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Transatlantic rift widens; from economic

spats to geopolitical crisis in Greenlan

By Asgar
Ghahremanpour

The transatlantic alliance, once
the cornerstone of the liberal in-

ternational order; is undergoing
its most profound transforma-
tion since the Cold War’s end.
While united against Russian ag-
gression, the United States and
Europe are now entrenched in
deep structural competition over
trade, technology, and strategic
influence. This analysis contends
that the relationship is shifting
from a “strategic partnership”
toward a new paradigm of “co-
operative competition.” A hypo-
thetical 2026 crisis over Chinese
investment in Greenland’s critical
mineral reserves crystallizes this
new reality. The incident expos-
es core fissures: America’s secu-
rity-first approach demanding a
veto versus Europe’s insistence
on sovereignty and strategic au-
tonomy, alongside a damaging
transatlantic subsidy race. The
article concludes that the alli-
ance’s future hinges on managing
this inherent tension, preserving
unity against direct threats while
establishing new frameworks to
govern inevitable competition
over the resources and technol-
ogies defining the future. Failure
to adapt risks the alliance’s stra-
tegic atrophy.

For decades, the US-European
relationship formed the bedrock
of the international order. Today,
that foundation is fracturing.
The remarkable solidarity dis-
played following Russia’s 2022
invasion of Ukraine has, by 2026,
given way to a more complex and
contentious reality. Beneath the
surface of ongoing military co-
ordination, profound structural
divides over economics, strategy,
and global influence are boiling
over, finding a flashpoint in an un-
expected arena: Greenland. This
is not a narrative of alliance col-
lapse, but of its painful evolution.
The transatlantic partnership
is mutating from a hierarchical
strategic alliance into an untested
model of cooperative competition,
where collaboration on existen-
tial threats coexists uneasily with
fierce rivalry across economic and
technological domains.

Part 1: Unhealed wounds
(2024-2026)

These fissures did not emerge
overnight. They result from years

of diverging priorities now codi-
fied into concrete policy.

o Subsidy war: The US Inflation
Reduction Act (1ra) of 2022 was a
seismic event. By 2026, it has trig-
gered not merely complaints but
a full-blown transatlantic subsidy
race. The European Union, ini-
tially outraged by what it decried
as «green protectionism,» has
responded with its own massive
industrial policy packages, most
notably the Green Deal Industri-
al Plan. While both sides pursue
the noble goal of accelerating the
clean energy transition, the effect
has been a costly fragmentation
of supply chains and deep-seated
resentment. Brussels perceives its
industrial base as being under-
mined by its closest ally.

e Strategic drift: Europe>s
long-debated goal of «strategic
autonomyy» is gradually material-
izing. By 2026, concrete progress
on EU defense initiatives, from the
Eurodrone to a more integrated
command structure, is evident. In
Washington, this development is
met with profound ambivalence.
While the Pentagon welcomes a
more capable partner, a faction
within the US security apparatus
worries about duplicated efforts
and a Europe that might eventu-
ally chart an independent course,
thereby complicating NATO cohe-
sion. Simultaneously, America’s
strategic gaze remains fixed on
the Indo-Pacific, leading some Eu-
ropean capitals to feel relegated to
a secondary theater.

o Populist reshaping: A new
wave of populist parties, often

skeptical of Russia yet pragmat-
ically engaged with China, holds
significant sway in several Euro-
pean capitals. Their ascent injects
volatility into established foreign
policy consensus. Concurrently, a
new generation of leaders on both
sides of the Atlantic, unburdened
by Cold War nostalgia, approach-
es the alliance with a cooler calcu-
lus of immediate national interest.

Part 2: Case study:
Greenland crisis 0f 2026

It is against this fraught backdrop
that a hypothetical “Greenland
Crisis” erupts in 2026, serving as
a pressure cooker for these sim-
mering divisions.

The Spark: Greenland, an auton-
omous territory of NATO-member
Denmark, sits atop vast untapped
reserves of rare earth elements
and other critical minerals. As
Arctic ice recedes, its geostra-
tegic value soars. In early 2026,
a Chinese state-owned mining
conglomerate, CMGC, submits
an extraordinarily lucrative bid
to develop mines and associated
port infrastructure. The cash-
strapped local government in
Nuuk, eager for greater economic
independence from Copenhagen,
is strongly inclined to accept.

Fault lines exposed:

1-Security versus sovereign-
ty: Washington immediately
frames the deal as a grave na-
tional security threat. A perma-
nent Chinese strategic foothold
in the Arctic on NATO territory is
viewed as utterly unacceptable.
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The message to Copenhagen is
unequivocal: «Block this deal.»
Brussels and Copenhagen, how-
ever, face a dilemma. They share
concerns over Chinese influence
but are equally committed to
the principles of sovereignty and
Greenland’s right to self-deter-
mined development. They advo-
cate for a European-led alterna-
tive investment package, arguing
for a proactive strategy rather
than a reactive US veto.

2- Economic competition turns
direct: The crisis transforms the
abstract subsidy war into a direct,
unseemly bidding confrontation.
American and European diplomats
scramble to outbid each other with
counter-offers of investment, tech-
nology, and green partnerships to
Nuuk. The transatlantic alliance,
in effect, begins auctioning against
itself, much to the delight of Green-
landic negotiators.

3- China dilemma fractures Eu-
rope: The US demands a united,
hawkish front against Beijing.
While Eastern and Nordic EU
members align with Washington,
other capitals with deeper eco-
nomic ties to China urge a more
nuanced, «de-risking» approach
focused on diplomacy and alter-
natives. The crisis tests Europe-
an unity as severely as it strains
transatlantic solidarity.

4- Autonomy in action: Euro-
pean leaders insist the crisis
must be managed through a
coherent, EU-led Arctic policy,
not merely by acceding to an
American diktat. This assertion
of a distinct European strategic

interest constitutes a quiet but
firm challenge to Washington>s
traditional primacy in alliance
leadership.

Likely outcome & lasting
scars: After weeks of tense di-
plomacy, a fragile compromise is
brokered: a Western-led consor-
tium with a European company
at the helm, featuring conditional
American investment and explic-
itly excluding CMGC. While the
immediate threat is contained, the
damage is lasting. Mutual trust
is diminished. Europe emerges
more determined than ever to se-
cure its own critical mineral sup-
ply chains, reducing future depen-
dency. In Washington, a pervasive
fear is reinforced: that European
allies are reluctant to make the
hard strategic choices necessary
to counter China.

Era of cooperative
competition

The Greenland crisis is a har-
binger. It demonstrates that the
central theater of transatlantic
tension has shifted from trade
in widgets to the race for the re-
sources and technologies defining
the 21st century. China has mas-
terfully evolved from an external
challenger into a potent wedge
issue, exploiting latent divisions
between the US and Europe.

The old paradigm is broken. The
emerging reality is one of cooper-
ative competition.

@ Cooperation will remain strong,
and essential, in confronting clear,
direct military threats, such as a
revanchist Russia.

o Competition will be the default
state in economic, technological,
and geo-economic spheres, from
the Arctic to Africa. This rivalry
must be managed with clear, mu-
tually agreed rules to prevent it
from becoming destructive.

o Crisis management will require

new, dedicated forums for con-
sultation, a respect for respective
spheres of influence, and, at times,
an agreement to disagree.
The transatlantic relationship is
not ending; it is entering its most
complex phase. Its future hinges
not on nostalgic appeals to past
glory, but on the pragmatic, un-
glamorous work of building in-
stitutions and frameworks sturdy
enough to withstand the con-
stant, delicate tension between
working together and racing
against one another. The winds
blowing from Greenland are cold,
and they carry a clear message:
The alliance must adapt, or it will
atrophy.

Davos World Economic Forum dominated
by Trump threats over Greenland

By Andre Damon
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The World Economic Forum,
which opened Monday, January
19, in Davos, Switzerland, was

dominated by the deepening
rift between the United States

and the European powers over
US President Donald Trump’s
efforts to take control of Green-
land. By the end of Wednesday
evening, Trump had announced
that he would walk back his ear-
lier threats to annex Greenland
by military force or impose tar-
iffs against European states, in
exchange for what he called an
agreement over control of the

territory.

Greenland is an autonomous
territory of Denmark, a found-
ing member of the NATO alli-
ance. Trump met with NATO
Secretary General Mark Rutte
on Wednesday and announced
the “framework of a future deal,”
though the precise terms remain
unclear and disputed.

The New York Times reported,

citing unnamed senior officials
familiar with the discussions,
that NATO military officers dis-
cussed “a compromise in which
Denmark would give the United
States sovereignty over small
pockets of Greenlandic land
where the United States could
build military bases.” Two offi-
cials compared the proposal to
Britain’s sovereign base areas in

Cyprus. The Telegraph said the
framework would allow the US
to “perform military operations,
intelligence, and training” with-
out seeking permission from
Denmark, an arrangement simi-
lar to the US military’s control of
Guantanamo Bay in Cuba.

Danish officials rejected the
characterization that any real
agreement had been reached.

“

Thetransatlantic
partnershipis
mutatingfrom
ahierarchical
strategic
allianceintoan
untested model
of cooperative
competition,where
collaborationon
existential threats
coexists uneasily
with fierce rivalry
across economic
andtechnological
domains.

’

Chinahas
masterfully evolved
fromanexternal
challengerintoa
potentwedgeissue,
exploiting latent
divisions between
theUSand Europe.

Danish Foreign Minister Lars
Lgkke Rasmussen told public
broadcaster DR that US own-
ership of Greenland remains “a
red line” for Denmark. Sascha
Faxe, a member of the Danish
parliament, told Sky News the
purported deal “is not real,”
adding: “It's two men who have
had a conversation. It’s definite-
ly not a deal.” Rutte himself told



