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ThinkChina Analysis 2020 (12) 

Danish–Chinese Relations: ‘Business as 
Usual’ or Strategic Disruption?  
Part II  
Andreas Bøje Forsby: Researcher, Nordic Institute of Asian Studies (NIAS), and postdoc scholar,          
Department of Political Science, University of Copenhagen 

For many years, Danish-Chinese relations were generally progressing smoothly, growing deeper 
and more diversified across a wide range of areas in line with the underlying objectives of the 
Comprehensive Strategic Partnership agreement from 2008. In the meantime, China rose to  
become Denmark’s second-largest non-European trade partner, while bilateral cooperation 
were extended to cover areas like research, education, renewable energy, judicial affairs,     
tourism as well as a wide range of trade-promoting initiatives. Recently, however, Denmark’s 
relationship with Beijing has become problematized on several accounts, calling the overall   
stability of bilateral relations into question. The main drivers of this new development trend are 
the burgeoning US-China great power rivalry (i.e. its spill-over effects) and the re-politicization   
of fundamental political differences amid growing Chinese assertiveness in Denmark and     
elsewhere. Danish-Chinese relations thus seem to be entering a new era where it will become 
increasingly difficult to pursue a ‘business-as-usual’ approach. 
 
Key takeaways: 

• In the decade following the 2008 agreement about the Comprehensive Strategic        
Partnership between Denmark and China, bilateral relations deepened significantly and 
also became far more diversified across a wide range of areas of cooperation. 

• Recently, however, the partnership has faced mounting pressure as two key                  
development trends have jointly disrupted not only the further development of bilateral 
ties, but also the basic stability of the relationship. 

• The first disruptive development trend stems from security-related spill-over effects       
of the burgeoning US-China great power rivalry, causing the Danish government to        
increasingly side with Washington against the interests of Beijing. 

• The second disruptive development trend is a re-politicization of Danish-Chinese            
relations in the face of China's growing international assertiveness and domestic           
repression under Xi Jinping.   
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Danish–Chinese Relations: ‘Business 
as Usual’ or Strategic Disruption?  
 

Part II  
 
By Andreas Bøje Forsby, NIAS, and University 
of Copenhagen. 
 
Introduction 
Are current Danish-Chinese relations likely to 
continue along the lines of what might be 
termed ‘business as usual’, centred on the 
Comprehensive Strategic Partnership (CSP), 
or are recent negative development trends a 
sign of an emerging ‘strategic disruption’ of 
bilateral ties? The answer offered in this two-
part analysis is that the bilateral relationship, 
still rather narrowly predicated on shared 
economic interests, appears increasingly  
vulnerable to processes of politicisation and 
securitisation, being driven not only by  
growing concern in Denmark about China’s 
present political trajectory, but also by the 
wider US-China great power rivalry. These 
politicisation and securitisation processes are 
likely to prove disruptive to the strategic 
partnership between Denmark and the PRC.  
 
The two-part analysis is organized into four 
main sections, with two sections in each   
part. The first section presented an overview 
of official diplomatic relations between  
Denmark and the PRC since 1950, while the 
second section explored the scope and     
content of the Comprehensive Strategic 
Partnership. In this part of the analysis, the 
first (i.e. third) section investigates the role 
played by political differences between the 
two sides, notably the ongoing bilateral    
dialogue on human rights.  

The second (i.e. fouth) section takes a look at 
how the burgeoning US-China great power 
rivalry affects relations between Denmark 
and China, particularly regarding Chinese 
investments in Greenland and Huawei’s    
position in Denmark.  
 

Click here to download and read Part I 
 
The (de)politicisation of political differences 
Denmark officially perceives itself as a 
staunch supporter of liberal democracy on 
the global stage. In the first-ever Danish   
Foreign and Security Policy Strategy (from 
2017), the Løkke Rasmussen government 
spelt out Denmark’s self-image with these 
opening lines: “We must fight for the values 
and freedoms on which our society is built. 
We want a world with more democracy     
and freedom, including more freedom of 
expression, freedom of assembly, freedom of 
religion.”i This message is literally echoed in 
the most recent iteration of the strategy 
document.ii  
 
For many years, however, the promotion of 
political values in Denmark’s relations with 
the PRC has been reduced to a peripheral 
concern. This was certainly not the case in 
the early 1990s, in the aftermath of the 
Tiananmen Square massacre, when the 
Schlüter government was among the most 
vocal critics of the PRC and actively pursued  
a critical human rights dialogue with          
Beijing as bilateral relations were gradually 
re-normalized (see Part I). But the public side 
of the critical dialogue, often referred to as 
‘megaphone diplomacy’, was abandoned in 
the late 1990s, prompted by a somewhat 
futile initiative by the Nyrup Rasmussen   

https://www.thinkchina.ku.dk/publications/thinkchina-analysis/analysis-abf-danish-chinese-relations-part-1/


 

 3 

government to sponsor a China-critical     
resolution in the UN Commission on Human 
Rights (later UNHRC), thereby drawing the ire 
of Beijing. Instead, the Danish Government 
fell in line with other Western governments 
that were increasingly seeking to seize the 
opportunities of economic engagement with 
China. What emerged in the new century, 
then, was a more pragmatic China policy 
whereby Denmark – in the words of then 
Prime Minister Anders Fogh Rasmussen – 
“was to engage China internationally in order 
to influence it in a way that is informed by 
those norms and values that we want to 
promote.”iii 
 
Three ways of depoliticization 
In reality, this engagement policy was       
accompanied by a gradual depoliticization of 
political differences between Denmark and 
China, which manifested itself in three ways.  
 
First, the most sensitive aspects of the      
human rights dialogue were deliberately  
multilateralized. These were issues ultimately 
pertaining to the Chinese Communist Party’s 
monopoly of power or the sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of the PRC. Apart from the 
UNHRC, sensitive human rights issues were 
increasingly delegated to the EU Commission 
to be addressed at the institutionalised EU-
China Human Rights Dialogue, thus allowing 
Danish politicians to deflect such issues in the 
Danish media by referring to the ongoing EU 
dialogue.iv  
 
Second, starting in the 2000s, parts of the 
human rights dialogue were ‘outsourced’ to 
Danish non-governmental organisations such 
as the Danish Institute for Human Rights and 

Red Barnet (Save the Children). These NGOs 
were funded by the Danish Foreign Ministry 
to conduct a practice- and fieldwork-oriented 
dialogue with specific Chinese authorities on 
less sensitive human rights issues including 
rules of criminal procedure, prison conditions 
and the rights of migrant workers.v 
 
Third, Danish politicians openly questioned 
the underlying rationale of criticising the  
Chinese communist regime publicly. As the 
then (2015) foreign minister Kristian Jensen 
bluntly put it:  
 

“I do not believe in megaphone diplomacy 
where you end up shouting at each other. I’m 
sure that the Chinese side will be well aware of 
our position on human rights by the end of our 
meeting. But I’ll reserve this for the direct         
dialogue with my Chinese colleagues.”vi 

 
Discreet diplomacy  
Against this backdrop, what remained of the 
Danish Government’s direct bilateral human 
rights dialogue with their Chinese counter-
parts can best be described as ‘discreet    
diplomacy’. That is, a series of non-public 
exchanges of well-known and pre-scripted  
views taking place in confidential settings      
at the periphery of discussions about more 
important issues of shared interest.vii  
 
Over the years, this discreet bilateral         
dialogue has become subject to various types 
of regulatory measures. Most importantly, 
the Danish Parliament has passed a number 
of legally binding motions, committing the 
government to raise specific issues during 
ministerial meetings. These include the Tibet   
issueviii, the general human rights situationix, 

https://bit.ly/3lQaAbZ
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as well as organ transplants x  and Falun 
Gong.xi Ministers must also report back on 
the results of this dialogue to the Foreign 
Relations Committee in the parliament after 
each high-level visit to/from China. Moreover, 
together with its EU partners, Denmark has 
collectively vowed to address human rights 
issues bilaterally with China.xii Finally, the CSP 
agreement from 2008 explicitly stipulates 
that the two countries “place value on the 
exchanges and cooperation on human rights,” 
and that they will take unspecified “concrete 
steps.”xiii Even so, in the most recent “Joint 
Work Programme 2017–20” of the CSP,    
‘human rights’ only figure once in the       
otherwise ambitious 46-page document. It 
figured as a reference to the Danish Institute 
for Human Rights’ dialogue with its Chinese 
partners on how to “strengthen knowledge 
sharing and cooperation on the rule of 
law.”xiv 
 
It should be noted that the observed pattern, 
whereby sensitive human rights issues have 
become depoliticized, and the human rights 
dialogue itself has been multilateralized or 
‘outsourced’, is largely reflective of a broader 
European trend over the past couple of    
decades.xv Comparatively speaking, Denmark 
does not belong among the most active and 
vocal countries – like Sweden, Germany and 
the UK – with respect to the way in which 
sensitive political differences are addressed 
bilaterally.xvi However, in multilateral settings, 
such as the EU and the UNHRC, Danish     
governments have generally teamed up with 
like-minded partners in order to adopt a   
relatively critical stance towards Chinese 
human rights violations.xvii During a UNHRC 
meeting in 2018, for instance, Denmark    

recommended the Chinese government to 
grant “full access to Xinjiang and Tibet for all 
relevant UN special procedures.”xviii 
 
Chinese pressure – Danish self-censorship 
In recent years, however, bilateral political 
differences seem to have re-emerged in the 
arena of political contestation. In late 2017, a 
report from a special Danish investigatory 
“Tibet commission” documented that Danish 
Police Authorities, by confiscating banners 
and detaining civilians, deprived pro-Tibetan 
demonstrators of their constitutional right to 
freedom of expression when then Chinese 
president Hu Jintao visited Copenhagen in 
June 2012. Prior to the investigation of this 
incident, central sources of evidence had 
unfortunately already been erased, but the 
police campaign was seemingly not directly 
orchestrated from above. xix  Nevertheless,  
the commission concluded that high-ranking  
officials had contributed to creating an     
atmosphere of urgency to forestall any ‘loss 
of face’ incidents during Hu’s visit.xx Evidence 
of Chinese pressure on the Danish Foreign 
Ministry and other key actors in the lead-up 
to the state visit was hardly surprising, but 
the fact that Danish authorities would resort 
to measures of self-censorship provoked a 
moral outcry in the Danish media as well as 
in the parliament.  
 
In addition to this, the media have recently       
documented a series of Chinese ‘influence 
activities’ in Denmark, where the Chinese 
embassy, behind the scenes, has exerted 
pressure on various Danish authorities and 
organizations such as CPH:DOX, the Royal 
Danish Theatre and Copenhagen municipality. 
In each case, the objective of these influence 
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activities was clearly to protect Chinese core 
interests by preventing groups or movements, 
like pro-Tibetan activists or the Falun Gong, 
from using their freedom of speech to      
criticise the PRC. xxi  While such influence   
activities are excessively assertive – illustrat-
ing their willingness to pressure liberal     
democracies to exercise self-censorship – 
they hardly reflect a broader strategic agenda 
of China to undermine Denmark’s and other 
Western countries’ democratic institutions, 
as some observers have suggested. 
 
China’s course – Denmark’s cause for concern  
Apart from China’s specific influence         
activities in Denmark, its overall political   
development course under Xi Jinping has also 
negatively affected bilateral relations. The 
comprehensive re-centralisation of power, 
the tightened grip on the media, the heavy-
handed measures against ethnic and religious 
minorities (especially in Xinjiang) and the 
more assertive foreign policy line taken        
by the Chinese government, have all been 
extensively covered and commentated in the 
Danish media.  
 
Meanwhile, even the seemingly innocuous 
aspects of people-to-people relations, like 
the management of Confucius Institutes in 
Denmark and the arrival of two Chinese  
pandas at Copenhagen Zoo, have recently 
received predominantly negative media   
coverage. Taken together, these develop-
ment trends have generated a pronouncedly 
more China-critical political environment in 
Denmark, on full display in late 2018 during 
the parliamentary debate, “On the Growing   
Pressure from China.” xxii  Whether or not   
political differences will thereby – like during 

the 1990s – become a highly divisive and  
politicised issue in Danish-Chinese relations 
remains to be seen.  
 
Strategic challenges of the US-China rivalry 
A US-China great power rivalry has been       
in the making for several years now. Given 
the current consensus in Washington that 
the PRC constitutes a coercive and revisionist 
regime that need to be directly countered, 
we should expect US-Chinese relations to    
be increasingly confrontational and subject 
to security-related concerns that will spur     
geoeconomic and technological decoupling 
attempts on both sides. In what may be an 
early pointer of a Cold War-style polarisation 
logic, the Trump administration has exerted 
significant pressure on its partners and allies 
to side with Washington in several matters   
of strategic importance like the use of 5G 
technology and China’s BRI project.  
 
Denmark caught in the middle, leaning West 
From the perspective of small states like 
Denmark, the deepening great power rivalry 
raises complicated questions about how to 
deal with its spill-over effects and how to 
avoid being forced, ultimately, to abandon 
the strategic partnership with Beijing.    
Denmark’s official foreign policy strategy 
leaves little doubt about the country’s overall 
strategic affiliation: “American global leader-
ship is in Denmark’s national interest.”xxiii      
On closer inspection,xxiv the largely economic 
character of Denmark and China’s ostensibly 
comprehensive strategic partnership is – in 
fact – no match for the density of political, 
economic, cultural, technological and not 
least security relations between Denmark 
and the United States. As such, when push 
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comes to shove, Copenhagen is more than 
likely to take its cues from Washington.  
 
Fallout from the US-China great power rivalry 
has already manifested itself in several     
respects in a Danish context. Having been 
merely a blip on the radar for many years, 
the PRC has recently become a far more    
substantial security concern in the annual  
risk assessment reports of the Danish        
Defense Intelligence Service –  as suggested 
by a growing number of references to China 
in the reports.xxv In the most recent edition, 
apart from dedicating a whole chapter to 
China like in the previous couple of years,  
the report puts the spotlight on various     
aspects of China’s growing ambitions and 
power projection capacity, including its    
military modernization, assertive behavior in 
the South China Sea, expanding interests in 
the Arctic, cyber espionage instruments and 
global influence activities.xxvi  
 
This change in perceptions, whereby China is 
increasingly associated with potential risks 
and security concerns, is discernible in the 
economic realm as well, especially when it 
comes to Chinese investments in Denmark. 
Having previously worked hard to attract 
Chinese foreign direct investments, and     
also having joined the Chinese-led Asian   
Infrastructure Investment Bank as a founding 
member in March 2015, over the past couple 
of years the Denmark has become far more 
wary of Chinese investments, notably in 
Greenland and the telecommunications    
sector.xxvii Similar trends are visible in the 
other Nordic countries. Tellingly, Denmark 
has been supporting the introduction of an 
EU-wide (non-binding) investment screening 

mechanism and has even proposed a set of 
supplementary Danish measures, both of 
which are clearly targeted at China.xxviii In a 
similar way, initial positive Danish views of 
China’s ambitious Belt and Road Initiativexxix  
seem, against the backdrop of active US   
opposition to the BRI, to have given way       
to hesitation. This is indicated by the rather 
low-level Danish attendee at the most recent 
Belt and Road Forum in Beijing in April 2019, 
a civil servant  from the MFA, as compared to 
the first Belt and Road Forum in 2017, where 
Denmark participated at ministerial level. 
 
Securitizing strategic areas 
The underlying tendency to securitise       
relations between Denmark and China – thus 
subsuming ordinary administrative rules and 
economic incentives to the logic of security – 
has been particularly noticeable in two areas, 
namely Chinese investments in Greenland 
and Huawei’s role in Denmark’s digital      
infrastructure. Beijing’s growing interest in 
Greenland is part of a broader strategic 
agenda aimed at increasing China’s presence 
and influence in the Arctic, having officially 
portrayed itself as a “near-Arctic state”.xxx  
 
For several years, the Danish Government 
has been cautiously supportive of China’s 
Arctic ambitions, assisting China in becoming 
an observatory member of the Arctic Council 
in 2013. But at the same time, Denmark has 
deliberately kept Arctic affairs and Greenland 
out of the joint work programmes of the 
Comprehensive Strategic Partnership. xxxi 
Meanwhile, China’s economic engagement 
with Greenland, notably Chinese investments 
in Greenlandic mines in Kvanefjeld (uranium 
and rare earth minerals) and elsewhere,    



 

 7 

has caused unease in Copenhagen, raising 
questions not only about export controls   
and environmental standards, but more    
importantly about the extent to which    
large-scale Chinese investments could spur 
Greenlandic aspirations for economic, and 
ultimately political, independence from the 
Danish Kingdom. However, the two most 
prominent Danish interventions to pre-empt 
Chinese investments in Greenland should 
rather be seen in the context of American 
security concerns about China’s expanding 
presence in the Arctic.  
 
Government interferences with Greenland 
The first intervention took place in 2016 
when a Chinese consortium called General 
Nice Group showed an interest in purchasing 
an abandoned marine station in Grønnedal, 
Greenland. Even though an official defence 
ministry report on Denmark’s future missions 
in the Arctic, published in June 2016, did    
not mention Grønnedal at all,xxxii the Løkke 
Rasmussen government stated in December 
2016 that it had secured support and funding 
in the Danish Parliament to reopen the      
marine station as a strategic and logistical 
hub for storing resources and training       
military personnel.xxxiii  The turnaround was 
allegedly prompted by American pressure    
on the Rasmussen government to prevent 
the Chinese from establishing any sort of 
strategic foothold in Greenland where the US 
operates Thule air base, a critical component 
in US missile warning and space surveillance 
systems.  
 
Another intervention followed in 2018 when 
the Greenlandic authorities shortlisted China 
Communications Construction Company, a 

government-controlled Chinese consortium, 
as a potential contractor in a public tender to 
build new airport infrastructure in Greenland. 
Whereas the Obama administration had   
exerted pressure from behind the scenes, the 
Trump administration made it publicly clear 
that the US was opposed to any Chinese   
involvement in the airport project. In May 
2018 the message was conveyed by US     
Defence Secretary Jim Mattis to his Danish 
counterpart and later echoed by the Danish 
Prime Minister in the parliament. xxxiv  In     
September 2018 the Rasmussen government 
offered to co-fund the airport project as part 
of an investment plan that, in practice, would 
grant Copenhagen veto rights over the      
selection of external contractors. Despite 
heavy criticism from several Greenlandic   
politicians, decrying the intervention as a 
violation of Greenland’s self-governance 
model on the pretext of security concerns,xxxv 
the Danish investment plan was finally      
accepted by Greenland in November 2018.  
 
Beyond Chinese investments in Greenland, 
the Trump administration has also warned 
Denmark, and other US partners, against the 
use of Chinese companies in building their 
critical digital infrastructure, specifically    
targeting Chinese tech-giant Huawei as a 
provider of 5G network solutions. While 
Huawei seemed to be an ideal partner for the 
leading Danish mobile network operator TDC 
– having already jointly managed the existing 
4G network – in late 2018 pressure started to 
build up on TDC to terminate its partnership 
with Huawei. The Danish Defense Minister, 
along with the head of the Danish Defense 
Intelligence Service, publicly voiced their 
concerns about Huawei’s ties to the Chinese 
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government, which in turn prompted Huawei 
to send a reassuring letter to the Danish   
Parliament. xxxvi  Eventually, in March 2019, 
CEO of TDC Allison Kirkby presented Swedish   
Ericsson as TDC’s new 5G network partner. 
She justified her company’s decision on 
commercial grounds, whilst acknowledging 
that “We’re always in a continuous dialogue 
with the security services because we are 
running critical infrastructure.”xxxvii  
 
US warnings against Huawei were also       
targeted elsewhere in the Danish Kingdom, 
when, in November 2018, US ambassador to 
Denmark, Carla Sands, launched a vigorous 
PR campaign, urging the Faroe Isles not to 
grant Huawei any role in the tiny nation’s   
5G network.xxxviii A media storm erupted the 
following month as a leaked audio recording 
of (a second-hand account of) a meeting   
between Faroese Prime Minister Bardur  
Nielsen, and China’s ambassador to Denmark, 
Feng Tie, suggested that Mr. Feng had      
directly linked bilateral trade between the 
two parties to the Huawei question – even if 
the decision would eventually be based on 
private commercial considerations only, as 
Mr. Bardur subsequently insisted.xxxix  
 
Danish- European policy coordination 
As Denmark finds itself caught in the middle 
of the US-China great power rivalry, it is likely 
to consult its main European partners in the 
EU for more policy coordination. Given its   
EU opt-outs and the absence of any strong 
foreign policy coordination mechanism at the 
EU level, Denmark has found it prudent to 
cultivate a strong bilateral relationship with 
China. Even so, over the years the EU has 

come to play a progressively larger role in 
Danish-Chinese relations in some areas.  
 
This is most obvious in the economic realm 
where Denmark has long worked within the 
EU to jointly pursue European commercial, 
investment and trade interests vis-à-vis    
Beijing. For instance, while Copenhagen has 
generally subscribed to Brussels’ line in   
dealing with China’s request for a market 
economy status (i.e. not granting China such 
a status), the Danish Government has also 
supported the EU’s more assertive agenda 
for establishing a level economic playing  
field with China in order to assist European 
companies operating in China.  
 

“This applies to areas such as market access,   
investment protection, transparency, rule of law, 
protection of intellectual rights and patent      
enforcement, forced knowledge and technology 
transfer as well as the opportunity to bid for 
public contracts.”xl 

 
Moreover, the Danish Government has not 
only officially welcomed the new EU-level 
screening mechanism for foreign direct     
investment, which should complement the 
protracted negotiations on a bilateral EU-
China investment treaty, but is also positively 
inclined towards the new EU connectivity 
strategy that is widely seen as a strategic 
counterpart to China’s BRI. Beyond the    
economic realm, EU-level policy coordination 
also plays a substantial role in Danish-
Chinese relations in areas such as human 
rights and climate change.  
 
Whether Copenhagen, in its relations with 
Beijing, will increasingly be looking to      

https://bit.ly/2Z8XVqO
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Brussels and its main European partners for 
strategic guidance is far from clear yet. But it 
should be kept in mind that Denmark has 
recently backed EU-wide efforts to increase 
overall policy coordination, including the 
adoption of the new “EU-China Strategic  
Outlook”, which simultaneously categorises 
the PRC as a “strategic partner”, “economic 
competitor” and “systemic rival”.xli  
 

A more nuanced approach to the PRC can 
be found in the most recent iteration of 
Denmark’s Foreign and Security Policy 
Strategy, in which both opportunities and 
challenges of China’s rise are addressed.xlii 

 
Conclusion 
Five years ago, on the 65th anniversary of 
diplomatic relations between Denmark and 
the PRC, the foreign ministers of the two 
countries praised the bilateral relationship in 
a joint article, observing that 
 

“it has been maturing, underpinned by             
ever-strengthening mutual trust. […] China-
Denmark relations, in spite of some twists and 
turns, have kept moving forward steadily.”xliii 

 

Danish-Chinese relations no longer seem to 
be defined by progress or stability; nor do 
they seem to be characterised by mutual 
trust. Instead, the strategic partnership has 
become increasingly vulnerable in the face of 
politicisation and securitisation processes 
that, taken together, may have a disruptive 
effect on bilateral relations.  
 
First, spillover effects from the deepening 
US-China great power rivalry are causing the 
Danish Government to become more       
concerned with security issues regarding   

potential Chinese investments or activities in 
Denmark. Second, China’s illiberal political 
trajectory under Xi Jinping and its growing 
assertiveness – notably its influence activities 
to safeguard Chinese core interests – have 
aroused widespread consternation among 
Danish opinion-shapers and decision-makers, 
on full display in the media in recent years. In 
a seemingly symptomatic manifestation of 
this development, the Chinese ambassador, 
Feng Tie, recently aired his frustration about 
the “biased Danish media”.xliv 
 
While no longer ‘business as usual’, it would 
be premature to completely write off the 
comprehensive strategic partnership. Over 
the past two decades, Danish governments 
have, after all, invested significant resources 
in cultivating a strong bilateral relationship, 
creating in the process a number of (mainly 
commercial) stakeholders that benefit from 
the relationship. Moreover, in its capacity as 
the world’s biggest trading nation, the largest 
emitter of carbon dioxide gasses and the 
second-largest contributor to the UN budget 
among many other things, the PRC has risen 
to become a key actor on the world stage. 
This means that Beijing is an indispensable 
partner in tackling most of the common   
challenges facing international society today, 
such as pandemics, climate change, loss of 
biodiversity the dissemination of weapons of 
mass destruction, international crime and 
drug trafficking. On balance, however, all of 
these pre-existing cooperation incentives,    
as well as the aforementioned stakeholder 
interests, have so far proven insufficient to 
offset the disruptive forces of politicization 
and securitization. Indeed, the very same 
development trends are currently affecting 

https://um.dk/en/news/newsdisplaypage/?newsid=01fc577b-6bf2-4fd7-8572-5af0534cf599
https://bit.ly/2F1bCRP
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other European countries in their relations 
with the PRC in a similar manner.  
 
Even the present corona virus crisis, which 
should be a liberal textbook example of how 
to foster international cooperation, has done 
little to place Danish-Chinese relations on a 
more constructive trajectory. Danish Foreign 
Minister Kofoed’s offer to “continue dialogue 
and cooperation with China in response       
to this global crisis.” xlv  has received little   
attention compared to the corona cartoon in 
Jyllandsposten or Mr. Feng’s “biased Danish 
media”-campaign. In mid-April, Mr. Kofoed, 
having kept a low profile until then,        
joined many of his European colleagues in 
demanding an international investigation 
into the corona virus outbreak in China – a 
highly sensitive and politically charged issue, 
as seen from Beijing’s perspective.  
 
 
 
This analysis was originally published as       
an article in Danish Foreign Policy Review 
2020 by the Danish Institute for International 
Studies (DIIS), June 2020.xlvi 
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