set of basic attitudes about Greenland as a Danish colony took form. These atti-
tudes were shared not only by Danes in Greenland and by the circle of Danish
politicians and officials concerned with Greenland, but also largely by the general
population. Fascination with Greenland as a vulnerable country surrounded by a
unique aura and in need of Denmark’s protection was one essential aspect. Another
distinguishing feature was that Greenland, only in exceptional cases, was a point of
conflict in Danish politics. It was generally agreed upon that Greenlanders should
be given limited self-governance, gradually and cautiously. Furthermore, relation-
ships with other countries, an issue that gained greater significance between the
two world wars and reinforced the idea of Greenland as a vulnerable part of the
Danish realm, are mentioned.

The aura surrounding this vulnerable colony

A consistent part of the Danish attitude toward Danish possessions in Greenland
was the idea that as an economically, socially (including healthcare), and politically
underdeveloped nation, the island was both unique and extremely vulnerable. As a
result, Denmark was obliged to protect Greenlanders and their fragile society from
destructive outside influences while also promoting, as much as possible, Greenland’s
development as a modern society. Combined with these patriarchal attitudes,
Denmark also heavily romanticised Greenland because it was a far-off island with a
distinctive ethnic population and unrivalled natural beauty. This romantic picture
was reinforced by enthralling stories from Knud Rasmussen and Peter Freuchen’s
perilous journey across the inland ice and their exploration of remote parts of
Greenland. The more than fifty expeditions completed in Greenland at the turn of
the twentieth century created the basis for anthropological studies of the interplay
between social conditions and cultural ideas in Greenland. The exploration of
Greenland and other distant countries contributed to Greenland’s special aura re-

3 Den Store Danske Encyklopedi [The Big Danish Encyclopaedia], vol. 8, 1997, p. 34; Finn Gad, Grgnland
[Greenland], pp.146f & 211f; Finn Gad, “Den nyere kolonisations historie til 1939 [“Recent history of
colonisation to 1939”], Kaj Birket-Smith (ed.), Grgnlandsbogen [ The Greenland Book], 1, 1950, pp. 275-304.
* Finn Gad, Grgnland [Greenland], pp. 225f. Parish councils were introduced in Denmark in 1841 as a
forerunner to democracy.
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gardless of the academic and professional objectives of the different studies.’
Simultaneously intertwined with the romance surrounding Greenland was a sense
of responsibility. Without protection from Denmark, Greenland would fall into
ruin. The island’s population needed a guiding hand to keep it safe from the dan-
gers of civilisation and to guard it against damaging financial and spiritual influ-
ences in all areas.® Greenlanders were viewed as “blameless noble savages” who had
adapted to a harsh environment and whose culture Denmark had to safeguard
from a hazardous outside world.”

The vulnerability of the Kingdom of Denmark turned the issue of Greenland
into something special for many Danes. Over the course of hundreds of years,
Denmark had become continually smaller, making it even more important to main-
tain Danish colonies in Greenland. A large, festive event affirming the connection
between Greenland and Denmark hence took place when Greenland received its
first visit from the Danish king and queen for the two-hundred-year anniversary of
Hans Egede’s arrival.® Nine years later, Stauning became the first prime minister to
visit Greenland, confirming its sense of belonging with Denmark while simultane-
ously driving home Denmark’s role as protector of the vulnerable colony.’
Greenland was more or less sealed off from the rest of the world specifically as a
result of the vulnerability/protector mindset. One issue was simply language prob-
lems, while communications and transportation conditions largely closed Greenland
to foreigners. Being sealed off, however, was also a result of Denmark’s policy,
which applied as well to Danes who were not in the service of the Greenland
Administration, members of the government, and Members of Parliament. Only a
few fortunate journalists were ever given permission to write travel reports, and
when they did, they had to restrain the press reports after their visit.10

The monopoly

This perception of Greenland as a vulnerable colony developed in conjunction with
a number of financial and social measures that resulted from and were reinforced

® The period around the turn of the century was characterised by major journeys and expeditions in
which Greenland (as well as Central Asia and North Africa) were toured and explored, cf. Ole Hgiris,
Antropologien i Danmark. Museal etnografi og etnologi 1860-1960 [ Anthropology in Denmark: Musewm Ethnography
and Ethnology 1860-1960], 1986, pp. 57-80.

6 Cf. Thorsten Borring Olesen and Poul Villaume, I Blokopdelingens Tegn 1945-1972 [The Challenge of Bloc-
Building 1945-1972], Dansk Udenrigspolitiks Historie 5 [The History of Danish Foreign Policy 5], 2005, p.
56; Johannes Lindskov Hansen, “Da Grgnland blev frit” [“When Greenland was liberated”], H.C. Hansen
and Jul. Bomholt (eds.), Hans Hedtoft. Liv og virke [Hans Hedtoft’s Life and Work], 1955, p. 212.

7 Jens Heinrich, Grgnlenderes holdninger til forholdet til Danmark og statusendringen i 1953 i1945 til 1954
[Greenland attitudes on the relationship to Denmark and the change of status in 1953 from 1945 to 1954],
memorandum, 2006, p. 15.

8 Jorgen Fleischer, op. cit. pp. 52-53, note 1; Finn Gad, Den nyere kolonisations historie til 1939 [ Recent history
of colonisation to 1939], p. 299.

¢ In 1930, Stauning published a book about his travels in Greenland that was republished in 1999, cf. T.
Stauning, Min Grgnlandsferd. Med efterskrift af Spren Stauning [ My Travels in Greenland: With Eepilogue by Sgren
Stauning], 1999.

10" Niels Hgjlund, Krise uden alternativ. En analyse af dansk gronlandsdebat [ Crisis without An Alternative: An
Analysis of the Danish Debate on Greenland], 1972, p. 18.
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by these core values. In 1776,
Royal Greenland Trade
(RGT) was established, in-
troducing a trade monopoly
with Greenland that was not
abolished until 1950 in con-
nection with the new
Greenland laws, cf. chapter
6. An important feature of
Greenland’s colonial status
was that RGT also managed
the administration  of
Greenland until 1908. The
principles for trade were es-
tablished in comprehensive
guidelines in 1782 and re-
mained in force until the
beginning of the twentieth
portant raw malerial, cryolite, was used in aluminium century with the exception

production and was essential to American heavy industry.  of some minor modifica-
(Photograph by Jette Bang, the Arctic Institute)

tions. In principle, the
guidelines were enforced as
late as 1950."" RGT pur-
chased, prepared, and managed the further sale and export (so-called purchasing)
of goods produced in Greenland, as well as the import and sale (so-called distribu-
tion) of external goods in Greenland. Thus, the goods were purchased and sold at
prices set by the RGT based on an estimation of what Greenlanders needed or how
necessary they perceived a good to be compared to the Greenland production. This
occurred without any special consideration given to the influence of international
price movements. In accordance with the idea that Greenland should be self-con-
tained financially and economically, any deficits in this regard and expenses in-
volved in the administration of Greenland were to be covered by income from the
quarrying of cryolite at the mine near Ivittuut in Southwest Greenland. The
Cryolite Company @resund (Kryolitselskabet @resund) paid a significant fee to the
state in exchange for a monopoly to quarry at this mine.?

RGT’s monopoly meant that a central component of Denmark’s colonial policy
was that private business enterprises were not permitted entry while Greenland was

' Finn Gad, Grgnland [Greenland], pp. 178f and 218; Axel Kjaer Sgrensen, Danmark-Grgnland i det 20.
drhundrede — en historisk oversigt [Denmark-Greenland in the Twentieth Century: A Historical Overview], 1983, p.
12.

12 Erik Rasmussen, Velferdsstaten pé vej. 1913-1939 [Envoute to a Welfare State 1913-1939], 1971, p. 395; see
also two articles by Daniel Thorleifsen: “Det lukkede land” [“The Closed Nation”] and “Det danske
kolonistyre” [“Danish Colonial Rule”], Bent Gynther and Aqigssiaq Mgller, Kalaallit Nunaat. Gyldendals
Bog om Grgnland [Kalaallit Nunaat: Gyldendal’s Book on Greenland], 1999, pp. 217-222 & 223-232; Niels
Bjerrum, Julius Thomsen, Tidsskrift for Industri, 1909, pp. 65-67.
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a colony (with the exception of the final three years, cf. chapter 6). This monopoly
also meant that RGT took care of all finances beyond the household level. Opening
the economy to some form of private enterprise was discussed several times, but the
deliberations always concluded that this would be damaging for Greenlanders.
Ordinary market mechanisms were replaced by nationally determined Greenland
“needs”, while “fair” prices were based on what was “best” for the Greenlanders.
Thus, the financial structure in Greenland was based on paternalistic principles.
From a general perspective, it does not make sense to conclude that RGT’s activity
was purely charity or simply exploitation of Greenlanders.

Apart from disputes with other neighbouring countries (see below), the mo-
nopoly caused conflicts with other parts of the Kingdom of Denmark. In the 1920s
and 1930s, the Faroese people wanted to fish near Greenland’s coasts, thus putting
them in conflict with the monopoly. In 1939, when the conflict reached a deadlock,
the government in Copenhagen quickly stepped in and a law was passed that gave
the Faroese certain fishing rights in Greenland waters as well as bases on land.
When the law was adopted without consultation with the Greenland Provincial
Council as prescribed by the 1925 Act on the Administration of Greenland, it trig-
gered bitterness in Greenland."

Consensus

Only in a few exceptional cases was Greenland a point of contention in the political
world of Denmark. No conspicuous financial or foreign policy interests connected
to the island roused the public’s attention. Even during parliamentary elections,
Greenland was never a dominant topic and votes were not won or lost over
Greenland policy. Greenlanders did not have the right to vote in the Danish
Parliament. In contrast to other colonial countries where emigration from the
mother country to the colony had taken place, only a handful of Danes had family
ties to Greenland. RGT’s monopoly was periodically discussed and criticised, but
Parliament predominantly backed the idea that suddenly opening the island would
be financially and morally destructive to Greenland and the health of Greenlanders.
The monopoly was designed precisely to provide Greenlanders with time to mature
into social conditions that were more open and free. In essence, none of the condi-
tions were present that made overseas possessions an object of public debate or a
point of contention between political parties in other European countries.'
Generally, in a political context, it was chiefly administrative problems that were
handled by the Greenland Administration. The Greenland Administration was
typically unwilling to have the Danish Parliament’s Greenland Committee, estab-
lished after the 1925 administrative law, cf. below, interfere in its affairs. As a result
of the absence of independent information and substantial disagreement between

13 Finn Gad, Den nyere kolonisations historie til 1939 [Recent history of colonisation to 1939], pp. 301-302.
4 Niels Hgjlund, op. cit. p. 18, note 10.
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The Provincial Council for South Greenland in 1939. The head of the Greenland Administration,
K.H. Oldendow, and Governor Aksel Svane are seated at the head of the table. Gerhard Egede (first
from the left) and Hans Lynge (third from the left) were among the Greenlanders who also partici-
pated in the events that brought Greenland’s colonial status to an end. (The Arctic Institute)

the political parties about the content of Danish Greenland policy, there was little
need for interference anyway.'?

The voting pattern for the adoption of the three most important Greenland laws
in the first half of the twentieth century illustrates the broad sense of agreement
behind the Greenland policy. The 1908 law (Law on the Administration of Colonies
in Greenland) that established the Greenland municipal councils (62 in total) and
two provincial councils, while also separating the administration from RGT, was
adopted unanimously in both the Folketing and the Landsting. The same unanimous
decision was true for the 1925 Act on the Administration of Greenland, which in-
troduced a new body called the district council. Within this body, the municipal
council chair-people and Provincial Council members had seats.' The revision of
the 1908 law in 1912 was one exception to this pattern of consensus. The new law
rejected the separation of trade and administration when the situation presented
practical problems that implementation had entailed. While the Landsting passed

15 Erik Rasmussen, op. cit. pp. 394-399, note 12.
16 Axel Kjeer Sgrensen, op. cit. pp. 27-37, note 11 (on the 1908 law) & pp. 70-73 (on the 1925 law); see also:
Finn Gad, Grgnland [ Greenland], pp. 236-248.
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the law unanimously, the Social Democrats and the Social Liberals voted against it
in the Folketing, arguing that no documentation had been presented demonstrating
that a separation of trade and administration was infeasible.”

In the summer of 1939, negotiations commenced between the Danish Parliament’s
Greenland Committee, the Greenland Administration, and representatives from
the Provincial Councils. These negotiations concerned options for improving
Greenland’s situation in specific areas (health, education etc.) and the possibility
of revising the 1925 law. Immediately after the outbreak of World War II in 1939,
the negotiations were discontinued and did not resume until after the war, cf. chap-
ter 6.

Relationships with other countries: Vulnerable sovereignty

Until late into the twentieth century, the perception of Greenland as a vulnerable
nation in need of Denmark’s protection existed even though it was far from obvious
that Greenland in its entirety was a Danish colony. In other words, even as a recog-
nised part of the Danish realm, Greenland was vulnerable. The challenges made
against Denmark’s sovereignty concerning Greenland came from countries friendly
with Denmark, especially the United States, Great Britain, and Norway; access to
Greenland also created competition between these countries. Thus, the US more
or less distanced itself from Britain’s overt attempts to forge links with Greenland.!®
In 1920, one well-known encyclopaedia stated that “a large part” of Greenland was
a Danish colony because the west coast, from Kap Farvel to the area north of
Upernavik and the Ammassalik district in East Greenland, were internationally
recognised as Danish colonies. According to the same source, other areas were not
internationally recognised as belonging to Denmark.!

Evidently aware of the lack of clarity, the government in Copenhagen placed this
issue on the agenda several times during negotiations with other countries. In 1916,
when Denmark sold the West Indian Islands to the United States, Denmark wanted
the US to recognise its sovereignty over all of Greenland. Recognition occurred,
but without the use of the word “sovereignty”. Thus the US stated that “the
American government will not oppose Denmark further expanding its political and
economic interests in all of Greenland”.?* One of the reasons Denmark wanted the
United States’ approval was that since the purchase of Alaska in 1867, discussions
in the US involved proposals about whether or not the US should buy Greenland.

17 P.P. Sveistrup, Rigsdagen og Grgnland [Danish Parliament and Greenland], Den Danske Rigsdag 1849-
1949 [ The Danish Parliament 1849-1949], vol. VI, 1953, pp. 257-260.

18 Nancy Fogelson, “Greenland: Strategic Base on a Northern Defence Line”, The Journal of Military
History, vol. 53, no. 1, January 1989, pp. 52-63.

19 Salmonsens Konversations Leksikon [Salmonsen’s Conversation Encyclopaedia], vol. X, Second Edition,
Christian Blangstrup (ed.), MCMXX, p. 288.

20 Bo Lidegaard, Overleveren 1914-1945 [ The Survivor 1914-1945], Dansk Udenrigspolitisk Historie 4 [The
History of Danish Foreign Policy 4], 2003, p. 81 & pp. 177-178.
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In addition, Denmark also presumed that a statement from the US recognising
Denmark’s sovereignty would positively affect the opinions of other nations.
Evidently, however, American recognition was not without conditions. In a separate
annotation in 1920, the US further clarified that its recognition did not entail the
acceptance of Denmark’s right to sell Greenland to a third country. Thus, it became
even clearer that the unconditional recognition Denmark desired would be diffi-
cult to achieve.

Denmark’s simultaneous urging of England to recognise its ascendancy over the
island presented another indication of the vulnerability of its sovereignty. England’s
recognition did not come, however, until after a number of arduous sessions that
included, among others, Canada and the US. These sessions were accompanied by
a unilateral right pled by the British to be consulted should Denmark propose to
sell Greenland.?! Due to the uncertainty of the situation, Minister of the Interior
Sigurd Berg issued an executive order in 1921 upon the two-hundred-year anniver-
sary of Hans Egede’s arrival in Greenland. The executive order clarified that
Denmark had established trade, mission, and hunting bases on both the west and
east coasts of Greenland, subsequently making all of Greenland part of Denmark’s
colonies and bases, and also part of Denmark’s administration of Greenland.?? As
a result, it was more correct to discuss Danish colonies in Greenland as opposed to
all of Greenland as a Danish colony.

The issue of sovereignty led to outright disputes with Norway. Especially since
World War I, the Norwegians had pursued hunting and fishing on the east coast.
In the beginning of the 1930s, conflict erupted. To aid Norwegian hunters in East
Greenland in a quarrel with Danish hunters, a Norwegian expedition manager was
given police authority by the Norwegian government in 1930 over the Norwegians
living in the area. The Danish government viewed this appointment as provocation
and protested. In the summer of 1930, two Norwegian hunters independently oc-
cupied a part of East Greenland in the name of King Hakon. After intense pressure
from strong, nationally-committed groups in Norway, the Norwegian government
recognised, with some hesitation, the occupation. Several Norwegian occupations
of East Greenland followed in the area. With support from the Greenland Provincial
Council, Denmark summoned Norway to appear before the International Court at
The Hague. The conflict ended when the Court in 1933 awarded Denmark sover-
eignty over all of Greenland.?®

21 Bo Lidegaard, op. cit. pp. 179-180, note 20.

22 “Bekendtggrelse Nr. 304 af 10. maj 1921 [Executive Order No. 304 of 10 May 19211, Lovtidende for 1921
no. 27, 2 June 1921 edition.

% Finn Gad, Grgnland [Greenland], pp. 270-274; Finn Gad, Den nyere kolonisations historie til 1939 [Recent
history of colonisation to 1939], pp. 303-304; Gronland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik
1945-68 [Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American Security Policy 1945-68], Appendix, Danish
Foreign Policy Institute, 1997, p. 50; an assessment of the conflict before The Hague ruling: Lawrence
Preuss, “The Dispute Between Denmark and Norway Over the Sovereignty of East Greenland”, The
American _Journal of International Law, vol. 26, no. 3, July 1932, pp. 469-487.
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Greenland between North America and Europe: World War II

Greenland’s development and significance during World War II was shaped by the
island’s strategic military role in relationship to the belligerent parties. In April
1941, this relationship led to the Greenland Agreement between the United States
and Denmark’s independent envoy in Washington, Henrik Kauffmann. The spe-
cific political consequences of this agreement, however, were ambiguous, as is dem-
onstrated by the dissimilar perspectives of Kauffmann and Eske Brun, who from
1941 was the only governor in Greenland.

In the shadow of World War I1: American considerations and proposals

Strategic military interest in Greenland arose during World War I and was strength-
ened throughout the 1930s by the heightened threat of war in Europe.?® When
World War II broke out in the autumn of 1939, the American government and
military planners focused on the North Atlantic region as a vulnerable transporta-
tion route for European democracies, particularly Great Britain. They also focused
on establishing defence lines against possible attacks from Germany. In this con-
text, interest grew in Greenland as a security policy asset as efforts increased to
ensure connections across the Atlantic and to develop the financial and military
foundations for the war against Nazi Germany.

An important example is that during a meeting on the defence of North America
that took place in the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), an influential think
tank, in the autumn of 1939, the view of Greenland (like the Faroe Islands and
Iceland) as a stepping stone from Northern Europe to North America was put for-
ward. Greenland’s well-placed landing bases thus made it vitally significant, for
example, to the United States, since Denmark was a weak country unable to defend
itself in the event of an invasion. Germany was a threat to Denmark, and if it oc-
cupied the Danish islands in the North Atlantic, it would be a threat to the US. This
possible threat resulted in discussions about America’s plans if Denmark was con-
quered and control of the North Atlantic islands landed in the hands of the aggres-
sor.”> A few months later, several additional, specific proposals arose concerning
the US purchasing Greenland from Denmark. This set of proposals occurred in the
CFR a few weeks before the German occupation of Denmark on 9 April 1940 and
again, immediately afterwards, when Congress presented a proposal concerning
the purchase of Greenland.?® The administration did not follow up on these pro-
posals. However, the idea of purchasing Greenland was publically advanced as a
means of averting a security policy threat within a specific context dominated by
the outbreak of World War II. In the introduction to a debate in the CFR in the

2t Nancy Fogelson, op. cit. pp. 52-63, note 18.

% The Defense of North America, Council on Foreign Relations. Study Group Reports, Digest of a Study
Group Meeting, 9 September 1939, pp. 7-8. The following wording was used: “if the German flag were
planted on these northern islands”.

%6 The suggestion to buy Greenland was presented in Congress on 18 April 1940, cf. Congressional Record-
House. 76th Congress, 3rd Session, p. 4770.
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spring of 1940, the point was driven home that the transference of sovereignty over
Greenland to Germany would constitute a violation of the 1823 Monroe Doctrine,
which proclaimed that the US would view any expansion of European interests on
the American continents as a threat to the security of the United States. Generally,
at the time, there was a growing American interest in establishing bases in
Greenland and at least in avoiding enemy bases or outright German moves against
Greenland. Such moves especially presented a risk along the sparsely-populated
northeast coast where, like other locations in Greenland, they would pose a direct
and unacceptable threat against the US.

The US, Greenland, and Denmark after 9 April

Upon the occupation of Denmark on 9 April 1940, the envoy in Washington,
Henrik Kauffmann, abandoned the government of German-occupied Copenhagen
and declared himself an independent diplomatic representative. Some weeks later,
American interest in Greenland resulted in the arrival of an American diplomat in
Nuuk. Kauffmann gradually succeeded in establishing himself as an independent
power player in the relationship between Denmark and the US by, among other
things, exerting pressure to be entrusted with maintaining Danish control over
Greenland. He was also aware that Greenland could be an important asset for the
legation’s attempts at recognition. Contact between Greenland and the US had al-
ready been established two days after the occupation, and during the ensuing pe-
riod, telegrams flew back and forth between Kauffmann and the governors, Eske
Brun in North Greenland and Aksel Svane in South Greenland.?” In Greenland,
the US was considered the only country with the ability to provision the island.
Kauffmann involved the embassy in Washington in the task of ensuring the provi-
sions.?® A couple of days after the occupation, without consulting the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs in Copenhagen, Kauffmann established a special Greenland com-
mission comprised of prominent Danish-Americans and Americans with connec-
tions to Denmark - including several former American ambassadors in Copenhagen.
Their task was to protect Danish interests in Greenland, which, because of the oc-
cupation, had become an “abandoned” Danish colony.? Kauffmann’s activities
took place in an atmosphere characterised by both co-operation and competition
with the governors, who were gradually pushed into a defensive position. A few
weeks after the occupation, Brun and Svane asked Kauffmann to be their diplo-
matic representative in Washington and accepted the idea of an American diplo-
matic representative in Nuuk. This rapprochement with Kauffmann and the

27 A number of copies can be found in the Danish National Archives in K.H. Oldendow’s papers,
Greenland during the war 1940-1944, packet 3.

2 Tupaarnaq Rosing Olsen, op. cit. p. 11, note 1.

2 The term “the abandoned” Danish colony comes from Bo Lidegaard, op. cit. p. 454, note 20; see also:
pp- 410-413; Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn. Henrik Kauffmann i Dansk Diplomati 1919-58 [In the Name of the
King: Henrik Kauffmann in Danish Diplomacy 1919-58], 1996, pp. 188-193, and Eske Brun, “Grgnland Under
Den Anden Verdenskrig” [“Greenland during the Second World War”], Grgnlandsbogen [The Greenland
Book], 1, 1950, pp. 306-307.
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United States surely reflected the situation they found themselves in rather than an
independent goal. These events occurred with coerced acceptance on the part of
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Copenhagen, which was incapable of accomplish-
ing anything except caving in to Kauffmann’s highly unusual independence and
activism beyond the reach of occupied Denmark.

The growing American security policy interest in Greenland was reflected in a
dispatch from Henrik Kauffmann to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Copenhagen
in September 1940. The report was clearly motivated by a desire to clarify that even
the smallest actions in Greenland, instigated by Germany, would trigger an
American (or Canadian) occupation. If this occupation occurred, Denmark’s
maintenance of sovereignty over Greenland in the future was uncertain.?® The re-
port certainly helped sharpen the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ interest in Denmark’s
ability to maintain sovereignty over Greenland at a time when the Danish authori-
ties were unable to exert sovereignty. After 9 April, the sections of the central ad-
ministration principally responsible for relations to Greenland (the Greenland
Administration and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) essentially failed to under-
stand that the US and other countries in the North Atlantic region could not con-
sider occupied Denmark as an ordinary sovereign state with the normal rights and
ability to act freely in relation to Greenland as a colony. This misunderstanding was
reinforced when the two Provincial Councils, joining forces in the beginning of
May for the first collective Provincial Council meeting in the history of Greenland,
passed a pledge of allegiance to the Danish king.?!

Copenhagen’s gradual awareness of its fundamental lack of acknowledgement
concerning the significance of its status as an occupied country contributed to a
prolonged jitteriness throughout the rest of the occupation about whether or not
Henrik Kauffmann, whose actions Copenhagen had been forced to accept for lack
of a better alternative, had successfully secured Danish sovereignty over Greenland
after the war.*

In the autumn of 1940, the idea of establishing navy and landing bases in
Greenland took further shape in Washington after pressure from Britain, Canada,
and Norway. Great Britain was in the midst of a crucial war for survival against Nazi
Germany, which created an immediate need for a broader military industrial base
than the one the country could establish on its own soil. Therefore, the British
displayed a vital interest in establishing points of support in the North Atlantic is-
lands as quickly as possible to enable the transfer of the short-distance planes that
were being produced by the thousands in the United States and Canada, to Great
Britain via an air route instead of vulnerable North Atlantic sea lanes. Against that
background, establishing American bases in Greenland was a necessary link in the
chain of transatlantic precautions that made it possible for Great Britain to survive

%0 Kauffmann’s report can be found in the Danish National Archives in K.H. Oldendow’s papers.
Grgnland under krigen 1940-1944 [Greenland during the War 1940-1944], packet 3; see also: Bo
Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], pp. 166-167.

31 This statement is in the Danish Royal Archives in K.H. Oldendow’s papers, Greenland during the war
1940-1944, packet 3.

32 Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], pp. 191-192.
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the first years of the war.?® In November 1940, an official from the State Department
mentioned to Kauffmann, for the first time, the possibility of the United States es-
tablishing bases in Greenland. However, a plan approved by Roosevelt, in coopera-
tion with the governors, in February 1941 for building bases that could be used by
the Americans during the war was not implemented. Instead, events unfolded such
that Kauffmann took centre stage.

Kauffmann’s Greenland agreement

On the first anniversary of the occupation of Denmark, 9 April 1941, Henrik
Kauffmann, as a self-appointed representative of the Danish government and with-
out prior consultation of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs in Copenhagen, entered
into an agreement with the American government about the defence of Greenland.
Kauffmann pleaded that he was, as expressed in the introduction to the agreement,
“acting on behalf of His Majesty the King of Denmark in his capacity as sovereign
of Greenland”.?* The agreement, which was negotiated in the space of a couple of
weeks at the end of March and the beginning of April, gave the US the right to
establish areas of defence, i.e. bases, in Greenland with full internal jurisdiction
over them. Denmark’s sovereignty over Greenland was explicitly stated, but it was
also added that current conditions prevented the Danish government from exercis-
ing its authority. The duration of the agreement and its cessation were two of the
most difficult issues in the negotiations; the agreement states that it “shall remain
in force until it is agreed that the present dangers to the peace and security of the
American Continent have passed” (Article X). This clause was entirely unusual in
a charter that simultaneously made Denmark’s sovereignty over Greenland clear.
The fundamental design of Article X was —in the words of historian Bo Lidegaard
— an international law horror story. Kauffmann’s central issue was that the decisive
concession he received in 1941 for the denunciation clause — recognition as an in-
dependent diplomatic representative — did not appear in the agreement.*> As an
independent diplomatic representative, Kauffmann further strengthened his posi-
tion in the succeeding period. This strengthening initially occurred through a re-
structuring of the administration of provisions for Greenland, which, like
Kauffmann’s other activities, was balanced with his close connections at the
American State Department. Kauffmann’s position was again strengthened in the

% Bo Lidegaard, Overleveren 1914-1945 [The Survivor 1914-1945], pp. 453f; see also: Eske Brun, Mit
Grgnlandsliv [My Life in Greenland], 1985, pp. 83f.

3 The agreement is printed in Grgnland under den kolde krig [ Greenland during the Cold War]. Appendix, pp.
9-23. See also: Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during
the Cold War: Danish and American Security Policy 1945-68], Danish Foreign Policy Institute, 1997, pp. 50-53;
Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], pp. 186ff; Bo Lidegaard, Overleveren 1914-1945 [The
Survivor 1914-1945], pp. 453-455. An earlier analysis can be found in Finn Lgkkegaard’s Det danske
Gesandtskab i Washington 1940-1942. Henrik Kauffmann som uafhengig dansk gesandt i USA 1940-1942 og hans
politik vedrgrende Gronland og de oplagte danske skibe i Amerika [ The Danish Envoyship in Washington 1940-1942:
Henrik Kauffmann as an Independent Danish Envoy in the USA 1940-1942 and His Policy on Greenland and the
Danish Ships Laid Up in America], 1968.

% Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], p. 196 & pp. 386-390.
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autumn of 1941 when he was given the right by the State Department to handle all
frozen national Danish assets in the US.%

Initially, the agreement caused a sense of bewilderment in Copenhagen, fol-
lowed by anger, fury, and a sense of bitterness in those responsible for Danish for-
eign policy.”” Henrik Kauffmann was dismissed by royal resolution and recalled.
An imprisonment court order was issued and he was charged with high treason.
For supporters of the traditional Danish policy of neutrality, which still dominated
foreign policy thinking in Copenhagen as a path to be resumed after the war, the
deciding factor was not solely the fact that Kauffmann had taken action behind the
government’s back, but that he had advanced a policy through an agreement that
he knew would breach many years of established tradition in Danish foreign policy.
The two governors in Greenland had a different opinion, but only partially, and
their opinions were somewhat contingent upon the given situation. They accepted
the agreement when they were requested to approve it, either after signing the
agreement or with only an hour’s warning. However, they protested against not hav-
ing been consulted within a reasonable amount of time beforehand. The governors
acknowledged, however, that when the US recognised Kauffmann, they were forced
to do the same. They also acknowledged that “guaranteeing” Kauffmann’s agree-
ment put them in a stronger position.”” On the other hand, they undoubtedly
agreed completely with Kauffmann concerning how little Copenhagen understood
about Greenland’s situation regarding provisions and why it necessitated having
close relations with the United States.*’

% This reorganisation meant that the above-mentioned Greenland Commission from 1940 was abolished
when its impact had become more decorative than functional, cf. Eske Brun, Mit Grgnlandsliv [My Life in
Greenland], pp. 60-61. The practical work involved in guaranteeing supplies for Greenland was henceforth
the responsibility of the Consulate General in New York, whose leader, consul-general Georg Bech, was
one of Kauffmann’s most loyal supporters. The reorganisation also had an impact on the paths of
influence between senior Danish administration officials in that Aksel Svane was connected to the
Consulate General in a position subordinate to the consul-general. Eske Brun subsequently remained the
sole “king of Greenland”, cf. Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], p. 261.

7 This anger and bitterness are illustrated in a letter sent by Foreign Minister Scavenius on 12 April to
the American Chargé d’Affaires in Copenhagen, Mahlow F. Perkins, cf. the copy in the Danish National
Archives in K.H. Oldendow’s papers. Grgnland under krigen 1940-1944 [Greenland during the War 1940-
1944], packet 3; see also: Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn [In the Name of the King], pp. 200-207 & 212-214;
Bo Lidegaard, Overleveren 1914-1945 [The Survivor 1914-1945], pp. 456-458, which provides a concise
account of the reaction by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

% In a message given by President Roosevelt on 19 April 1941, and in a letter dated 5 May to the Danish
king, Christian X, he expressed regret concerning Kauffmann’s treatment, the Danish National Archives,
Greenland during the War 1940-1944, packet 3.

% Telegram from Eske Brun to Henrik Kauffmann and Aksel Svane on 9 April 1941, and a telegram from
Aksel Svane to Eske Brun 14 April 1941 states, “I believe, however, that we stand stronger ... after having
stood surety for his [Kauffmann’s] Treaty”, Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane’s private records,
packet 2; Eske Brun, Mit Grgnlandsliv [My Life in Greenland], p. 83, is less critical of the agreement
compared to how it is presented in contemporary papers. A note dated 27 May in a little black notebook,
Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane’s private records, packet 12, states that Kauffmann had sent a
telegram to the governors saying that if they did not endorse the agreement, then they faced a British-
Canadian invasion approved by the US. Additional material about the conflict between the governors and
Kauffmann is located in the Danish National Archives in K.H. Oldendow’s papers. Grgnland under
krigen 1940-1944 [Greenland during the War], packets 1 & 3.

40 Letter from Henrik Kauffmann to Eske Brun, 4 March 1941, and a letter from Eske Brun to Henrik
Kauffmann, 17 May 1941, Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane private archive, packet 15.
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Governor Eske Brun (right) and the Danish
envoy Henrik Kauffmann (left) had different
opinions about the role that America should
play in Greenland during WW II. The later
governor, C.F. Simony, is in the middle. (The
Arctic Institute)

After the agreement, a wide-scale
American military and civilian facilities
programme was quickly set in motion in
Greenland and aimed especially at cre-
ating base facilities in the southern part
of the island. These bases would make it
possible to support the ship convoys in
the northern part of the Atlantic Ocean.
During the war, fourteen air and naval
bases, as well as weather stations, with
military personnel were established for
a total of 5,500 people in 1943.4! For the
sake of comparison, the entire indige-
nous Greenland population at that point was approximately 20,000 people, i.e. less
than four times the aforementioned amount; hence, a relatively large number of
non-Greenlanders were of course spread out across an immense area. Consequently,
Greenland became a stepping stone for the transfer of airplanes, personnel, and
materials from North America to Europe, giving this part of the otherwise German-
occupied Denmark an important role in the fight against Nazi Germany. After
1941, a number of meteorological stations on the island produced information of
great significance for the course of the war. The strategic military interest in
Greenland also arose from the need to combat German activities on the island it-
self. In 1940, the Germans attempted to establish meteorological observation posts
in East Greenland. In the winter of 1941-1942, they succeeded in establishing a
weather station on the east coast. The information collected could be used to pre-
dict the weather in Europe to help plan war operations. In 1943, this German
weather station on the east coast was attacked and demolished by the American air
force based on information from a Danish sled patrol established in 1941; the same
events occurred the following year at a similar station further north. In 1941,
Germany undertook reconnaissance flights over East Greenland, and in 1943, more
German military activities were discovered along the east coast; clashes occurred

41 Niels Amstrup, “Grgnland i det amerikansk-danske forhold 1945-48” [“Greenland and the Relationship
between America and Denmark 1945-48”], Niels Amstrup and Ib Faurby (eds.), Studier I dansk
Udenrigspolitik [Studies in Danish Foreign Policy], 1978, pp. 159f; Nikolaj Petersen, Grgnland i global
sikkerhedspolitik [ Greenland and Global Security Policy], SNU, 1992, p. 18; Jorgen Taagholt and Jens Claus
Hansen, Grgnland i et sikkerhedspolitisk perspektiv [ Greenland from a Security Policy Perspective], The Atlantic
Federation, 1999, pp. 19-21; Sorsunnersuaq Kingulleq Nunarpullu. Anden Verdenskrig og Grgnland [ Sorsunnersuaq
Kingulleq Nunarpullu: World War II and Greenland], Greenland National Museum, Nuuk, 2005, p. 53.
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with the sled patrol. Greenland had gained a militarily strategic significance previ-
ously unknown in history.*?

Two Danish perspectives: Brun and Kaujffmann

During the rest of the war, when Eske Brun was the only governor in Greenland
after Aksel Svane left for the US in the spring of 1941, the adversarial relationship
that developed between Brun and Kauffmann demonstrates the overlapping and
diverging objectives and conditions of these two prominent Danish representatives
in dealing with the issue of Greenland. In a letter to Kauffmann dated 12 November
1941 — four weeks before the US entered the war — Eske Brun described Kauffmann’s
relationship with the Americans as “plus royaliste que le v0i”. Hence, in Brun’s eyes,
Kauffmann did not manage Greenland interests with the enthusiasm and devotion
they deserved. To illustrate, he mentions the agreement about the defence of
Greenland that achieved much less for the island than a comparable defence agree-
ment with the United States did for Iceland. Brun’s most important task in
Greenland essentially was to do everything in his power to ensure Greenland’s full
return to Denmark, and thereby contribute to the prosperity and well-being of
Greenlanders and ensure that they retained their birthright to their own country.
Subsequently, Brun believed his task was to support America’s defence work to the
greatest extent possible. The governor of Greenland, however, emphasised that how
much one could involve oneself when supporting the cause, which he also saw as
fighting for Denmark’s liberation, was limited if it was done to the detriment of the
Greenlanders.”? Overall, the relationship between Brun and Kauffmann was doubt-
lessly characterised by mistrust stemming from the decidedly different perspectives
they had adopted. This lack of confidence was shared by Brun’s former colleague,
Aksel Svane, until the spring of 1941. They both agreed that Kauffmann never
showed the United States the firmness required to benefit Danish and Greenland
interests.**

The arguments and distrust between Brun and Kauffmann continued through
the rest of the war. They were especially visible in the friction and conflicts that the
relationship with the Americans eventually caused in Greenland. Correspondence,

42 “Forslag til Rigsdagsbeslutning i anledning af den i Washington den 9. april 1941 undertegnede
Overenskomst mellem Danmark og Amerikas Forenede Stater om Grgnlands Forsvar” [“Proposal for the
Danish Parliament’s decision made on the occasion of the signing in Washington on 9 April 1941 of the
Agreement between Denmark and the United States of America on Greenland’s Defence”], Rigsdagstidende.
Forhandlinger i Folketinget1945 | Rigsdagstidende. Debates in the Folketing 1945]. Supplement A. (1), 16 May
1945, section 3; Paul F. Ancker, “Angrebet pa Pearl Harbor. Reaktionen pa det japanske angreb pa Pearl
Harbor den 7. december 1941 set fra en grgnlandsk/dansk synsvinkel” [“The attack on Pearl Harbor:
Reaction to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor 7 December 1941 seen from A Greenland/Danish
perspective”], Tidsskrift for Sgvesen, 1991, pp. 296-323; Eske Brun, “Grgnland under den Anden
Verdenskrig” [“Greenland during the Second World War”], pp. 314-315; Jgrgen Taagholt, “Grgnland
under 2. Verdenskrig” [“Greenland during World War I17], pp. 243-248.

4 The Danish National Archives, Eske Brun private archive, letter to Henrik Kauffmann, 12 November
1941.

* The Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane private archive, packet 1, folio 3, letter from Aksel Svane to
H. Christiansen, 22 November 1941; the Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane private archive, packet 1,
folio 2, letter from Eske Brun to Aksel Svane, 2 December 1941.
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stemming from their disagreements, arose between Kauffmann and Brun in the
spring of 1943. The governor was intent on explaining the nature of the conflicts
to Kauffmann — how they originated in America’s habitual belief that anything
American was first class, while anything that was not American deserved a compas-
sionate smile at the most. For the independent envoy in Washington, however, the
point was to unequivocally demonstrate what the war was about and what role the
American bases played in this regard. US bases in Greenland were a necessary part
of democracy’s battle against Hitler and the US also fought for Denmark’s libera-
tion.® According to Kauffmann, the Americans were disappointed with how
Greenlanders viewed them. Though they did not expect to be met with apprecia-
tion, they at least desired understanding. Instead, they were confronted with resent-
ment and “an atmosphere of neutrality”. The Greenlanders, according to Brun,
carried the impression that Americans believed that it was only natural if Greenland
remained in US hands forever. More than once, Brun calls the American soldiers
occupation troops. According to Brun, these reservations about the Americans
existed solely where people had had contact with them. People living in places
where the Americans had never set foot remained enthusiastic. Brun recounts the
surprise of a top-level American when he mentioned the possibility of American
occupational forces leaving Greenland after the war. He added that for Danes in
Greenland, any attempt by the Americans to continue the occupation of Greenland
after the war would be viewed as a breach of faith and a violation regardless of the
Danish government’s understanding and approval, which, because of the provisions
in Article X, cf. above, would always be viewed as forced. Brun simultaneously em-
phasised, however, that he had had far from only dismal experiences with the
Americans. On the contrary, he described the majority of them as splendid, culti-
vated, and sympathetic people whose acquaintance had been a pleasure to make.
To improve the relationship, Kauffmann suggested that the services the
Americans provided for Greenland receive more publicity. In Kauffmann’s eyes, the
poor amount of information available on the political background of the war was
the primary problem. From Brun’s perspective, on the other hand, maintaining the
occupation forces’ isolation from the population was important, even though it
displeased the Americans, who were, in the words of the governor, of course accus-
tomed to getting everything they wanted.*® In his letter, Kauffmann also mentioned
that he was aware of incidents of outright assaults. He added that informing him of

45 The Danish National Archives, Eske Brun private archive, letter from Henrik Kauffmann to Eske Brun,
20 April 1943, and from Eske Brun to Henrik Kauffmann, 9 June 1943. The letter from Eske Brun
mentions “the American occupation troops”. See also the memorandum enclosed in the 20 April 1943
letter from Kauffmann in which he distances himself from the speech on the occupation of Greenland as
presented in a one-sided language of power.

46 When speaking about this matter, Eske Brun points out immediately that, in the first year after the
arrival of the Americans, it was more than hinted at by “extremely high-ranking” Americans that in the
Philippines there was a brothel in the vicinity of every camp with “native” women, and that if Brun
willingly offered his support, a similar setup could be arranged in Greenland that would beneficially
influence people’s morale. Brun adds that after his response, nothing further happened concerning this
issue, cf. the Danish National Archives, Eske Brun private archive, letter from Eske Brun to Henrik
Kauffmann, 9 June 1943.
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matters of this nature would be wise so that he could refer to them if the Americans
put forward complaints about the conditions in Greenland.

To understand the substance and consequences of the diverging perspectives
portrayed by Eske Brun and Henrik Kauffmann, it is important not to exaggerate
or dramatise the differences. This importance can be illustrated by a letter from
Eske Burn to provincial council member Frederik Lynge in the autumn of 1942 in
response to Lynge’s concerns about Kauffmann having forced himself, supposedly,
to a superior position in relation to the Greenland Administration. Several times in
his letter, Brun emphasised that Kauffmann was in the same position as the gover-
nors in Greenland, i.e. he was, at his own risk, to represent the Danish state’s inter-
ests in relation to the US. According to Brun, the main issue was that the Danish
government was not in a position to impart its directives with judicial repercussions,
thus making the task in Washington, just as in Nuuk, to keep the Danish policy
guidelines in mind and to further these policies. In no uncertain terms, Brun un-
derlined Kauffmann’s meritorious work in securing provisions for Greenland and
the value to Greenland of receiving a high level of recognition from America. Eske
Brun clearly made a point of explaining the differences between Kauffmann and
himself as a consequence of their different geographic locations in relation to the
difficult situation of the war.”

World War II as a turning point

In several ways, World War II was a crucial turning point for the relationship be-
tween Denmark and Greenland and the latter’s people. Kauffmann’s much-criti-
cised 1941 Greenland Agreement was greatly important for more than just the
maintenance of transatlantic connections throughout the course of the war. More
than four years later, Kauffmann became a member of the liberation government
as a minister without a portfolio, and the agreement was unanimously approved by
the Danish Parliament on 16 May 1945. In subsequent years, the agreement played
a central role in dealing with the issue of Greenland as an important part of the
Danish-American relationship, cf. chapter 3. However, the bitterness against
Kauffmann for his “illegitimate” agreement did cast an imperceptible shadow over
the Foreign Service’s work with Greenland and its relationship to the US. Looking
back, the agreement and the American military commitment on the island were the
first critical steps toward acknowledgment of Denmark as an ally and as a member
of the United Nations. If the time from 1949 and the following forty years up to the
end of the Cold War are included, then Kauffmann’s agreement was the first im-
portant step toward a permanent part of Denmark’s security policy, namely an
American commitment to Denmark as an ally and as the country with sovereignty
over Greenland as an active player in NATO.

47 The Danish National Archives, Eske Brun private archive, letter from Eske Brun to Mrs Lynge, 10
September 1942.
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World War II became a landmark event for the development of Greenland. For
hundreds of years, the island had been isolated, its connection to the outside world
virtually restricted to contact via Copenhagen. Already before the war, Greenland
had begun opening up, while at the start of the war, an internal movement had
arisen in Greenland to open up the country. The absence of contact with occupied
Copenhagen during the war was also pivotal. Greenlanders experienced the “great
wide world” for the first time without Danish government officials arranging the
contacts. They experienced extensive contact with Americans and Canadians in
particular. Consequently, many young Greenlanders were hired to work on ships
that sailed to the US and brought supplies to Greenland. This contact inaugurated
anew sense of self-confidence and the courage to try something new in Greenland.*®
Greenlanders realised that they could manage without the customary directives
from Copenhagen; at times, it was even advantageous to be liberated from consulta-
tion about all types of problems across the Atlantic. In January 1942, radio service
was established in Nuuk. Even though no more than one hundred radio receivers
existed in all of Greenland at this point, the majority were in Danish hands.
Therefore, people were able to follow world events in a completely different manner
compared to before the war when news coverage had been even sparser.
Greenlanders understood that they were part of a greater world drama that touched
them directly. Awareness that conditions in Greenland could be different began to
grow. The United States and Canada especially contributed to a new surge in e.g.
popular culture (music, film etc.); youth and sports clubs, for example, flourished.
As a new activity, evening lectures also began taking place. In addition, teaching in
schools received a renewal and revamp.* The Danish authorities supported many
of these activities based on the belief that the population of Greenland would ma-
ture via the strengthening of public debate. Paradoxically, however, the inclination
to control this nascent desire for debate also existed. Consequently, a lecturer at a
teacher college, Augo Lynge (MP from 1953), shortly after establishing an associa-
tion in 1942 called Nunatta Qitornai (Our Nation’s Children) to strengthen
Greenlanders’ capabilities in the face of Danish dominance, was transferred from
Nuuk to Egedesminde because the authorities feared the effect Lynge’s activities in
Nuuk would have on young people. Blunt critique of the conditions offended not
only Danes, but also many Greenlanders.

Economic conditions during World War II clearly improved, e.g. because the cod
catch nearly doubled during the war and trading prices for cod and other fishing-
related products rose steadily with sales in places such as England and Portugal.
These countries in turn supplied Greenland with salt.! Contrary to what was

8 Christian Vibe, Ene Ligger Grgnland. Livet I Grynland Under De 6 Lange Adskillelsens Aar 1939-45 [ Solitary
Greenland: Life in Greenland during Six Long Years of Separation 1939-45], 1946, p. 188.

1 Jorgen Fleischer, Forvandlingens dr. Grynland Fra Koloni Til Landsdel [ The Transformation Years: Greenland
Jfrom Colony to Part of the Country], 1996, pp. 94f; Anden Verdenskrig og Gronland [ World War II and Greenland],
pp- 40f; Niels Hgjlund, op. cit. pp. 13f, note 10.

%0 Jens Heinrich, op. cit. pp. 3-4 & 16, note 7.

5 Axel Kjar Sgrensen, op. cit. pp. 100f, note 11; Jorgen Fleischer, Forvandlingens dar [The Transformation
Years], pp. 109f.
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Eske Brun passes the position of governor on to C.F. Simony in June 1945. During WW II, when
contact with Denmark was interrupted, Fske Brun had more or less independently governed
Greenland. (The Arctic Institute)

feared, supply problems did not emerge; instead, the range of products in stores
included American and Canadian goods never before available on the island, al-
though American products, in the beginning, were of a poorer quality.> As some-
thing new, it was also possible to order catalogue goods from large American and
Canadian post-order companies. Though both Danish and American authorities
made a great effort to limit interaction between Greenlanders and Americans, and
though the actual amount of contact was indeed modest, the mere presence of
American soldiers in Greenland and the allied ships calling on Greenland ports
were — similar to the new non-Danish goods in shops — something entirely new.
Greenlanders began to understand how great the difference between their own
existence and life in modern societies was. This understanding made Greenlanders
realise that their own conditions could be improved. The friction and conflicts

52 Cf. the Danish National Archives, Aksel Svane private archive, packet 15, Eske Brun in a letter to
Henrik Kauffmann, 17 May 1941, p. 14.
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described above that surfaced concerning American forces strengthened this ap-
prehension among Greenlanders.>

The consequences of opening the island to the rest of the world and the material
progress that took place in Greenland were complex, of course. A foundation was
established for a national sense of a community composed of unique people, and
the growing self-awareness that had taken hold two decades earlier among well-
educated urban Greenlanders now gripped a broader portion of the population.
Part of the reason for this change was that during the war a closer connection de-
veloped between the different regions of Greenland that had previously been iso-
lated from one another. Everything indicates, however, that Greenlanders pos-
sessed a continued desire to retain their ties to the Kingdom of Denmark, and the
sense of belonging to Denmark grew during the years when the connection with
the motherland had been severed.’® Greenlanders’ experiences from direct en-
counters with the Americans, which, as mentioned, were of a varying quality, form
one of the reasons for this allegiance.

Regardless of these circumstances, a strong challenge for Denmark lurked in the
revolutionary development that had taken place in the colony throughout the five
years the colonial power was occupied. A substantially unchanged, close connection
to Denmark was threatened by the opening of the island to the outside world,
which had been set into motion when Denmark was unable to exercise sovereignty
over its colony. A significant factor was that the openness had a number of effects
that the Danish government was unable to control regardless of the many endeav-
ours undertaken to limit Greenlanders’ interaction with non-Danes. The convic-
tion grew among elite Greenlanders in Nuuk, who consisted of people with connec-
tions to Greenland schools, church, and press, as well as Danish government offi-
cials, that a return to the “old” Greenland could not and should not take place after
the war. The traditional Greenland policy of persistently emphasising the need for
protection, and the paternalistic focus on what was “for their own good”, was no
longer feasible. Based on the norms of the past, the idea of protecting an underde-
veloped country had a positive sheen. However, it would also have an incapacitating
effect if emphasis in the political arena continued to be placed on the need for

protection when the population has realised that circumstances are not unaltera-
ble.

% Mads Lidegaard, op. cit. pp. 185-187, note 1; Axel Kjer Sgrensen, op. cit. pp. 106-108, note 11;
Ulloriannquaq Kristiansen, “Sorsunnersuaq — Den Store Krig” [“Sorsunnersuaq: The Great War”], Bent
Gynther and Aqjigssiaq Mgller, Kalaallit Nunaat. Gyldendals Bog om Grgnland [Kalaallit Nunaa: Gyldendal’s
Book on Greenland], 1999, pp. 249-255.

% Axel Kjer Sgrensen, Dansk Grgnlandspolitik Efter 1945 [ Denmark’s Policy on Greenland after 19451, 1974, p.
14; Mads Lidegaard, Ligestilling uden lighed. En oversigt over det statsretlige forhold mellem Grgnland og Danmark
[Equal Rights without Equality: An Overview of the Constitutional Relationship between Greenland and Denmark],
1973, p. 50; Ulloriannquaq Kristiansen, “Sorsunnersuaq — Den Store Krig” [“Sorsunnersuaq: The Great
War”], pp. 249-255.
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3 - The Greenland issue — sovereignty,
self-determination and dependence

Erik Beukel

Introduction

Denmark, as a sovereign state, could determine Greenland’s status in the
Kingdom of Denmark as well as the degree of self-determination and self-govern-
ment that Greenland could exercise in connection with the constitutional amend-
ment of 1953. Similarly, in 1953, Denmark could have initiated the process for
Greenland to become a sovereign state that other sovereign states could then
recognise. At the same time, Denmark and Greenland were dependent, in differ-
ent ways, on the world around them. This dependence influenced how Danish
authorities exercised their sovereignty over Greenland as well as the actual op-
tions Denmark had available to employ its right of self-determination. Moreover,
Greenland’s dependence on the rest of the world would have affected a Greenland
with the status of a sovereign state. This dependence also would have affected,
after 1953, a Greenland exercising its right of self-determination in the form of
home rule that is on a par with what it received twenty-five years later. The con-
cepts of sovereignty, self-determination, and dependence thus frame overall prob-
lems that are central to the clarification of the circumstances of Greenland’s
change in status from a colony to an equal part of the Kingdom of Denmark fol-
lowing the constitutional amendment of 1953.

The concepts of sovereignty, self-determination, and dependence also play a
prominent role in discussions in recent years about the chain of events leading up
to the change in status in 1953. Analyses performed according to international
law have thus questioned whether or not Greenland’s right of self-determination
was violated in 1953.! Many questions have been raised in the new debate about

! See, notably, a series of articles by Gudmundur Alfredsson: “Greenland and the Law of Political
Decolonization”, German Yearbook of International Law, vol. 25,1982, pp. 290-308; “Greenland and the Right
to Self-Determination”, Nordisk tidsskrift for international ret, vol. 51, no. 1/2, 1982, pp. 39-43; “The Rights
of Indigenous Peoples with a Focus on the National Performance and Foreign Policies of the Nordic
Countries”, Zeitschrift fiir auslindisches offentliches Recht und Vélkerrecht, Band 59, N2. 2, 1999, pp. 529-542,
“The Greenlanders and their human rights choices”, Morten Bergsmo (ed.), Human Rights and Criminal
Justice for the Downtrodden. Essays in Honor of Asbjgrn Eide, 2003, pp. 453-459. In addition: Steen Wulff, “The
Legal Bases for the Inughuit Claim to their Homelands”, International Journal on Minority and Group Rights,
vol. 11, 2005, pp. 63-91.
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the events of the decisive years of 1952-1953.2 Did the absence of a plebiscite in
Greenland before the decision about the change in status mean that Greenlanders
were deprived of the right to determine their nationality? Did the option truly
exist for Greenland to gain national independence and sovereignty in 1952-1953?
On this basis, can one say that — as formulated in the above-mentioned interview
in the newspaper Jyllands-Posten — Greenland is owed a plebiscite with the option
of complete secession? Or was it the situation that — as expressed in a working
paper of the Home Rule Commission’s Working Group on Foreign and Security
Policy in 2002 — from the late 1940s onward the American military planners, who
were influenced by growing opposition to the Soviet Union, were not only ready
to buy, but also to occupy Greenland without regard to political relations with
Denmark?? In this situation, the American capital would have immediately caught
on to any signs of Greenland’s possible secession from Denmark, which would
have resulted in dependence on the outside world not offering Denmark and
Greenland much of a choice. Thus, Greenland’s Provincial Council, cf. chapter 9,
was presented in the late summer of 1952 with inadequate material as the basis
for the Council’s decision to endorse the proposal for becoming an equal part of
the Kingdom of Denmark. However, having ascertained this matter, the question
can be asked as to whether this error on the part of the Danish government could
easily develop into the myth that Greenland actually faced a real choice in 1952-
1953. In the words of Finn Lynge, “Perhaps we do not have enough myths in
Greenland”*

This chapter sheds light on some aspects of the circumstances concerning
Greenland’s change in status from a colony to an equal constituent of the
Kingdom of Denmark in 1953 by means of the concepts sovereignty, self-determi-
nation, and dependence. In this way, the questions specified above can be given
provisional clarification. However, a fundamental assumption of this book is that
the problems surrounding the course of events concerning the Greenland issue
in 1945-1954 also involve questions that cannot be resolved by means of an em-
pirical study alone. A final resolution also requires taking a position on politically
loaded questions that lie outside the scope of this assessment.

2 See among others: Jens Brgsted, “Grgnland, Grundloven og FN” [“Greenland, the Constitution and the
UN”], Daniel Thorleifsen (ed.), De vestnordiske landes felleshistorie. Udvalg af indledende betragtninger over dele
af den wvestnordiske felleshistorie [The Western Nordic Countries’ Common History: A Selection of Preliminary
Observations about Aspects of the Western Nordic Common History], 2003, pp. 85-91; Mads Lidegaard, “50-aret
for Grgnlands grundlov”, Grgnland. Arsregister og Meddelelser 2003 [“The 50th Anniversary of Greenland’s
Constitution”, Greenland: Annual Register and Information 2003], published by The Greenlandic Society,
December 2003, pp. 214-219; Anders Rostgaard and Dorte Kuula, “Den grgnlandske mellemregning”
[“The Greenland Account”], Jyllands-Posten, 17 March 2002. (Interview with Gudmundur Alfredsson and
Kuupik Kleist, MP for Inuit Ataqatigiit).

3 Grgnlands sikkerhedspolitiske placering [ Greenland’s National Security Policy Position], Working paper no. 3,
Home Rule Commission. Working group on Foreign and Security Policy, February 2002, p. 6; see also
Finn Lynge, Den vanskelige tango. Tango nalunartoq. In indvendig rundtur i Riget. Naalagaaffiup iluanut
pulattarneq [The awkward tango. Tango nalunartoq: A tour inside the Kingdom. Naalagaaffiup iluanut
pulattarneq], 2002, p. 50.

* Finn Lynge, op. cit. p. 42, note 3.
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One distinctive aspect of sovereignty and self-determination is that, like self-
government, independence, freedom of action, home rule, and free association,
these concepts have positive value in political discussions. The right of self-deter-
mination is viewed as an obvious moral imperative detached from any judgement
about whether or not dependence on the surrounding world restricts genuine
self-determination. Sometimes the use of positively-loaded words leads to infla-
tion of the concept so that new demands are constructed as the logical conse-
quences of the fundamental right of national self-determination.® Demands for
self-government and independence often serve as watchwords for attempts by
population groups or nations to secede from a state, or for the struggles of colo-
nial territories to liberate themselves from colonial status; such was the case dur-
ing the decolonisation process that took place during the decade after World War
IT (cf. chapter 4). In the early 1950s, there were approximately sixty independent
states. Today, there are nearly 200. Any individual could then as now in principle
be identified as a citizen of one of these independent states. The notion of the
sovereign and independent state was, in the first decade after World War II and
still today, central to most people’s expectations, desires, and demands for the
realisation of fundamental social and political values such as security, freedom,
order, justice, and welfare.® Independent states were and still are the key to peo-
ple’s attempts to grasp and understand foreign policy and international politics;
major international news is described as happening in or belween states, or as
something that has happened within international organisations that have states
as members.

The concepts of sovereignty and the right of self-determination simultaneously
have unclear, varying, and confusing meanings and content in political discus-
sions. First and foremost, they are used with their legal or international legal
meanings. They are also used to characterise actual capacities, conditions, and
developmental tendencies, or to express normative principles. The problem is
that these different meanings are often confused. For example, the concept of
sovereignty is a legal category of binary either/or dimensions. However, the term
is often used to describe actual, substantial conditions about the actual freedom
of action that states possess. In such cases, sovereignty has a continuous dimen-
sion with grey areas and interim positions. Sovereignty as genuine freedom of
action is a fluctuating entity.” The idea of the right of self-determination is replete
with latent meanings and fundamental ambiguities regardless of whether or not
the right is applied to a state, a nation, a people, or a group. As is often indicated
in publications a generation or two ago, a stubborn insistence on requiring a con-

% Clyde Eagleton, “Excesses of Self-determination”, Foreign Affairs, vol. 31, no. 4, July 1953, pp. 592-604.

6 Robert Jackson and Georg Sgrensen, Introduction to International Relations: Theories and Approaches, 9nd
edition, 2003, pp. 2-9.

7 Georg Sgrensen, Suverenitel: Formel og faktisk, Fokus 1, [Sovereignty: Formal and Actual, Focus 1] DUPI,
1997.
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vergence of borders between nations and borders between states would be mean-
ingless.®

The first part of this chapter examines and discusses in outline the concepts of
sovereignty and the national right of self-determination. These two terms are of-
ten used indiscriminately; as political ideas, they overlap each other. Important
differences, however, exist between the two concepts. These differences are clari-
fied when their origins and development as political ideas are reviewed. The
concept of sovereignty is several hundred years older than that of the national
right of self-determination. Moreover, since both concepts developed in contrast-
ing historical contexts, it is important to bear in mind this difference when the
book uses these terms to analyse specific problems. Therefore, the first part of
this chapter focuses on a historical and ideational analysis of these two concepts.
The latter part of the chapter introduces the angle of dependency and, focusing
on relationships between sovereignty, self-determination, and dependence, exam-
ines national security and economic conditions that are important in the descrip-
tion and explanation of the development of the Greenland issue in 1945-1954.

Sovereignty

Sovereignty is an institution in the international community, i.e. a set of norms
and rules for states and their behaviour toward one another.? At the core of sov-
ereignty is constitutional independence — in other words, constitutional authority
in a sovereign state lies within a country’s borders and is not a formally binding
component in a more comprehensive constitutional system. In studies of interna-
tional politics, the concept of sovereignty has traditionally been extremely contro-
versial!? It still is today. Some researchers reject it as volatile, anachronistic, and
lacking in analytical relevance, while others uphold it. Researchers who attach
importance to the analytical value of sovereignty also emphasise that, since there
has never been agreement on the concept’s definition, it must be precisely speci-
fied and modified for productive use.!!

In recent years, there has been renewed interest in the concept and its applica-
tion in international studies. The notion of the sovereign state plays a prominent
role in the efforts of different schools of research to describe basic structures in
international politics and to develop explanations for the behaviour of states.
These schools of research and their approaches to the concept of sovereignty can
provide useful ideas for comprehending the political process of Greenland’s

8 See e.g. Ralph Emerson, From Empire to Nation: The Rise to Self-Assertion of Asian and African Peoples, 1960,
pp- 295ff; Benjamin Rivlin, Self-determination and Dependent Areas, 1955, pp. 266-271.

¢ Robert Jackson and Georg Sgrensen, op. cil. pp. 279f, note 6.

10" See e.g. eleven very different contributions covering three decades in W.J. Stankiewicz (ed.), In Defence
of Sovereignty, 1969.

" Alan James, Sovereign Statehood: The Basis of International Relations, 1986, pp. 2f; Michael Ross Fowler and
Julie Marie Bunck, Law, Power, and the Sovereign State: The Evolution and Application of the Concept of
Sovereignty, 1995, pp. 1f.
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change in status more than fifty years ago. Thus, both classical realism and the
so-called neorealism, which was developed in the 1980s as a modification and
specification of realism, are based on the fact that, in the international system
that comprises sovereign states, no superior sovereign authority exists. In the final
analysis, according to neorealism in particular, the decisive factor in international
politics is therefore the relative division of power between the sovereign states.
The English School’s research approach also uses the existence of sovereign states
as its point of departure, but it does not agree that the relative division of power
is critical. Instead, it prefers a broad understanding of historical conditions,
norms, powers, and interests. Both neorealism and the English School conse-
quently attribute a central role to the concept of sovereignty. At the same time,
however, they describe factors that create dependence between states and are
important for understanding what happens in international politics. Other
schools of thought, including versions of neoliberalism, also devote attention to
the institution of sovereignty, but they focus more on how limitations in the indi-
vidual state’s actual freedom of action (due to interdependencies in international
politics) have largely voided the concept of sovereignty of any substantial content.

These otherwise different schools of research find the concept of sovereignty
useful and thus stress that sovereignty does not mean actual independence in po-
litical, military, economic, and technological affairs.'?> However, many applica-
tions of the term sovereignty blur this distinction. Therefore, it is not without
reason that Kenneth Waltz, the most prominent spokesman for the neorealistic
school, calls sovereignty a “bothersome concept”.!* The following review of sover-
eignty will show that, while important aspects of the concept have not changed
since it first appeared in political discussions and analyses 300-400 years ago,
other aspects of sovereignty as a political institution have changed considerably.
These changes emphasise the need to specify different aspects of the concept and
to substantiate its value in a concrete analytical context. This is done in the fol-
lowing section by examining sovereignty as a fundamental and relatively stable
norm in international politics, and by scrutinizing the rules governing relations
between sovereign states, which have been more variable.

Sovereignty as a fundamental norm

The concept of sovereignty in its original form can be traced back to the late
Middle Ages and the Renaissance in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.
During that period, it was developed in Europe as a practice and a norm for the
relationship between the existing heterogeneous governments in states, which
began to accept each others’ existence and internal autonomy. The terms state,

12 Robert Jackson and Georg Sgrensen, op. cil. incl. pp. 48-56 and 279-285, note 6; see also: J. Samuel
Barkin and Bruce Cronin, “The State and the nation: Changing norms and the rules of sovereignty in
international relations”, International Organization, vol. 48, no. 1, winter 1994, pp. 107-130; Ole Wever,
Introduktion til Studiet af International Politik [ Introduction to the Study of International Politics], 1992, pp. 54-60.
13 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 1979, p. 95.
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sovereignty, and territory gradually became closely interwoven during this peri-
od." The appearance of the institution of sovereignty as a recognised practice in
relations between states is commonly associated with the Peace of Westphalia
(1648), which formally concluded the Thirty Years’ War. This peace treaty did not
bring about any sudden, significant changes in the relations between the partici-
pating kings, emperors, and other heads of state, and it is not meaningful to
employ the expression “the Westphalian model” as a valid empirical description
of a given historical system. On this point, the notion of “the Westphalian model”
has often functioned as a myth.!® Evaluated from a historical perspective, how-
ever, this peace treaty was an important step towards the development of an inter-
national system based on the existence of sovereign states that could have diplo-
matic relations and enter into treaties with one another. The system was first de-
veloped in Europe, then in North and South America. During the mid-twentieth
century, it also developed in Asia and Africa, covering the entire globe today.'® As
a frame of reference or ideal type, this notion of a state-centred international
system based on a set of fundamental norms is still relevant not just in describing,
but also in understanding and explaining important aspects of international
politics.

In the state-centred international system, the states are by far the most impor-
tant units and their territories are well-defined; they have a given population and
government, and they are recognised by other states as sovereign with all the
rights and duties thereby associated.”” The reciprocal recognition of sovereignty
forms the basis for the development of diplomatic relations between states with
privileges (e.g. immunity), non-intervention, the right of self-defence, and the
right to enter into treaties. The most prominent international organisations (UN,
NATO, and the EU, to name a few) only admit states as members; sovereignty is
the prerequisite for admission to important international fora. State sovereignty
is thus a fundamental characteristic of the organisation of an international soci-
ety.’® Accordingly, the UN treaty incorporates its members’ sovereign equality as
the first principle of the organisation.

In its basic form, sovereignty has two sides: An outer and an inner one that cor-
respond with each other. On the one hand, sovereignty concerns the state’s exter-

" Jens Bartelson, A Genealogy of Sovereignty, 1996, chpt. 4; Thomas J. Biersteker, “State, Sovereignty and
Territory”, Walter Carlsnaes, Thomas Risse, and Beth A. Simmons, Handbook of International Relations,
2001, pp. 157-176; KJ. Holsti, Taming the Sovereigns: Institutional Change in International Politics, 2004, pp.
121-128.

15 Stephen D. Krasner, “Westphalia and All That”, Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane (eds.), Ideas
& Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions and Political Change, 1993, pp. 235-264; as well as “Compromising
Westphalia”, International Security, vol. 20, no. 3, Winter 1995-1996, pp. 115-151. Andreas Osiander,
“Sovereignty, International Relations, and the Westphalian Myth”, International Organization, vol. 55, no.
2, spring 2001, pp. 251-287, is a harsh critique of “the Westphalian Myth”.

16 The only large territory that is not or does not belong to a state is Antarctica, which is administered by
a consortium of states.

17 Alan James, op. cit. pp. 13-14, note 11; Michael Ross Fowler and Julie Marie Bunck, op. cit. pp. 213-233,
note 11.

18 Robert Jackson, “Sovereignty in World Politics: A Glance at the Conceptual and Historical Landscape”,
Political Studies, XLVII, 1999, pp. 431-434.
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nal relations, where the sovereign state cannot be bound by any foreign authority
without its own acceptance. The decisive minimum condition is — as implied
above — constitutional independence, i.e. the constitutional authority in a sover-
eign state lies within the country’s borders and is not a formally binding compo-
nent in a more comprehensive constitutional system.'” On the other hand, sover-
eignty concerns the position of highest internal authority, which can rest with an
absolute ruler, a single party with a monopoly of power, or it can emerge from a
democratic process. Until 1849 in Denmark, the sovereign constitutional author-
ity was the autocratic king. Thereafter, the final sovereign authority has rested
with the Folketing (Danish Parliament) and with the voters during a plebiscite in
compliance with the provisions specified in the Constitution.

This definition of sovereignty as a fundamental norm in international politics
puts great stock in the constitutive element, i.e. it identifies the legitimate au-
thorities and their powers with regard to the legitimate use of force within a
specific territory. It also identifies the powers of these authorities in relation to
the sovereign authorities of other countries. States vary enormously in geographic
area, population, wealth, power etc., but all states are equal in the sense that all
are sovereign.?’ Sovereignty is thus defined as an institution in the same way that
a legislative authority defines, for example, matrimony as an institution: The leg-
islative authority specifies by law certain characteristics for a relationship between
two people that must be present to qualify for the designation of lawful matri-
mony. But, similar to how the concrete substance of a marriage can vary greatly,
the substance and exercise of different countries’ sovereignty can also vary greatly
and depend on many concrete attributes (cf. above). These attributes can, in the
long run, become important for the recognition of sovereignty by other states.
Moreover, serious consequences might ensue if the exercise of sovereignty has
been interrupted for a long period of time as a result of communication problems
with other parts of a state during, for example, a war. Some states can more or less
collapse due to unrest, civil war, extreme hardship etc. that result in the govern-
ment losing control of large portions of the country. Such failed states (quasi-
states) are clearly too lacking in some capacities to function as normal states do.?!

19 Alan James, “The Practice of Sovereign Statehood in Contemporary International Society”, Political
Studies, XLVII, pp. 460-462; Alan James, Sovereign statehood, pp. 38-58; @yvind @sterud, “Suverznitet”
[“Sovereignty”], Mogens N. Pedersen, Kjell Goldmann, and @yvind @sterud (eds.), Leksikon i Statskundskab
[Political Science Encyclopaedial, 1997, p. 228. It is important to note that the minimum prerequisite is that
the constitutional authority in a sovereign state lies within the country’s borders. It is another matter
entirely should this authority be influenced by political ideas flowing across borders, as was the case when
the sovereign states of Europe developed their first democratic constitutions in the nineteenth century. A
state is also called sovereign regardless of whether or not its political system has been forced upon it from
outside, as was the case with the communist states in Eastern Europe during the Cold War.

20 KJ. Holsti, op. cit. pp. 113-118, note 14; Georg Sgrensen, “Sovereignty: Change and Continuity in a
Fundamental Institution”, Political Studies, XLVII, 1999, pp. 591-595; Georg Sgrensen, Changes in Statehood.:
The Transformation of International Relations, 2001, pp. 146-149.

21 Cf. Louise Andersen, “Hvad stiller man op med fejlslagne stater?” [“What does one do with failed
states?”], Udenrigs, no. 2, 2005, pp. 81-91. For a more comprehensive treatment of the subject: Louise
Andersen, International Engagement in Failed States: Choices and Trade-Offs, DIIS Working Paper, no.
2005/20.
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The constitutive meaning of state sovereignty has essentially been a corner-
stone of the international legal system and political order for the last 300-400
years and, in some important respects, it still is. Today, sovereignty and the con-
crete rules associated with it affect innumerable aspects of everyday normal co-
existence between people from different countries and between representatives
of states, regardless of whether or not they take place bilaterally or in multilateral
institutions. For some, the term sovereignty has almost mystical connotations of
untouchability and impenetrability. The mere mention that someone comes from
or represents a “sovereign state” provides a psychological boost that convinces
both that person and others of his/her invulnerability. Nevertheless, a psycho-
logical explanation of fascination with sovereignty cannot alter the fact that it
helps form the basis for realising core values in people’s lives by prescribing a
minimum of predictable order in international society.?? As a basic and, in many
ways, natural organisational principle for international society, the fundamental
norm of state sovereignty has only seldom been challenged seriously. In this sense,
the sovereign state has been extremely viable even though, for many years, it has
been confronted with genuine challenges by the interdependence of states — a
dependence that especially dominates the regional level. In this context, and
since World War II, proposals have been circulating in European cooperation for
transferring parts of the constitutional authority from member states to common
institutions. The common belief is that sovereignty can only function in a mean-
ingful way if it is exercised in cooperation (pooled) with other countries.?

The principle of sovereignty can be compared to traffic regulations: Everyone
knows that they are often disobeyed. That does not, however, change the fact that
traffic regulations are normally observed in important respects, which is of course
why most people actually venture out into traffic. Despite these rules not always
being adhered to, no one has yet challenged the actual principle of having rules
to regulate traffic. Similarly, heads of state are aware that aspects of sovereignty
have always been violated, but this “organised hypocrisy” cannot justify declaring
the concept of sovereignty unimportant.!

22 Alan James, Sovereign Statehood, pp. 15-16: Robert Jackson, “Sovereignty in World Politics”, pp. 454-456;
Michael Ross Fowler and Julie Marie Bunck, op. cit. pp. 140-164, note 11.

23 Humaniter intervention. Retlige og Politiske aspekter | Humanitarian Intervention: Legal and Political Aspects],
Danish Institute of International Affairs, 1999, p. 17; Ian Hurd, “Legitimacy and Authority in International
Politics”, International Organization, vol. 53, no. 2, spring 1999, p. 393; J.D.B. Miller, “The sovereign state
and its future”, International Journal, vol. 39, 1984, pp. 284-301; J.D.B. Miller, “Sovereignty as a source of
vitality for the state”, Review of International Studies, vol. 12, 1986, pp. 79-89. For European cooperation and
proposals for the common exercise of sovereignty, see William Wallace, “The Sharing of Sovereignty: The
European Paradox”, Political Studies, XLVII, 1999, pp. 503-521.

2t The parallel to traffic regulations is taken from Robert H. Jackson, Quasi-States: Sovereignty, International
Relations, and the Third World, p. 38; for “organised hypocrisy”, see Stephen D. Krasner, Sovereignty:
Organized Hypocrisy, 1999, incl. p. 25. See also: Daniel Philpott, “Usurping the Sovereignty of Sovereignty”,
World Politics, vol. 53, no. 2, January 2001, pp. 297-324.
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Changes in the rules of sovereignty

In an international society where sovereignty is the fundamental norm, numerous
changes in the rules for interaction between sovereign states have taken place.
The most changeable rules have been those for the admittance of new members
to the club of sovereign states, i.e. the rules for recognition of new states.”® For
many years, the sovereign states acting as “gatekeepers” were mainly European.
Non-European countries only became members of the sovereign states’ club by
fulfilling the criteria imposed on them by club members. From a historical per-
spective, the criteria have changed, however, and they have only been stable for
short periods of time. The most important changes occurred after World War I,
when democratic norms began to supersede traditional diplomatic norms in rela-
tions between states.

After World War I, sovereignty of the people, or the right of self-determination
(cf. below), became a new basis for recognition. The principle was not, however,
clearly formulated or used. The decisive factor was that the enormous catastrophe
of World War I was, to a great extent, ascribed to traditional diplomacy. This di-
plomacy was governed by fairly well-defined and accepted rules for the interac-
tion of states, but also by secrecy, double-dealing, and a lack of responsibility to-
wards democratic institutions. Because of a clash with this latter aspect of tradi-
tional diplomacy, some political ideas and democratic norms were grafted into a
sphere that, for hundreds of years, had been based on norms from a world com-
pletely different from that of democracy and the rule of the people. This grafting
became even clearer after World War II, when political attitudes and objectives
often overshadowed rules about territory, population, governmental authority,
and actual control as criteria for diplomatic recognition. Examples of recognition
policy that did not follow that of traditional diplomacy are that many countries
did not recognise the Soviet Union’s violent annexation of the Baltic states in
1939-1940, and again after Nazi Germany was expelled; none of the Arab coun-
tries recognised Israel until many years after that state’s formation in 1948; and
the US did not recognise China until many years after the establishment of the
People’s Republic in 1949. It has also proven difficult for many existing states to
apply traditional standards of recognition concerning racist states in southern
Africa.?® All of these examples show that no doubt existed about who was really in
possession of internal authority and power. The problem, however, was that re-
gimes in power were often so repulsive or odious that diplomatic recognition
could easily be regarded as — or misinterpreted as — a politico-ethical stamp of
approval.

% @yvind Psterud, “The narrow gate: Entry to the club of sovereign states”, Review of International Studies,
vol. 23, 1997, pp. 167-184. See also: Georg Sgrensen, “Sovereignty”, op. cit., note 20; Georg Sgrensen,
Changes in Statehood, pp. 149-151.

% K. J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis, 1995, pp. 131-132; Alan James, Sovereign
Statehood, pp. 150-161.
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All in all, the rules for recognition have become more controversial, less auto-
matic, and less predictable in their application during the twentieth century.
Changes were well under way in the first few years after World War II. Recognition
of a sovereign state, which seems at a specific point to be the expression of a wise
and judicious assessment of political power relations in accordance with tradi-
tional norms for recognition, later runs the risk of becoming a reprehensible ac-
commodation to seemingly immutable international power relations. This ten-
dency towards greater unpredictability in the judicious practice of recognition
reflects on sovereignty as a fundamental norm, which also becomes less stable in
its applications.

This conclusion leads to the next subject: The right of self-determination as a
norm in international politics.

National right of self-determination

The principle of the national right of self-determination has two aspects: On the
one hand, a constitutional principle expressing the idea that the citizens of a na-
tion (“a people”) have the right to determine their own affairs, and on the other
hand, a principle for the demarcation of states after which a people or a nation
has the right to form a state where they can control their own affairs.?” Compared
to the concept of sovereignty, these aspects show that, where sovereignty began as
a dynastic sovereignty, it has now become a democratically rooted sovereignty, a
people’s sovereignty based on a notion of the right of self-determination of na-
tions and peoples.?

The concept of the right of self-determination is, as mentioned, full of latent
connotations. In order to best explain the concept and lay the foundation for as-
sessing its relevance in the analysis of the Greenland issue, it is appropriate to first
look briefly at the principle’s historic roots and its development since the idea
came about two hundred years ago. Next, on the basis of the UN Charter’s
Articles on peoples’ right of self-determination, a number of problems related to
the practical application of this right in the years immediately after World War II
are studied. These problems have time and time again plagued the advocates of
the right of self-determination, regardless of the degree to which states or nations
are dependent on the rest of the world.

27 Alfred Cobban, The Nation State and National Self-Determination, 1969; Jordan J. Paust, “Self-
Determination: A Definitional focus”, Yonah Alexander and Robert A. Friedlander (eds.), Self-
Determination: National, Regional, and Global Dimensions, 1980, pp. 3-18; Rudolfo Stavenhagen, “Self-
Determination: Right or Demon?”, Donald Clark and Robert Williamson (eds.), Self-Determination:
International Perspectives, 1996, pp. 1-11; @yvind @sterud, “Selvbestemmelse” [“Self-Determination”],
Mogens N. Pedersen, Kjell Goldmann, and @yvind @sterud (eds.), Leksikon i Statskundskab [Political Science
Encyclopaedia), 1997, p. 214.

2 Robert Jackson, “Sovereignty in World Politics”, p. 444.
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Origin and development

The notion of national (or the people’s) right of self-determination stems from a
liberal ideology on liberty concerning the rights of the individual, and was thus
developed in opposition to absolutism and dynasty-based sovereignty. The prin-
ciple was first clearly expressed in the American Declaration of Independence
(1776), which stated that a government’s right to power rested with the consent of
the governed, and that it is the right of the people to establish a new government
if those previously in power had violated fundamental rights.?’ In Europe, the
French Revolution (1789) rejected the notion that the inhabitants of a country
were the monarch’s subjects; all sovereignty must be based on the nation and its
citizens.*® Throughout the nineteenth century, and particularly in the years fol-
lowing 1848, the idea of the people’s sovereignty as opposed to dynastic sover-
eignty won great support among liberal and popular movements. These move-
ments used the idea as a basis for their demands for democratic rights in nations
and for the drafting of rules of law governing relations between nations, i.e. inter-
national law (see also the historical survey in chapter 5).

During World War I, the demand for the national right of self-determination
achieved a breakthrough. The American President, Woodrow Wilson, declared in
1915 that this principle must constitute the foundation of a future peace treaty. In
the following year, the British Foreign Ministry’s memorandum lent support to
the principle, and President Wilson appealed to all of the warring parties to pub-
lish their war aims in accordance with the principle of nationality. After the US
entered the war in the spring of 1917, President Wilson presented his famous
“Fourteen Points” for peace in a speech delivered to Congress in January 1918.
The right of self-determination was not specifically named in this speech, but a
number of the fourteen proposals pursued the principle of the peoples’ right to
determine their own national status. The President concluded his points by em-
phasising the principle of all peoples’ and nationalities’ right to live on equal and
secure terms with one another.?’ However, the expression “self-determination”
was found in the speech that President Wilson, in the following month, gave in
Congress in response to European reactions to his first speech — even though
“self-determination” still did not appear as one of the fundamental principles for
concluding peace presented on this occasion. One notable point about President
Wilson’s and other American declarations was that they highlighted the evolu-
tionary aspect of the right of self-determination and placed emphasis on well-or-
dered liberal reforms, as opposed to the new communist challenge from Moscow

2 “The Declaration of Independence as Adopted by Congress”, 4 July 1776, J. A. Leo Lemay (ed.), An Early
American Reader, 1988, pp. 688-691.

%0 “Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen”, approved by the National Assembly of France,
26 August 1789, cf. http://www.hrcr.org/docs/frenchdec.html.

3 http://www.lib.byu.edu/~rdh/wwi/1918/14points.html; @yvind @sterud, NasjonenesSelvbestemmelsesrell.
Sgkelys pd en politisk doktrine [The Nations’ Right to Self-Determination: Focus on a Political Doctrine], 1992, pp.
93f.
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that linked the right of self-determination with the right of violent revolution.
Overall, the Wilson administration’s position on national self-determination was
ambivalent, partly, among other things, because the President himself was incon-
sistent in his concrete use of the principle. Prominent members of the Wilson
administration were deeply sceptical of the President’s, in their opinion, naive
concessions to the right of self-determination.* However, in comparison with the
ambiguous stance of many European governments, the American government
was a strong supporter of the national right of self-determination.

In the Treaty of Versailles (1919) and in other peace treaties after World War I,
the application of the national right of self-determination was restricted to se-
lected parts of Europe. The actual term did not appear either in the Covenant of
the League of Nations or in any of the peace treaties.>® America’s European allies
never fully accepted the American President’s Fourteen Points. With the excep-
tion of some changes in defeated Germany’s borders (including North Schleswig/
South Jutland), the nationality principle was chiefly followed first in Central and
Eastern Europe, where in the wake of the dissolution of the empires of Austria-
Hungary and Turkey, which had been defeated in the war, a number of new states
arose.?* Overall, the newly-drawn borders and the formation of new states meant
that the total number of Europeans living outside their own national state, or who
did not belong to one at all, fell from sixty to thirty million.*® From this perspec-
tive and according to the nation-state principle, the new boundaries drawn in
Europe after World War I were less unjust than those from before the war.
However, the nationality principle was limited in its application since it proved
impossible to draw boundaries that did not leave a national minority on the
wrong side of the border, and so national problems in Europe acquired greater
political significance as a result of the “less unjust” borders. Outside Europe, the
right of self-determination was limited by the laying down of conditions for its
use, particularly with regard to political and economic stages of development —
not the least because it was feared that if the colonial populations were given in-
dependence too early, a minority could easily force an authoritarian regime onto
the majority and thus block the way to genuine political freedom.*® The fact that
such an attitude can be characterised today as both patriarchal and provident
reveals a great deal about the problematic interplay between sovereignty, the right
of self-determination, and independence.

32 http://www.firstworldwar.com/source/fourteenpoints_wilson2.htm. See also: W. Ofuatey-Kodjoe, The
Principle of Self-Determination in International Law, 1977, p. 72; @yvind @sterud, Nasjonenes Selvbestemmelsesrell
[The Nations’ Right to Self-Determination], pp. 107-108.

% Robert A. Friedlander, “Self-Determination: A Legal-Political Inquiry”, Yonah Alexander and Robert
A. Friedlander (eds.), Self-Determination: National, Regional and Global Dimensions, 1996, pp. 307f.

3% Antonio Cassese, Self-Determination of Peoples: A Legal Reappraisal, 1996, pp. 23-27 & 32-33.

% Niels Arne Sgrensen, Den Store Krig. Europeernes Fyrste Verdenskrig [The Great War: The Europeans’ First
World War], 2005, pp. 333-335.

3 Robert H. Jackson, “The Weight of ideas in Decolonization: Normative Change in International
Relations”, Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane, Ideas & Foreign Policy. Beliefs, Institutions, and Political
Change, 1993, pp. 120-121.
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During World War II, the notion of peoples’ right of self-determination once
again picked up steam. The Atlantic Charter, which was signed by President
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill at their meeting on a warship off the
coast of Newfoundland in August of 1941, was one of the most important indica-
tors of this progress. Both statesmen declared that, after the war, no territorial
changes were to be made without the consent of the peoples concerned. They also
declared that all peoples have the right to choose their own form of government,
and that sovereign rights and self-government were to be restored to those who
had these rights taken away. A few weeks later, Churchill declared to the House of
Commons that the proclaimed self-determination did not include the British
colonies. Instead, it was aimed chiefly at restoring sovereignty and self-govern-
ment to the nations that were under the yoke of Nazi Germany.*” The American
President’s interpretation of the declaration, in accordance with the traditional
divergences of the US and Great Britain, was no doubt more far-reaching than
that of the British prime minister’s. (The disagreement is elaborated further in
chapter 4.)

The UN Charter and the right of self-determination in practice®®

The UN Charter directly refers to nations and peoples’ right of self-determina-
tion in two instances. Within the Charter, Chapter I on the UN’s purposes and
principles, Article 1, 2, states the objective “to develop friendly relations among
nations” as one of the UN’s purposes based on “the principle of equal rights and
self-determination of peoples”. Chapter IX on international economic and social
cooperation, Article 55, again mentions “the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples”. In two other instances, the less demanding term “self-
government” is used: In Chapter XI, which concerns the non-self-governing ter-
ritories (cf. chapter 4 on the process of decolonisation), Article 73 states that UN
members responsible for the administration of such territories should “develop
self-government”, and in Chapter XII, which describes the international trustee-
ship system, Article 76 states that promotion of the trust territories’ “progressive
development towards self-government or independence” is one of the objectives.*

These provisions are not very precise. They were, of course, the outcome of a
compromise reached during the negotiations not just between the leading gov-
ernments, but also between the different factions within the American govern-
ment, which played a prominent role in the formulation of the UN Charter.*’ The
provision of unequivocal guidelines for a correct interpretation is not possible,
but on the basis of both the discussions held during the drafting of the Charter
and the events of the next few years, one can certainly comment on how the pro-

7 http://usinfo.state.gov/usa/infousa/facts/democrac/53.htm; Antonio Cassese, op. cit. p. 37, note 34.
In chapter 5, an account is given of self-determination on the basis of international law.
http://www.un.org/aboutun/charter/.

W. Ofuatey-Kodjoe, op. cit. pp. 97ff, note 32. For further details about the compromise, see chapter 4.
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visions are not to be understood. The two direct references are thus not an injunc-
tion for the UN’s members to secure “peoples’ self-determination” in the same
sense that the Charter, for example, requires members to refrain from acts of ag-
gression and gives the Security Council special powers to oppose such acts. Nor
do they mean that an ethnic, national, or linguistic minority has the right to se-
cede from a sovereign state (for colonies, see chapter 4), and nor do they mean
that the people of a sovereign state have a right guaranteed by the UN to freely
choose their government. This lack of guarantee was especially important to es-
tablish for communist states and for Third World states that were former colonies
and that were a long way from being able to fulfil requirements for freely-elected
governments. On the other hand, there was a broad consensus in the UN that
existing states had the right to determine their own internal affairs without any
external interference. The focus was on the rights of states — not individuals. Here,
too, agreement existed between the communist countries and the newly indepen-
dent states that were once colonies.*!

One special version of the right of self-determination in practice is called “free
association”, meaning a constitutional state midway between integration into the
metropolitan state and full independence. Two parties can enter into a free as-
sociation treaty on the basis of international law. This treaty provides full domes-
tic self-determination supplemented by an agreement that the metropolitan state
will assist in specific areas.*? In terms of foreign policy, competence can vary from
strictly limited foreign policy power that is possibly confined to regional politics,
to almost total self-determination in foreign relations with limits only in the areas
of security and defence, but with full membership in the UN. Such variations al-
low free association to be tailored to the concrete circumstances, while treaties for
this purpose can be more or less permanent with agreed time intervals for re-
newal if desired. Free association is utilised in particular by numerous islands
around the world. Since 1965, free association treaties have been entered into by
the Cook Islands and New Zealand (1965), the Marshall Islands and the US
(1983), Micronesia and the US (1986), Aruba and the Netherlands (1986), and
Palau and the US (1993). The Marshall Islands, Micronesia, and Palau are mem-
bers of the UN, while the Cook Islands and Aruba are not recognised and do not
consider themselves as independent states.*® Partially in this context, there has
been considerable interest in recent years in the right of self-determination for

4 Antonio Cassese, op. cil. pp. 41-43 & 317ff, note 34; Rosalyn Higgins, Problems and Process: International
Law and How We Use It, 1998, pp. 111-114; Muhammad Aziz Shukri, The Concept of Self-Determination in the
United Nations, 1965. See also: Hans Kohn, “The United Nation and Self-Determination”, The Review of
Politics, vol. 20, no. 4, October 1958, pp. 526-545.

2 The following is based on information taken from the website of the North Atlantic Group in the
Folketing: http://www.dnag.dk/index.php?id=375.

43 http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/aa.html; http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/
factbook/geos/cw.html.
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so-called indigenous peoples.** For these peoples, historical continuity plays a
special role. They inhabit lands that were inhabited by their ancestors, and they
are characterised by a distinct culture and language that they share with their
forefathers. Ethnic Greenlanders (Inuit — formerly Eskimos) are an indigenous
people. Many accounts emphasise that the relationship between humans and na-
ture is central to the Inuits’ and other primitive peoples’ view of life.*®

When the national right of self-determination is realised, one of the unique
problems that arises is the definition of a nation or “a people”. This problem was
expressed in a British treatise fifty years ago: “... the people cannot decide until
somebody decides who the people are”*® In order to obtain an overview of the
different perceptions of a nation, these perceptions can be simplified into variants
of two main types: A so-called objective and a so-called subjective variant. The
objective variant is based on common cultural characteristics such as ethnic back-
ground, language, religion, and history, which typify a people who inhabit or are
tied to a specific area of land and clearly distinguish them from other peoples. The
so-called subjective national perception is based on political characteristics such
as sentiments and a feeling of belonging, expressed wishes, or wills. Simply put, the
objective (or cultural) perception of nationhood is a question of something given,
while the subjective (or political) is a question of something willed. (A definition
of “a people” from the viewpoint of international law is found in chapter 5).47

One example that is often given of the subjective perception, based on senti-
ments and a feeling of belonging, is the first lines of a verse from Grundtvig’s
poem “Folkeligheden”, printed in Danskeren in 1848:

To one people they all belong,

Committed to one nation they understand.
With an ear for their mother tongue,
Burning with fire for their fatherland;

# Gudmundur Alfredsson, “Minorities, Indigenous and Tribal Peoples, and Peoples: Definitions of
Terms as a Matter of International Law”, Nazila Ghanea and Alexandra Xanthaki (eds.), Minorities, Peoples
and Self-Determination, 2005, pp. 163-172.

5 John B. Henriksen, “Implementation of the Right of Self-Determination of Indigenous Peoples”,
Indigenous Affairs, March 2001, pp. 6-21; Jens Dahl, “Self-Government in Greenland”, Indigenous Affairs,
3/01, p. 38; Den Store Danske Encyklopedi [ The Big Danish Encyclopeadial, vol. 9, 1997, p. 449.

6 Sir Ivor Jennings, The Approach to Self-Government, 1956, pp. 55-56. In its entirety, Ivor Jennings’
commentary was sharp: “Nearly forty years ago a Professor of Political Science who was also President of
the United States, President Wilson, enunciated a doctrine which was ridiculous, but which was accepted
as a sensible proposition, the doctrine of self-determination. On the surface it seemed reasonable: let the
people decide. It was in fact ridiculous because the people cannot decide until somebody decides who the
people are”.

47 Ernest Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, 1983, pp. 7 & 53f; @yvind @sterud, Nasjonenes Selvbestemmelsesreit
[Nations’ Right to Self-Determination] 2, pp. 17-23; Qyvind Osterud, Hva er nasjonalisme? [What is
Nationalism?], 1994, pp. 17-19. See also: Besvarelse af spprgsmdl 1: Hvorvidt det gronlandske folk er et folk i
Jolkeretslig henseende, Notat, Juridisk Tjeneste, Udenrigsministeriet, [Answer to Question 1: How the
Greenlanders Are a People with Respect to International Law, Note, Legal Counsel, Ministry of Foreign Affairs],
8 November 2004. The note concludes that the Greenlanders can be defined as a people in respect to
international law, http://www.dnag.dk/index.php?id=375.
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Closer examination of Grundtvig’s text makes it clear that it is not an unam-
biguously subjective definition. Instead, it is a mixture of the two perceptions.
The first two lines point unequivocally at manifest wishes and wills being crucial,
while the last two lines indicate linguistic and cultural patterns. Generally, in
Europe the cultural perception of nationality has its roots in German Romanticism,
while the political perception has its roots in the French Revolution, among other
things. In practice, there will always be, to some degree, a merging of these two
perceptions, but the actual mixture can greatly vary, with either the cultural or
the political perception of nationhood as the most dominant. The American per-
ception of nationhood has traditionally been dominated by a political concept of
a nation, which, based on the American Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution, emphasises certain individual notions of liberty that Americans
choose to endorse.*®

When the concept of self-determination is employed in a study and an analysis,
it should be noted that the right of self-determination has been used and misused
in numerous ways with great imagination for the last couple of hundred years. In
the years after World War 11, this proliferation of uses was influenced by the po-
litical trends in international relations that were occurring in the UN, which was
a preeminent political arena in this area. The standards governing the right of
self-determination are, therefore, far from clear. The term’s interweaving with
actual political conflicts has encumbered its usage with many shortcomings.*
Thus, to use the concept analytically, it must first be placed in a given historical
and ideational context.

Factors governing dependence:
National security policy and economics

Sovereignty does not mean that states can do whatever they please. Invocation of
sovereignty is not an impenetrable shield that can be summoned to ward off a
disagreeable world. Possession of the legitimate authority to make a decision is one
thing, but it is another to be in control of the effects of that decision.’® To evaluate
the latter, dependence on the surrounding world must be included in the analysis.
The relationship between governmental decision-makers and the ambient factors
they depend on, i.e. the factors that affect a decision and shape its effects, can be

8 Uffe Ostergard, Europas Ansigter. Nationale stater og politiske kulturer i en ny, gammel verden [The Faces of
Europe: National States and Political Cultures in a New, Old World], 1992, pp. 46-48 & 90-98; Uffe Ostergard,
“Nation, nationalisme, og nationalstat” [“Nation, Nationalism, and Nationstate”], Tim Knudsen (ed.),
Kernebegreber i politik [Key Concepts in Politics], 2004, pp. 102-132. @yvind Osterud, Hva er nasjonalisme?
[What is Nationalism?], pp. 19-27.

49 Cf. Antonio Cassese, op. cit. pp. 330-331, note 34.

5 The line between authority and control corresponds to the line between “rule-making” and “rule-
enforcement”, cf. Janice E. Thomson, “State Sovereignty in International Relations: Bridging the Gap
Between Theory and Empirical Research”, International Studies Quarterly, vol. 39, no. 2, June 1995, p. 223.
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illustrated in various ways.”! The survey that follows is based on the notion that
national security and economic factors set certain limits that restrict the decisions
made by Danish authorities and their consequences in the Greenland issue.
These limits also created certain opportunities that the Danish authorities could
exploit. The nature of these limits and opportunities must be further examined.
How clear were the limits and opportunities for the contemporary decision mak-
ers, and what was the relationship between these limits and opportunities? The
first two of the three following sections describe factors governing dependence in
the Greenland issue in terms of national security policy, while the third section
discusses the economic factors.

After liberation

Shortly after liberation, it appeared that Denmark and the US had widely diver-
gent interpretations of the Greenland Agreement of 1941, its duration, and
Greenland’s role in national security policy. While Denmark wished to rescind
the agreement and wished for the US to relinquish its presence in Greenland, the
US was most unwilling to comply. These positions were maintained until the
spring of 1948, when Denmark gave up any hope of obtaining an American com-
mitment to leave Greenland.

In the summer of 1945, according to reports to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
in Copenhagen, there were rumours in the American press about a direct
American purchase or takeover of Greenland. Proposals to this effect had been
made in the House of Representatives.” A couple of months later, Ambassador
Henrik Kauffmann, however, reported with reassurance that the State Department
was inclined to laugh at such proposals. He did not believe that any grounds for
taking them seriously existed. Accordingly, Jens R. Dahl, director of the Ministry
of Foreign Affair’s politico-legal department, wrote to Knud Oldendow in the
Greenland Administration early in 1946 that the matter could, for the time being,
be considered dropped, but he warned that it could come up again.53 The notion
that the US should purchase Greenland was occasionally debated publicly during
these years. Each time it was debated, the mere idea of such a transaction was
indignantly rejected by all political parties. The Budget debate of March 1947 is
a notable example, when Jens Sgnderup (V) stated:

1 A classic study is: Harold and Margaret Sprout, “Environmental Factors in the Study of International
Politics”, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, vol. I, 1957, pp. 309-328. The article is printed in James N.
Rosenau (ed.), International Politics and Foreign Policy: A Reader in Research and Theory, rev. ed., 1969, pp.
41-56. The article is also printed in a Danish publication: Artikelsamling om synspunkter pa studiet af
International Politik [A Collection of Articles on Viewpoints in the Study of International Politics], 1971, pp. 128-147.
%2 The Danish National Archives, GS, journal 10004,/1045 Political cases in Greenland - external, C.A.C.
Brun’s report to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs from the Embassy in Washington, “No. 344 Proposal for
the Purchase of Greenland”, 10 August 1945.

% The Danish National Archives, GS, journal 10004,/1945, report by Henrik Kauffmann, 23 November
1945, “ No. 974 Proposal for the Purchase of Greenland”; Danish National Archives, GS, journal
10004/45, letter from J. R. Dahl to Knud Oldendow, 15 January 1946.
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There have been rumours in the newspapers about America
wishing to acquire Greenland. King Dollar is, so to speak,
about to become a major factor in all areas. I am not aware of
any approach concerning the purchase of Greenland, but as-
sume that it is a given that we will not embark on anything in
that respect. Should the Greenlanders desire another relation-
ship or secession, that would be another matter, but in this re-
spect there can be no question of any form of financial trans-
action.’

Foreign Minister Gustav Rasmussen replied that the idea of Denmark ceding
Greenland was absurd. On behalf of the government, he declared that Denmark
was not willing to sell or in any way cede Greenland to a foreign power.% In the
following years, this declaration was repeated on many occasions and was a per-
manent component of handling relations with the US as part of Denmark’s
Greenland policy. Correspondingly, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the
Greenland Administration were very preoccupied with asserting Denmark’s sov-
ereignty over Greenland with respect to the American presence and American
interests.

The American bases quickly developed into a central issue. In the autumn of
1945, to the Ministry of Foreign Affair’s great surprise, Kauffmann reported that
the Americans wanted to keep their bases on the island. Kauffmann, however,
only told Copenhagen a limited amount of information about the extent of the
American request; it is clear that he was playing a double role with regard to the
government. For example, in collusion with a close acquaintance in the State
Department, he prepared a strategy for how best to promote, in neutral Denmark,
the issue of the American bases in Greenland.’® Important aspects of the contents
of America’s request were not known in Copenhagen. After a fruitless attempt was
made in the autumn of 1946 to inform the American administration that nego-
tiations on the annulment of the agreement were desired, Foreign Minister
Gustav Rasmussen visited Washington at the end of 1946. He was presented with
a memorandum containing three alternative solutions to annulment by American
Secretary of State Byrnes. Two of the solutions represented variations of the 1941
agreement, while the third — which was preferred by the US and believed to be
best for Denmark — was that the US should purchase Greenland. The American
memorandum conceded that purchase was a radical solution, but it would once
and for all end the complex problem that exposed both the US and Denmark to

5 “3rd Reading of Budget for 1947-48, Rigsdagstidende. Forhandlinger i Folketinget 1946/47 [ Rigsdagstidende.
Debates in the Folketing 1946/47], 11 March 1947, section 3576. Christmas Mgller (KF) also touched on the
subject, cf. section 3592.

% “3rd Reading of Budget for 1947-48”, Rigsdagstidende. Forhandlinger i Folketinget 1946/47 [ Rigsdagstidende.
Debates in the Folketing 1946/47], 12 March 1947, section 3650.

% Erik Beukel, “Henrik Kauffmann som politisk diplomat” [“Henrik Kauffmann as a Political Diplomat™],
Historie, 1997, 2, pp. 318-331; Bo Lidegaard, I Kongens Navn. Henrik Kauffmann i Dansk Diplomati 1919-58
[In the Name of the King: Henrik Kauffmann in Danish Diplomacy 1919-58], 1996, pp. 394-398 & 419ft.
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the criticism of other powers. Moreover, the purchase price amount would relieve
Denmark’s strained economic situation and release Denmark from further ex-
penses in Greenland’s administration. The Danish Foreign Minister was sur-
prised, if not shocked, by the American proposal, and it now became clear to the
foreign policy leaders in Copenhagen that Denmark was trapped in a delicate
situation shaped by a subtle interplay between foreign and domestic political in-
terests and conceptions. The dilemma was further compounded by the fact that
the American ambassador in Copenhagen, Josiah Marvel, had been instructed by
the Secretary of State to inform the Danish Foreign Minister that the latter
should refrain from any action that could lead to the disclosure of the discussion
between the two ministers at their recent meeting.”’

It was a fundamental problem that the Danish government had only an ex-
tremely limited understanding of Greenland’s significance in the new geostrate-
gic map at the beginning of the Cold War, including the consequences of
Greenland’s geographic location on a direct flight path between the eastern
United States and core Soviet zones around Moscow. This absence of insight had
a complex background. First, it was both natural and obvious for a small country
whose national security horizon had traditionally been, and still was, regionally
based. Such was the case when Prime Minister Knud Kristensen, in the summer
of 1947, attempted to link a permanent base arrangement for the US in Greenland
with active American support for Denmark in the South Schleswig issue.’
Second, the government was never — as mentioned above — informed by the em-
bassy in Washington of the American visions and plans that might have chal-
lenged the thinking in Copenhagen. Third, the government had time and again
in the years following the war either shrunk from admitting or directly denied
that the US had any interest in Greenland other than to assist Denmark in the
island’s defence. All in all, in the years immediately after the war, it was by no
means apparent to the Danish political leaders that Denmark, together with other
Western countries, could have any interest in taking advantage of Greenland’s
geographic location as part of a common national security strategy against the
Soviet Union. This reasoning and the factor of national security dependence were
not understood and only accepted reluctantly after a couple of decades had
passed. They did not play any role in the limited public debate about the
Greenland issue at this time and not at all in relation to the Greenlanders.

In response to domestic pressure, especially from the Communist Party of
Denmark (DKP), to inform the public about the progress of negotiations with the
US concerning the closure of the American bases, the government, based on an

57 Niels Amstrup, “Grgnland I Det Amerikansk-Danske Forhold 1945-48” [“Greenland and the
Relationship between America and Denmark 1945-48”], Niels Amstrup and Ib Faurby (eds.), Studier 1
Dansk Udenrigspolitik [ Studies in Danish Foreign Policy], 1978, pp. 178-179; Thorsten Borring Olesen and Poul
Villaume, I Blokopdelingens Tegn 1945-1972 [ The Challenge of Bloc-Building 1945-1972], Dansk Udenrigspolitiks
Historie 5 [The History of Danish Foreign Policy 5], 2005, pp. 52-56; Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk
og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security
Policy 1945-68], Attachment, Danish Institute of International Affairs, 1997, pp. 78-80.

% Cf. Ditlev Tamm, Federspiel. En dansk europeer [Federspiel: A Danish European], 2005, p. 190.
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agreement with the Americans following discussions between Kauffmann and
officials in the State Department, announced that in May 1947 it had delivered a
note to the US requesting consultations pursuant to Article X of the 1941 agree-
ment. That same autumn, the American government informed the Danish gov-
ernment that they were willing to commence these consultations. Until the spring
of 1948, the government employed these consultations as a strategy for mitigating
the delicate situation while they worked towards annulment of the 1941 accord.
This annulment would consequently remove America’s presence, but Denmark, in
return, would maintain the existing base facilities and allow the US to take them
over in the event of imminent war. Early in 1948, it became clear that this route
was unacceptable to the US, which stuck to its more ambitious plans, including
that of purchasing Greenland. Both countries agreed to tread water and abide by
the status quo.” This “tread-water-policy” was combined with a new development:
The Hedtoft government — which after the change of government in November
1947 had recognised Kauffmann’s double game, cf. above — had begun to take
over Kauffmann’s double politics and extend it to a form of double double-poli-
tics. In front of the Danish public, the government maintained the impression
that the American presence in Greenland was being phased out, but it also let the
US believe that Denmark would not take any such steps; internally, the govern-
ment was working heavily at the same time on how it could get rid of the American
bases in Greenland. Meanwhile, in Washington, Kauffmann continued with his
personal efforts to find a solution that could give the US permanent base rights in
Greenland.®® However, the Danish government would not budge on one point:
Denmark should assert its sovereignty over Greenland.

Starting in the autumn of 1947, much analytical work was set in motion by the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in order to achieve a better position in the negotia-
tions with the US — and probably to also achieve less dependence on Kauffmann’s
activities in Washington. Different approaches were analysed and discussed. The
result of these activities was, however, preempted by external events. In the spring
of 1948, the escalation of the Cold War (the Soviet pressure on Finland, the coup
d’état in Czechoslovakia, the Berlin Blockade, and other East-West clashes), along
with the repercussions in Denmark (the Easter Crisis), gravely overshadowed the
significance of Greenland for the Danish government. With the prior endorse-
ment of right-wing parties, the government made a declaration on 8 April that
signalled a temporary conclusion to the Greenland issue.%!

% Thorsten Borring Olesen and Poul Villaume, op. cit. pp. 53-55, note 57; Grgnland under den kolde krig.
Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National
Security Policy 1945-68], Danish Foreign Policy Institute, 1997, p. 82; see also: Memorandum of
Conversation, Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during
the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], Attachment 6, pp. 35-37.

0 Erik Beukel, op. cit. p. 325, note 56; Bo Lidegaard, op. cit. pp. 436-439, note 56.

51 Niels Amstrup, op. cit. pp. 193-194, note 57; Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk
sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68],
pp. 84-92.

52 CHAPTER 3



Danish resistance to letting the US have a permanent military presence in
Greenland was based on the fear that the Soviet Union would demand some re-
ciprocation in South Denmark, such as military control over Bornholm or other
parts of the country. However, this fear was baseless: There is no indication that
the Soviet leadership ascribed any significance to Greenland in Danish-Soviet
relations or directly envisioned any linkage of these two subjects as part of Soviet
policy. In 1947, in a speech in Moscow on the anniversary of the revolution of 7
November, Foreign Minister Molotov stated that, for Denmark and other small
countries, it must be intolerable not to be free of American bases. Molotov named
Greenland in particular. By the end of the 1940s, further diplomatic expressions
of displeasure from the Soviets over the American activities in Greenland devel-
oped, but the diverse criticisms were not followed by clear political action. To all
appearances, the island did not play any special role for the Russians.®?

The people of Greenland were not involved in any of these considerations. Nor
does it seem that any Danish decision makers suggested or considered asking the
Greenlanders for their opinions. However, there was a particular aspect of the
relations between Greenlanders and Americans in Greenland that worried the
Danish decision makers in Copenhagen and reinforced the desire to assert
Denmark’s sovereignty over the island and have it reflected as much as possible in
actual control. The anxiety was due to the fact that, after the war, contact between
Greenlanders and Americans had become increasingly problematic. The number
of contacts reported was rising, and the ways in which they met with one another
were manifold.®® Whatever the character of the communication, the Danish and
Greenland authorities regarded these goings-on very seriously. Among other
things, they feared that syphilis would spread to the people of Greenland and that
Greenland’s economy would suffer as a consequence of the contact between the
population and the soldiers. They also feared that, in general, these contacts
might have a damaging effect on individual Greenlanders and on the local soci-
ety.%

Copenhagen also received reports of the American authorities and soldiers
becoming more integrated into post-war Greenland in ways that could not be
rejected as harmful. For example, base personnel were able to assist with vital

%2 Bent Jensen, Bjgrnen og Haren. Sovjetunionen og Danmark 1945-1965 [The Bear and the Hare: The Soviet
Union and Denmark 1945-1965], 1999, pp. 211-217.

% There were reports about “young girls” on the bases, American servicemen spending the night outside
the bases, Greenlanders being employed on the bases, and numerous presents being distributed from the
bases. See Greenland National Archives, governor of South Greenland, archive 1947, box 136; Greenland
National Archives, governor of South Greenland, archive 1948, box 144; Greenland National Archives,
governor of South Greenland, archive 1949, box 166.

5 The quantity of reports led to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs contacting the State Department
“American Military Personnel’s Relations with the Greenland Population, 28 Feb. 1947”, Greenland
National Archives, governor of South Greenland, archive 1947, box 136.
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medical services, and the Americans sought to “legalise” this practice.®® It was
duly noted that the Greenlandic society was grateful to the American servicemen
for this assistance.®® All in all, Copenhagen had many reasons to fear that
Greenland was about to slip away from Denmark.

Denmark and the US in NATO

When Denmark became a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) in the spring of 1949, the national security policy decision-makers in
Copenhagen hoped and expected that the issues concerning the American bases
in Greenland would become a multilateral North Atlantic Treaty matter, one that
would be discussed and decided on within the common institutions that were cre-
ated by the Treaty. Prior to accession to NATO, such issues were handled bilater-
ally between the American superpower and the small country of Denmark. The
superpower was thus given the opportunities to apply both direct and indirect
pressure. Some people in the Danish decision-making circle expected that, since
Denmark and the US had now become allies, the US could rest assured that the
island was under the control of an ally. Therefore, in peacetime they could confi-
dently vacate the bases wholly or partially. Until the advent of the Korean War in
the summer of 1950, parts of the Truman administration were not entirely unsym-
pathetic to such notions, but they were clearly falling out of favour in Washington.
Other leading Danish politicians more directly expressed their private expecta-
tions and calculations concerning the handling of the Greenland issue under the
new multilateral auspices. For example, when the decision to join the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization was made, Trade Minister Jens Otto Krag wrote in
his diary that one of the arguments favouring the decision was “the USA’s de facto
partial occupation of Greenland (which we do not possess the power to prevent)”.
This decision meant that the Soviets would perceive Denmark as favouring the
West under any circumstances. Furthermore, since the US was going to “keep”
Greenland anyway, Denmark, in Krag’s opinion, might as well get something out
of the matter.%’

However, as a multilateral framework, NATO offered limited support only as a
formality, insofar as Denmark was able to use it to achieve a more equal position
in negotiations with the US. Thus, Denmark emphasised discussion of Greenland’s
defence in NATO'’s special planning group for the northern part of the Atlantic,

% Detective Inspector Karl Kirkegard (Bluie West One) to the governor of South Greenland, 8 June 1949,
Greenland National Archives, governor of South Greenland, archive 1949, box 161. The report explained
that the American authorities were willing to make an agreement with the Greenland authorities for the
provision of vital medical services.

% The entire population of Greenland thanked the American authorities in a letter dated 18 October
1952, Greenland National Archives, Head of the Provincial Council’s archive, 1952 copybooks, no. 7525.
57 Thorsten Borring Olesen and Poul Villaume, op. cit. pp. 193-200, note 57; Bo Lidegaard, op. cit. pp.
480-481, note 56; Bo Lidegaard, Jens Otto Krag 1914-1961, 2001, pp. 336 & 413; Poul Villaume, Allieret med
Jorbehold. Danmark, NATO og den kolde krig. En studie i dansk sikkerhedspolitik 1949-1961 [ Conditional Allies -
Denmark, NATO and the Cold War: A Study in Danish Security Policy 1949-1961], 1995, pp. 107-108.

54 CHAPTER 3



the Ocean group, but it was soon evident that bilateral negotiations could not be
avoided. Over the next two years’ discussions and negotiations concerning the
American presence in Greenland, the central bone of contention was that the
American negotiators did not — as did the Danes — see it as their purpose to assist
Denmark in Greenland’s defence as part of a multilateral defence treaty (NATO).
Instead, they sought to involve Greenland in the overriding strategic struggle
between the US and the Soviet Union. In light of this struggle, there was constant
internal disagreement within circles of American national security policy about
the extent to which America’s allies could and should be more than onlookers.
On the other hand, both ideological and bureaucratic currents and interests in
the US often disparaged and downgraded the influence of their allies; these ac-
tions impacted the negotiations with Denmark about Greenland.

In 1947, the American Air Force became an independent service and, from that
time onward, the importance of Thule played a role in plans for the development
of a strategic air capability. In general, Greenland’s significance in the Cold War’s
nuclear and airborne military strategies increased during this time. From 1950
onward, and with the increase in tensions following North Korea’s attack on
South Korea in June, the Thule Air Base was given a direct role in supporting the
American mid-range bombers, which functioned as deterrents to the Soviet
Union. At the same time, the new so-called Polar Strategy, which described the
placement of deterrent forces either on bases in the US or on forward airbases in
the Arctic, meant that Greenland’s importance increased. With the increasing
operational radius of bombers, the US now began to also anticipate the potential
for Soviet air attacks over the Polar Regions; this anticipation, too, enhanced
Greenland’s importance for American air defences.®®

In April 1951, after two weeks of final negotiations in Copenhagen, a new
agreement was signed between Denmark and the US for the defence of Greenland,
effective June of that year.®” The new agreement meant that the 1941 agreement
was terminated, and that the American presence in Greenland thereafter would
be regulated by an agreement negotiated between the governments of the two
countries. This new agreement was of the utmost importance to the Danish gov-
ernment. Simultaneously, the NATO context was explicitly stated: The negotia-
tions had been conducted at NATO’s request with the intent of entering into

% Nikolaj Petersen, Grgnland i global sikkerhedspolitik [ Greenland and Global Security Policy], SNU, 1992, pp.
23-27; Jorgen Taagholt and Jens Claus Hansen, Gronland i et sikkerhedspolitisk perspektiv [ Greenland from the
Perspective of National Security Policy], The Danish Atlantic Treaty Association, 1999, pp. 23f; Bo Lidegaard,
op. cit. pp. 480-481, note 56; Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68
[Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], pp. 99-100 & 110-117.
% The concluding negotiations in Copenhagen are portrayed in Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og
amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik [ Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-
68], pp. 1271f; the agreement itself is reviewed in pp. 159-164. See also: Bo Lidegaard, op. cit. pp. 491-497,
note 56. Denmark had wanted the negotiations to be conducted under multilateral NATO auspices, but
this demand was rejected by the US, which in return agreed to a request from the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs that the negotiations take place in Copenhagen rather than Washington. In this way, the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs was able to avoid including Ambassador Kauffmann in the Danish delegation, cf.
Thorsten Borring Olesen and Poul Villaume, op. cit. p. 195, note 57.
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Danish-American defence negotiations in 1951. Left to right are Lieutenant Colonel I'B. Larsen;
Eske Brun, head of the Greenland Department in the Prime Minister’s Office; Deputy Under-
Secretary of State C.A.C. Brun; Commander Frits Hammer Kjplsen; and chief of section Erik
Schram-Nielsen at negotiations of the Greenland agreement in March 1951. (Photograph Mogens
Holmberg, The Royal Library, map and photo archive)

agreements for the use of facilities in Greenland for the defence of that country
and the rest of the area within the North Atlantic Treaty. In accordance with
Article XIV, the agreement was to remain in force for the same duration as the
North Atlantic Treaty (NATO).™” While the 1941 agreement gave the US unlim-
ited rights for military dispositions in Greenland, guidelines were agreed upon in
the new agreement for the American presence in so-called defence areas, i.e. ar-
eas that the governments of both countries, on the basis of NATO’s defence plans,
regarded as necessary for the development of Greenland’s and the rest of the
North Atlantic Treaty territories’ defence. In these defence areas, the US was
given almost unhindered access to establish military dispositions, including ac-
cess “to construct, install, maintain and operate the facilities” and “to store sup-

" The agreement is printed in Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68

[Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], Attachment, pp. 144-
153; see also: Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 | Greenland during
the Cold War: Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], pp. 159-162.
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plies” (Article II, 3(b)(ii)). This access should occur “without prejudice to the
sovereignty of the Kingdom of Denmark over such defence area and the natural
right of the competent Danish authorities to free movement everywhere in
Greenland” (Article II, 3(b)). The agreement also made it clear that America’s
armed forces had the right of free access to and movement between defence areas
through Greenland, including its territorial waters, by land, sea, and air. American
aircraft were permitted to fly over any part of Greenland, including its territorial
waters (Article V, 3). The United States was also awarded “the right to exercise
exclusive jurisdiction over those defence areas in Greenland” (Article VIII) for
which it was responsible. Danish laws were not to prevent admission to or depar-
ture from defence areas containing any military or civilian personnel (Article
IX).

One notable feature of the agreement was that it prepared the way for a sharp
demarcation between the defence areas and Greenland society. This demarcation
was of extraordinary importance to Denmark, especially because the developments
in and around Greenland during World War II had led the Danes to feel that they
could “lose” Greenland. Article VI states that the US and American nationals in
Greenland will give due respect to:

[A]ll the laws, regulations and customs pertaining to the local
population and the internal administration of Greenland, and
every effort will be made to avoid any contact between United
States personnel and the local population which the Danish
authorities do not consider desirable for the conduct of opera-
tions under this Agreement.”!

In its deliberations, the Foreign Affairs Committee prioritised avoidance of
contact between Greenlanders and American personnel over aspects of interna-
tional security and military strategy. Consequently, the military and nuclear stra-
tegic significance of the Thule Air Base and the other American bases was not
mentioned when the draft treaty was presented to the Committee immediately
prior to the conclusion of the negotiations. Such overriding questions of nuclear
strategy were not touched upon in the negotiations. Denmark did not wish to seek
information about, nor influence, something they only possessed limited knowl-
edge about and could never have any decisive influence on anyway. Neither the
Danish Parliament nor the Foreign Affairs Committee was informed about the
details of the defence areas the agreement identified. A technical attachment to
the treaty described the demarcation of the defence areas, including the proce-
dure for their future expansion or increase in activity, and was thus classified as
secret. Correspondingly, two protocols resulting from Danish initiatives were clas-
sified as confidential. These classifications did not apply just to the contents

™ Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War:
Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], Attachment, pp. 149-150.
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alone, but also to the existence of the three documents.”” The government, how-
ever, undoubtedly notified the leaders of the Social Democrats informally about
the secret addenda. All in all, a number of central issues concerning how the US
could use the bases remained vague, and the matter of the Greenland treaty’s
contents and strategic importance were therefore consigned to Arctic twilight.”®
When seen in the strategic context of the Cold War, and from the viewpoint of
past standards for openness in Western democracies, there were good reasons for
this twilight. Nevertheless, the seed for future conflicts within and between
democratic societies had been planted.

Negotiations for the new defence treaty proved exceptionally arduous on cer-
tain points. From the Danish perspective, an American proposal made at the
beginning of the negotiations in favour of extensive base rights was, in particular,
unacceptable since it “apparently did not give any room at all for any form of
Danish military activity in Greenland”. In this regard, the American proposal was
“barely usable as a basis for negotiation”.” The Danish delegation, with the ap-
proval of the Foreign Minister and the Minister of Defence, countered with a
proposal presented to the Americans. They commented that the principles con-
tained therein must, on all counts, be accepted for an agreement to be reached.
They also presented an earnest appeal to the American delegation, urging them
to contribute to a satisfactory result for both parties. The Americans thereafter
declared that they were willing to comply with Danish requests on many impor-
tant points. Overall, the amount of substance — which can be easily overestimated
— in the Danish ultimatum-like counterproposal is difficult to determine, but it
seems that the Danish acknowledgement of, and tactical insistence on, both com-
mon and conflicting Danish and American interests undoubtedly resulted in
American concessions. Denmark occasionally voiced dissatisfaction with America’s
lack of respect for Denmark’s sovereignty over Greenland. However, the Danish
policy — acknowledgement of and tactical insistence on both common and con-
flicting Danish and American interests — made it much easier to combine a merely
reasonable and credible Danish sovereignty over Greenland with the extensive
American defensive and political commitment in Greenland.

The proposal for the approval of the treaty was laid before Parliament by
Foreign Minister Ole Bjgrn Kraft on 18 May 1951.7° The proposal was read for the
first time on 22 May, and after a second reading on 1 June, it passed with 80 votes

72 The Danish National Archives, UM. 105.D.1.a., Note dated 7 April 1951; The Danish National Archives,
UM. 105.D.1.a., letter of 1 June 1951 to Ambassador H. Hjort-Nielsen, London.

™ Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik 1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War:
Danish and American National Security Policy 1945-68], pp. 156-162 & 166-170; Thorsten Borring Olesen and
Poul Villaume, op. cit. p. 197, note 57.

* The Danish National Archives, UM. 105.D.1.a., “Report to the Government from the Delegation
Appointed for Negotiations with the USA about the rights of the American Military Forces in Greenland”,
9 April 1951. A detailed account of the negotiations can be found in: Grgnland under den kolde krig. Dansk
og amerikansk sikkerhedspolitik1945-68 [ Greenland during the Cold War: Danish and American National Security
Policy 1945-68], pp. 127-156.
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(Social Democrats, Denmark’s Liberal Party, Conservative People’s Party, and the

Justice Party of Denmark) to seven (Communist Party of Denmark), while the
Social Liberals abstained.”

It is worth noting that the people of Greenland were not involved in nor asked
for counsel about the negotiations with the US concerning this Greenland treaty.
The Greenland press mentioned the treaty the day after its accession.”’
Furthermore, the Provincial Council reviewed the treaty at a meeting in the au-
tumn of 1951, at which point the Council took note of the review and expressed
its satisfaction with the agreement. Great lengths were taken to present the agree-
ment to the Provincial Council as an extension of the North Atlantic Treaty,
rather than as an independent agreement between Denmark and the US. Effort
was also put into presenting how it differed significantly from the 1941 agree-
ment.”®

Everything considered, the US essentially gained an unlimited military pres-
ence in Greenland. That presence formed the background for what has been
called the “Greenland card”, an expression defined as something the US owed
Denmark in payment for this right. The Greenland card implied that Denmark
had something to use in negotiations with the US, and that it could conduct a
policy based on the idea that “one good turn deserves another” in relation to the
superpower. After 1951, this card was apparently mostly used defensively against
the US and other allies to fend off accusations of neglecting to make sufficient
contributions towards the alliance’s defence. From the Danish point of view, it can
be argued that American base facilities in Greenland should be counted as part
of the Danish defence contribution. On the basis of this reasoning, Denmark
would have reaped financial benefits by saving on its defence budget by allowing
the Americans to exploit Greenland for military purposes.

Despite the fact that Denmark thus possessed an advantage with the Greenland
card in negotiations, there is no indication that the relatively low Danish defence
budgets were directly related to the American mandate on Greenland. It is also
doubtful how far the Danish government was prepared to go in using this card.
Successive Danish governments clearly had little opportunity to follow American
military activities in Greenland, and they did not seem to have had any wish to do
50.™
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One other important limitation here is that only in a limited tactical context
did Danish decision makers perceive the US as an adversary from whom payment
could be exacted for the bases in Greenland. The support of the US and the
American bases in Greenland was fundamentally regarded as a necessary coun-
terweight to the Soviet Union. As an ally of the US, Denmark also held a basic
interest in the American military’s countermeasures against the Soviet Union.
Danish decision makers acknowledged that Greenland had a decisive role to play
in this matter — although this acknowledgement, especially at the beginning, was
based on a limited knowledge of American strategy. Simply put, Denmark’s reli-
ance on the American military’s strategic interests in Greenland was also a conse-
quence of Denmark’s position on the side of the West in the Cold War, but the
social democrats, liberals, and conservatives also realised that Danish and
American interests did not always coincide. Within this framework, however, it
can be said that Denmark’s sovereignty over Greenland afforded the country a
certain status in relation to the US. Negotiations with Denmark were accorded a
more important role in American security policy.

In the spring of 1953, events occurred that illustrate the special interweaving
of American and Wester