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Introduction

Over the past decade, Greenland has shifted from the margins of Arctic politics
to centre stage in strategic debates among major powers. Once widely described as
a relatively stable arena of international cooperation, the Arctic has increasingly
become associated with renewed military activity, intensified strategic competition,
and the transformation of regional security following Russia’s full-scale invasion of
Ukraine in 2022 (Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32—-33; U.S. Department of Defence 2024,
1-3). These developments have been further reinforced by Finland’s and Sweden’s
accession to NATO, fundamentally reshaping the Alliance’s northern strategic posture
and increasing the strategic importance of the Arctic within Euro-Atlantic defence
planning (Friis and Tamnes 2024; U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 1-3). More
broadly, these regional developments have unfolded within an international security
environment shaped by Russia’s war against Ukraine, continuing conflict in the
Middle East, and intensifying strategic rivalry among the United States, China, and
Russia. Together, these simultaneous crises have reinforced the interaction of
economic, technological, and military competition across previously distinct
theatres, increasing the importance of strategic mobility, resilient supply chains,
early warning, and coordinated Allied defence planning (The White House 2025).
Within this evolving security environment, Greenland occupies a complex strategic
position. Its geographical location between North America and Europe, combined
with its long-standing integration into Cold War strategic planning, placed Greenland
at the core of transatlantic security dynamics (Petersen 2011, 90-95). Today,
Greenland’s expanding autonomy, its growing role in North American missile
defence, and its renewed geopolitical significance further reinforce its position at
the intersection of regional security transformation and systemic power competition
(U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 4-7).

Yet, Greenland’s growing prominence in contemporary strategic debates cannot
be fully explained by conventional geopolitical factors such as geographical location
or resource potential alone. While the island has long occupied an important
position in transpolar defence planning and early warning architectures (Petersen
2011, 90-95), recent geopolitical and technological developments have
fundamentally altered the strategic context in which these longstanding geographical
advantages are interpreted (U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 4-7). Russia’s
invasion of Ukraine, the enlargement of NATO to include Finland and Sweden, and
renewed emphasis on Arctic defence and deterrence have reinforced Greenland’s
significance within North American and Euro-Atlantic security planning (Friis and
Tamnes 2024; U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 1-7). At the same time, climatic
change, technological innovation, and intensifying great power competition
continue to reshape the Arctic security landscape. Consequently, the Arctic no longer
reflects the post-Cold War framework associated primarily with institutional
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cooperation and environmental governance but is increasingly characterised by
overlapping layers of military competition, technological rivalry, and strategic
recalibration (Gad et al. 2024, 227-229; @sthagen 2016; Wegge and Halsne 2022,
32-33). Within this evolving environment, Greenland should not be understood
solely as an object of external strategic interest; rather, it represents a strategic
interface where competing security discourses, alliance priorities, and political
ambitions increasingly converge.

Existing research approaches Greenland from several analytical perspectives.
Some authors emphasise its geostrategic significance within NATO’s northern flank
and its longstanding role in United States deterrence strategy, particularly through
military infrastructure and early warning capabilities in the High North (Wegge 2022,
94-113; U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 4-7). Others focus on Greenland’s
resource potential, economic dependency, critical minerals, and the implications of
climate change for maritime routes, energy security, and resource extraction (Spence
and Hanlon 2025, 4-5; Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). A third body of research
examines Greenland’s political development, highlighting processes of self-
government, paradiplomacy, and the evolving distribution of authority within the
Kingdom of Denmark (Gad 2017, 104-107; Ackrén 2014, 42—-43; Gad et al. 2024, 227—-
229). In this article, par diplomacy refers to the external engagement of subnational
authorities in economic, political, and institutional arenas that remain formally within
the jurisdiction of the sovereign state. In Greenland’s case, such engagement does
not replace Danish foreign policy competence but operates alongside it, expanding
local political agency within negotiated sovereignty arrangements. While these
perspectives provide valuable insights, they generally remain analytically separated.
Military strategy, economic development, political autonomy, and security
governance are frequently examined as distinct domains despite their increasing
interdependence in the contemporary Arctic security environment.

This article develops a different analytical perspective by examining Greenland
as a security interface within the broader transformation of Arctic security. Rather
than treating the island primarily as a strategic asset or as a case of expanding
political autonomy, it explores how military, political, and economic processes
interact across multiple levels of governance. The central research question is: How
does Greenland illustrate the restructuring of Arctic security under conditions of
layered sovereignty and intensifying systemic competition? In this article, systemic
competition refers to the sustained interaction of military, economic, technological,
and political rivalry among major powers across interconnected regional and
institutional settings. The concept of a security interface provides a framework for
analysing how security outcomes emerge through the interaction of subnational
agency, institutional constraints, and broader geopolitical dynamics. From this
perspective, Greenland’s contemporary strategic significance cannot be explained
by any single factor. Instead, it reflects the simultaneous interaction of military
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competition, institutional evolution, postcolonial political change, and shifting
patterns of great power rivalry that together are reshaping the Arctic security
environment (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4-5, 8-10; Gad et al. 2024, 227-229).

This interpretation builds on existing scholarship on securitisation and
desecuritisation in Arctic politics. For much of the post-Cold War period, security in
the region was managed through a combination of military presence, institutional
cooperation, and deliberate political restraint (Gad et al. 2024, 227-231).
Greenlandic political discourse similarly prioritised economic development, social
resilience, and civilian governance while generally downplaying conventional military
threats (Gad 2017, 104-107). In recent years, however, the regional security
environment has changed considerably. Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine,
China’s expanding economic interests in the Arctic, and the renewed strategic focus
of the United States have contributed to a return of hard security concerns across
the region (Sgrensen 2018, 1-3; U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 1-7). As a result,
cooperative institutions have not disappeared but increasingly operate alongside
renewed geopolitical competition and military deterrence, creating a more complex
Arctic security environment.

This article draws on securitisation theory together with research on Arctic
governance and sovereignty to explain Greenland’s growing strategic importance.
Arctic security has long been characterised by a tension between military realities
and political narratives. While regional cooperation was sustained through processes
of desecuritisation that deliberately reduced the political salience of defence issues,
military infrastructure and strategic commitments remained largely intact (Gad et
al. 2024, 228-231). Rather than disappearing, strategic competition persisted
beneath the surface of cooperative governance through enduring defence
arrangements and long-established strategic installations (Wang and Degeorges
2014, 4-5). Building on this perspective, the article introduces the concept of a
security interface, understood as an institutional and political setting in which
domestic governance, subnational agency, external strategic interests, and security
responsibilities interact across different levels of authority. Processes of self-
government and par diplomatic engagement have expanded Greenland’s political
agency without fundamentally altering the constitutional distribution of sovereignty
between Nuuk and Copenhagen (Ackrén 2014, 42—-43; Gad 2017, 104-107). From
this perspective, security outcomes emerge through the interaction of political
bargaining, economic interdependence, institutional adaptation, and strategic
competition rather than through military capability alone (Vuleti¢ 2026b).

Methodologically, the article employs a qualitative, theory-informed analysis of
academic research, official strategic documents, and policy studies concerning Arctic
security and Greenland’s political development. The analysis focuses on
developments between 2014 and 2026, with particular attention to the post-2022
security environment. It examines how military, economic, and political processes



Greenland and the Restructuring of Arctic Security: A Security Interface Perspective | 527

interact in shaping Greenland’s strategic position rather than attributing
developments to a single causal factor. Greenland therefore serves as a revealing
analytical case through which broader transformations in Arctic security can be
understood. The principal theoretical contribution of this article lies in developing
the concept of the security interface as an analytical framework for explaining how
layered sovereignty and systemic competition jointly reshape national security in
the contemporary Arctic.

The Transformation of Arctic Security

Throughout much of the post-Cold War period, the Arctic was widely regarded
as an exceptional case within international security. Despite the continued presence
of substantial military capabilities, the region was generally characterised by
relatively low levels of geopolitical confrontation and a strong emphasis on political
cooperation (Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32). This perception was reinforced by
governance arrangements that prioritised environmental protection, scientific
cooperation, and confidence-building among Arctic states, giving rise to what
became known as Arctic exceptionalism. Within this framework, security concerns
did not disappear; rather, they were increasingly managed through processes of
desecuritisation that sought to reduce the political salience of defence issues and
incorporate them into routine political governance (Gad et al. 2024, 228-231).

This cooperative narrative, however, did not eliminate the Arctic’s underlying
strategic importance. Throughout the Cold War, Greenland remained embedded
within transatlantic defence arrangements, while military infrastructure continued
to underpin broader deterrence and early-warning architectures (Petersen 2011,
90-92, 101-103). Although the political visibility of these capabilities declined after
the Cold War, they were never dismantled. Instead, they became less prominent
within a regional discourse that increasingly emphasised cooperation, environmental
governance, and institutional stability. Security considerations therefore remained
embedded in the Arctic’s strategic architecture even as they were progressively
depoliticised in public and diplomatic discourse (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4-5).

Over the past decade, this equilibrium has progressively eroded. Accelerated
climate change has reduced sea ice, increasing the accessibility of maritime routes
and resource-rich areas, while technological advances have expanded the feasibility
of sustained military and civilian operations across the High North (Spence and
Hanlon 2025, 4-5). More significantly, Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022
and the subsequent strengthening of NATO’s northern posture have altered strategic
perceptions of the Arctic, shifting attention from cooperative governance toward
deterrence, resilience, and military preparedness (U.S. Department of Defence 2024,
1-7). As great power competition has intensified, the Arctic is now viewed not simply



528 | Dejan Vuleti¢, Rawat Suryang

as a region of cooperation but as an integral component of wider Euro-Atlantic and
global strategic competition (Sgrensen 2018, 1-3).

The transformation of Arctic security has not resulted from a single political
decision but from the cumulative interaction of strategic, economic, and political
processes. Economic developments associated with the energy transition, critical
minerals, maritime infrastructure, and emerging transport routes have become
increasingly intertwined with strategic competition, blurring the distinction between
economic development and security policy. At the political level, these dynamics have
reinforced debates linking modernisation, external dependency, and economic
development to questions of sovereignty and national identity. As Gad’s analysis of
Greenlandic identity politics demonstrates, issues of external influence, linguistic
hierarchies, and economic dependence are frequently articulated as matters of
existential significance for Greenland’s future political status (Gad 2017, 108-112).
Consequently, economic initiatives increasingly become embedded within broader
political and strategic debates over autonomy, governance, and long-term statehood.

Securitisation theory provides a useful framework for interpreting this
transformation. During much of the post-Cold War period, Arctic political discourse
was characterised by efforts to desecuritise regional affairs, presenting the Arctic
primarily as a space of cooperation, economic development, and environmental
governance rather than strategic confrontation (Gad et al. 2024, 228-231). This
framing contributed to the perception of the Arctic as a low-tension region, even
though substantial military capabilities and alliance commitments remained in place
(Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32). Recent geopolitical developments, particularly
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine and the resulting changes in Euro-Atlantic
security, have challenged this narrative by bringing deterrence, military
preparedness, and strategic competition to the centre of Arctic political debate (U.S.
Department of Defence 2024, 1-7). Rather than replacing existing governance
arrangements, these developments have layered renewed geopolitical rivalry onto
established institutional structures, creating a strategic environment in which
cooperation and competition now coexist (U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 1-7;
Popadi¢ 2026).

The reconfiguration of Arctic security reflects the growing interaction of
economic development, institutional capacity, and strategic competition. Rather
than emerging primarily through direct military confrontation, contemporary
security challenges increasingly develop through long-term processes associated
with resource governance, infrastructure investment, critical mineral supply chains,
and the expansion of maritime connectivity. As Wang and Degeorges argue,
competition in the Arctic is likely to remain predominantly commercial rather than
military, even though its consequences may reshape the broader regional security
environment (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 7-8). In this context, decisions concerning
infrastructure, investment, and resource management acquire strategic significance
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that extends well beyond their immediate economic purpose. Dependence on
external capital, technology, and institutional support may gradually influence
political expectations, patterns of cooperation, and strategic alignment, particularly
in a small and institutionally constrained polity such as Greenland (Wang and
Degeorges 2014, 12-15). Consequently, initiatives presented primarily as
instruments of economic development may also produce long-term security effects
without being explicitly framed as defence policy.

Within this evolving security environment, the continued functioning of
cooperative institutions should not be interpreted as evidence that strategic
competition has diminished. Governance mechanisms such as the Arctic Council
remain important instruments of regional coordination, yet they increasingly operate
alongside renewed deterrence planning, alliance adaptation, and military
modernisation across the High North. As Wegge argues, recent developments
illustrate an Arctic security environment in which institutional cooperation and
strategic competition coexist rather than exclude one another (Wegge 2022, 99—
103). The transformation of Arctic security therefore reflects not the replacement
of one regional order by another, but the gradual layering of new geopolitical
dynamics onto existing governance arrangements. It is within this changing strategic
context that Greenland’s strategic significance should be understood.

Greenland in Great Power Strategy

Greenland’s renewed strategic prominence has become particularly evident
following Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, NATO’s enlargement to include
Finland and Sweden, and the growing emphasis on Arctic defence within Euro-
Atlantic security planning. These developments have reinforced international
attention toward Greenland’s role in Arctic infrastructure, missile defence, and
critical mineral supply chains (U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 1-7). Yet
Greenland’s incorporation into transatlantic security arrangements long predates
these recent geopolitical developments. During the Second World War and
throughout the Cold War, the island became institutionally embedded within
broader North Atlantic strategic structures. These linkages persisted beyond the
bipolar era, underscoring the enduring relevance of Greenland within transatlantic
security frameworks (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4).

Recent geopolitical developments therefore do not represent the emergence of
an entirely new strategic environment. Rather, they reflect the reinterpretation of
Greenland’s long-standing geostrategic position under changing political,
technological, and environmental circumstances. Located between North America
and Europe, Greenland has consistently occupied an important position in alliance
coordination, sovereignty debates, and strategic planning. This continuity reflects a
longstanding U.S. objective of limiting rival great power influence in the North
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Atlantic and the Western Hemisphere, a principle that has shaped American policy
toward Greenland since the Second World War (Berry 2016).

Although the Cold War ended, Greenland’s strategic position did not lose its
structural relevance. Instead, the political framing of security gradually shifted. Military
installations continued to operate, while political discourse increasingly focused on
economic development, civilian governance, and regional cooperation. In Greenlandic
domestic politics, defence issues were often discussed in terms of economic costs,
administrative responsibility, or civilian utility rather than military strategy (Gad et al.
2024, 227-231). This discursive moderation contributed to the perception that the
Arctic had become increasingly detached from broader geopolitical rivalry, even
though defence arrangements, alliance commitments, and strategic infrastructure
remained largely unchanged. Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine and the subsequent
strengthening of NATO’s northern posture did not create a new strategic architecture;
rather, they restored the political and operational salience of long-standing strategic
structures within a fundamentally altered security environment.

Greenland’s renewed strategic prominence reflects the interaction of
technological change, geopolitical competition, and institutional continuity.
Greenland’s strategic infrastructure was originally embedded within Cold War early-
warning and deterrence architectures, establishing its enduring role in transatlantic
defence planning (Petersen 2011, 90-92). More recently, advances in missile
defence, space-based surveillance, and long-range sensing technologies have
renewed the operational significance of high-latitude locations, further reinforcing
the strategic value of this infrastructure within North American and Euro-Atlantic
security planning (U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 4-7). At the regional level,
Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, together with Finland’s and Sweden’s
accession to NATO, has strengthened the Alliance’s northern posture and prompted
adjustments in defence planning across the High North (Wegge 2022, 94-99; U.S.
Department of Defence 2024, 1-7). These developments do not represent the
creation of a fundamentally new security architecture. Rather, they demonstrate
how longstanding strategic structures have been adapted to a changing geopolitical
environment in which continuity and transformation coexist.

The contemporary strategic environment differs from earlier periods in that
military considerations now intersect more directly with economic and technological
competition. Greenland’s significant deposits of rare earth elements and other critical
minerals essential for advanced manufacturing, defence industries, and the energy
transition have attracted growing international attention. Western governments
increasingly view these resources through the lens of supply chain resilience, strategic
dependency, and efforts to reduce reliance on dominant suppliers, particularly China.
Recent policy analyses explicitly identify Greenland’s mineral potential as part of
broader Western strategies to strengthen critical mineral supply chains under
conditions of intensifying geopolitical competition (Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). At
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the same time, high extraction costs, limited infrastructure, environmental
constraints, and regulatory uncertainty continue to limit the short-term viability of
large-scale mining projects (Spence and Hanlon 2025). Nevertheless, debates over
mining, infrastructure investment, and port development increasingly extend beyond
commercial considerations and have become closely associated with broader
questions of geopolitical influence, strategic alignment, and long-term dependency.

China’s expanding Arctic engagement illustrates how economic initiatives
increasingly acquire strategic significance under conditions of intensifying great
power competition. Rather than relying on direct military presence, China’s activities
in Greenland have centred on economic investment, research cooperation, and
infrastructure development. These activities have increasingly prompted
reassessments of their strategic implications among Western governments. The
publication of China’s Arctic Policy White Paper and the incorporation of Arctic Sea
routes into the Belt and Road Initiative signalled a more proactive Chinese approach
to the region (Sgrensen 2018). Analyses of China’s Arctic policy suggest that
sustained investment, research cooperation, and infrastructure development may
gradually generate economic and technological dependencies that acquire political
significance under conditions of strategic competition (Sgrensen 2018, 4-6).
Consequently, Arctic governments have increasingly assessed Chinese engagement
not solely in commercial terms but also through the broader framework of
geopolitical competition and technological interdependence. In Greenland, these
developments have led Greenlandic political leaders to balance opportunities for
economic diversification against concerns expressed in Copenhagen and Washington
regarding strategic dependency and critical infrastructure (Sgrensen 2018, 4-6).
China’s Arctic engagement therefore demonstrates how economic activity,
institutional participation, and infrastructure investment can gradually acquire
broader security relevance without assuming an overtly military character.

The convergence of enduring military infrastructure and intensifying economic
competition has brought Greenland back to the forefront of international security
debates. In recent years, political and strategic attention in the United States has
increasingly focused on Greenland’s role, particularly the functions of Pituffik Space
Base within missile warning, space surveillance, and Arctic defence architectures
(Spence and Hanlon 2025, 3—4; U.S. Department of Defence 2024, 4-7). These
developments have unfolded within broader regional and international political
dynamics shaped by Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, NATO'’s enlargement, and
the strengthening of Allied defence planning in the High North (Spence and Hanlon
2025, 4; Wegge 2022). Greenland’s renewed prominence, however, cannot be
explained solely by political statements or short-term geopolitical developments.
Rather, it reflects the island’s enduring position within overlapping strategic
frameworks. For the United States, Greenland constitutes a critical component of
North American and transatlantic defence. For Denmark, it combines alliance
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obligations with constitutional responsibilities within the Danish Realm. For
Greenland’s self-government, growing external interest creates opportunities for
economic diversification and greater international engagement, while
simultaneously generating complex questions concerning sovereignty, regulatory
authority, and long-term political autonomy. Greenland’s strategic importance
therefore derives not only from its geographical location but also from its growing
capacity to influence how competing strategic, economic, and political interests are
negotiated within the evolving Arctic security environment.

Although the 2025 U.S. National Security Strategy does not address Greenland
as a separate regional category, its emphasis on strategic locations, critical
infrastructure, resilient supply chains, and access to critical minerals has direct
implications for Greenland’s position within North American security planning. Its
focus on commercial diplomacy, resilient supply chains, energy infrastructure, and
critical mineral access also confirms that economic engagement is increasingly
understood as an instrument of strategic competition. From this perspective,
Greenland’s significance extends beyond its military infrastructure and derives
increasingly from the interaction of geographical access, resource governance,
technological connectivity, and the wider objective of limiting rival influence within
strategically sensitive spaces (The White House 2025).

Russia’s expanded military posture in the Arctic has contributed significantly to
renewed strategic attention to the High North. The modernisation of Arctic military
infrastructure increased operational activity, and the integration of the region into
Russia’s broader strategic posture have reinforced Allied concerns regarding
deterrence, early warning, and freedom of manoeuvre in northern Europe (Zysk
2020). Following Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, these concerns acquired
greater urgency, contributing to the strengthening of NATO’s northern posture and
a reassessment of Arctic defence planning (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 4; Wegge
2022). Rather than replacing existing governance arrangements, this renewed
strategic competition has transformed the context within which they operate,
requiring Arctic actors to manage cooperation and deterrence simultaneously. For
Greenland, these developments do not imply direct involvement in military
confrontation. Instead, they reinforce the island’s security relevance as part of a
wider security environment in which geopolitical rivalry interacts with institutional
responsibilities, alliance commitments, and competing political interests.

Taken together, these developments have repositioned Greenland from a
relatively low-visibility component of Cold War strategy to a central node within
contemporary Arctic security. The island illustrates how strategic competition
increasingly unfolds through the interaction of military infrastructure, critical
resource governance, technological cooperation, and political decision-making
rather than through military deployments alone (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 3-5;
Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). This broader evolution reflects a growing tendency
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for contemporary security competition to develop through the interaction of
military, technological, economic, and political processes rather than through
conventional military power alone (Vuleti¢ 2026a). External actors seek to shape
Greenland’s future not only through defence policy but also through investment,
infrastructure development, scientific cooperation, and access to strategically
important resources (Sgrensen 2018, 4—6; Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). At the same
time, Greenland is no longer merely an object of great power competition. Its
expanding political autonomy and growing capacity to influence decisions
concerning resource management, foreign investment, and external partnerships
have increased its role in shaping regional security dynamics (Jacobsen and Lindbjerg
2024, 196-226). Consequently, Greenland’s strategic significance derives from the
interaction between external geopolitical competition and internal political agency,
making the island an increasingly important security interface through which military,
economic, technological, and political dimensions of Arctic security intersect.

Greenland as a Security Interface

Within this transformed Arctic security environment, Greenland occupies an
intermediate political and strategic position between external strategic competition
and internal political agency. Existing interpretations tend to approach the island
either as a strategic asset within geopolitical rivalry or as a political entity advancing
toward greater autonomy within the Danish Realm. While each perspective captures
an important dimension of Greenland’s evolving role, neither is analytically sufficient
in isolation. Greenland'’s strategic relevance reflects the combined effects of political
agency, economic interdependence, and geopolitical competition. From this
perspective, the island operates as a security interface through which distinct
political, economic, and strategic logics converge and mutually shape one another.
Conceptualising Greenland as a security interface constitutes the central analytical
contribution of this article by providing a framework for explaining how layered
sovereignty reshapes national security under conditions of systemic competition
(Risse 2011).

The concept of a security interface emphasises interaction rather than hierarchy.
Greenland cannot be understood either as a passive object of external strategic
competition or as an autonomous actor capable of independently shaping regional
security outcomes. Instead, it occupies an intermediate political space in which local
political agency, external strategic interests, and institutional constraints
continuously interact. This configuration reflects broader changes in the security
environment, where the distinction between domestic governance and international
security has become increasingly blurred (@sthagen 2021; Risse 2011).
Consequently, Greenland’s internal debates over economic development, resource
governance, and political autonomy acquire external strategic significance, while
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shifts in the wider geopolitical environment increasingly influence domestic political
decision-making. Viewed in this way, strategic outcomes emerge not from any single
actor or level of governance but from the combined effects of political, institutional,
and strategic processes operating simultaneously across multiple levels.

A key dimension of this interface dynamic lies in Greenland’s expanding
engagement in subnational diplomacy. Following the 2009 Self-Government Act,
Greenlandic authorities acquired broader competencies in domestic governance
and resource management, while foreign and defence policy formally remained
under Danish jurisdiction (Ackrén 2014, 42-43). Within these institutional
constraints, political leaders in Nuuk have increasingly pursued external economic
and diplomatic engagement as part of a long-term strategy to strengthen political
agency and reduce structural dependence on Danish financial transfers. International
engagement enables Greenland to exercise influence beyond the formal limits of
sovereignty by participating in transnational networks, negotiating investment
initiatives, and shaping its international profile (Jacobsen 2020). At the same time,
these activities unfold within a geopolitical environment in which external actors
are rarely perceived as neutral economic partners but increasingly as potential
strategic stakeholders (Jacobsen and Lindbjerg 2024). Consequently, initiatives
related to mining, infrastructure, research cooperation, or foreign investment are
frequently interpreted through broader alliance priorities, particularly in
Copenhagen and Washington. Economic diplomacy therefore becomes inseparable
from strategic competition, illustrating how domestic governance decisions acquire
wider security implications within a system of layered sovereignty.

Resource politics further reinforces Greenland’s role as a security interface. The
island’s deposits of rare earth elements and other critical minerals associated with
advanced manufacturing and the global energy transition are frequently presented
in domestic political debates as a potential pathway towards greater fiscal autonomy.
At the same time, practical obstacles, including high extraction costs, limited
infrastructure, environmental constraints, regulatory uncertainty, and labour
shortages, continue to complicate large-scale resource development (Spence and
Hanlon 2025, 5; Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). Legal and administrative
arrangements within the Danish Realm further shape the governance and
implementation of major mining projects (Mortensen 2014). Despite these
constraints, Greenland’s mineral resources have acquired growing geopolitical
significance as Western governments increasingly view them through the lens of
supply chain resilience and strategic dependence, particularly in relation to China
(Schwartz and Baskaran 2026; Bergmann et al. 2025). Consequently, debates over
resource development extend well beyond questions of commercial viability and
increasingly involve broader considerations of strategic resilience, regulatory
authority, and long-term geopolitical influence. Rather than representing an
economic issue solely, resource governance illustrates how domestic development
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choices become embedded within wider patterns of strategic competition,
reinforcing Greenland’s function as a security interface.

At the same time, Greenland’s continued integration into transatlantic security
arrangements places clear structural limits on its political manoeuvrability. Although
the Self-Government framework has expanded domestic competencies,
responsibility for foreign, security, and defence policy formally remains with the
Kingdom of Denmark, limiting Greenland’s ability to redefine its external security
relationships independently (Ackrén 2014, 42—43). Greenland’s strategic significance,
however, extends beyond these constitutional arrangements. Its long-standing
integration into the transatlantic security architecture means that political and
economic developments on the island are increasingly interpreted through broader
Allied strategic considerations rather than solely as domestic affairs (Petersen 2011;
Friis and Tamnes 2024). This tendency has become more pronounced amid the
deterioration of the European security environment following Russia’s invasion of
Ukraine and the subsequent enlargement of NATO, which have reinforced the
strategic importance of the European High North (Bergmann et al. 2025).
Consequently, decisions concerning infrastructure, foreign investment, or critical
resource development increasingly attract attention in Copenhagen, Washington,
and Brussels because of their potential implications for Allied strategic interests.
Greenland therefore illustrates how domestic governance decisions become
embedded within wider institutional and strategic relationships, reinforcing its role
as a security interface.

The analysis presented here reveals a paradox characteristic of peripheral
territories exposed to intensified strategic competition. Growing external attention
enhances Greenland’s political leverage by expanding opportunities for international
partnerships, investment, and diplomatic engagement. At the same time, it narrows
the scope for autonomous decision-making, as domestic political choices become
increasingly subject to the strategic interests and security concerns of external actors.
Greenlandic authorities must therefore navigate a complex environment in which
economic diversification, aspirations for greater political autonomy, and reassurance
towards Allied partners must be balanced simultaneously. Rather than increasing
or diminishing sovereignty in a linear manner, external engagement simultaneously
expands political opportunities while intensifying strategic constraints. This paradox
illustrates the central logic of the security interface: political agency develops
through, rather than despite, growing strategic interdependence.

The interface character of Greenland is also shaped by the temporal dynamics
of contemporary security. Unlike conventional military crises, many Arctic security
challenges evolve gradually through decisions concerning infrastructure, regulatory
frameworks, technological connectivity, and long-term investment. Projects initially
presented as commercial, scientific, or developmental initiatives may acquire
strategic significance as geopolitical conditions evolve (Pezard et al. 2022). This
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gradual transformation complicates policymaking by requiring governments to
evaluate the long-term security implications of decisions made under conditions of
uncertainty rather than immediate confrontation. Consequently, questions
concerning infrastructure ownership, critical supply chains, digital connectivity, and
resource governance become matters of anticipatory security governance rather
than crisis management. Greenland therefore illustrates how Arctic security
increasingly develops through cumulative political and economic decisions whose
strategic consequences emerge over time, highlighting the growing interdependence
between domestic governance and strategic competition.

Greenland’s political trajectory also highlights the importance of identity and
legitimacy in shaping evolving security dynamics. Debates over independence, fiscal
sustainability, and international alignment are embedded in broader postcolonial
narratives that frame sovereignty as the gradual realisation of a distinct Greenlandic
political community (Gad 2017). Rather than representing a fixed cultural attribute,
national identity is continuously negotiated through political debates over language,
welfare, democracy, and external engagement. These narratives shape not only
domestic understandings of self-determination but also the conditions under which
cooperation with external actors is regarded as politically legitimate. Consequently,
partnerships related to investment, resource development, or international
cooperation are evaluated not only in terms of their economic or strategic benefits
but also according to their compatibility with Greenland’s evolving political identity.
This illustrates that security is shaped not only by material capabilities and
geopolitical location but also by the legitimacy through which political choices are
interpreted and accepted.

Taken together, these dynamics demonstrate that Greenland’s significance lies
not simply in its strategic location but in the way multiple dimensions of security
converge within a single political space. Military continuity, economic
transformation, environmental change, institutional governance, and political
agency operate simultaneously, creating a security environment that cannot be
adequately understood through traditional geopolitical perspectives alone.
Greenland thus illustrates how governance, economic competition, and strategic
rivalry become mutually constitutive, requiring analytical approaches that move
beyond conventional distinctions between domestic and international security.

Understanding Greenland as a security interface therefore provides an analytical
framework for explaining how structural changes in the Arctic reshape broader
understandings of national security under conditions of strategic competition. Rather
than representing an exceptional case, Greenland demonstrates how security dynamics
increasingly arise from the interplay of subnational political agency, institutional
constraints, and external strategic competition. Viewed in this way, the concept of a
security interface complements existing approaches to Arctic security by demonstrating
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how decisions formally located within domestic governance can generate consequences
that resonate across regional and international strategic dynamics.

Implications for Contemporary National Security

The implications of Greenland’s transformation extend well beyond the Arctic
itself. Although geographically specific, the case provides broader insights into how
national security is increasingly structured and governed under conditions of layered
sovereignty, strategic competition, and institutional interdependence. Rather than
signalling a simple revival of geopolitical rivalry, the Greenland case illustrates how
security increasingly emerges from the interaction of political agency, economic
interdependence, and infrastructural dependence across multiple levels of
governance. The following discussion examines what these developments imply for
contemporary understandings of national security.

A central implication of Greenland’s current trajectory is the increasing
inseparability of domestic governance and external security dynamics. Decisions
formally situated within economic development or infrastructure policy, including
mining concessions, telecommunications networks, and investment agreements,
may acquire strategic salience when interpreted by external actors through the lens
of alliance commitments or geopolitical rivalry. As Gad and colleagues demonstrate,
Danish authorities have at times reinterpreted Greenlandic economic initiatives as
matters of foreign and security policy, thereby relocating decision-making authority
to the level of the Danish state. Recent scholarship further examines how sovereignty
negotiations within the Danish Realm structure these securitisation dynamics and
shape the redistribution of political authority (Gad et al. 2024). Greenlandic leaders,
in turn, have frequently sought to frame such initiatives as components of ordinary
economic governance to preserve political manoeuvrability within the Self-
Government framework. These developments challenge conventional models of
national security that assume a stable division between domestic policy and external
strategic competition. In environments characterised by infrastructural
interdependence, technological reliance, and alliance entanglement, security
outcomes increasingly emerge through cumulative political and economic processes
rather than through discrete military confrontation alone. Greenland’s experience
therefore demonstrates how governance decisions can acquire strategic significance
across overlapping levels of authority, illustrating that national security increasingly
evolves through layered political interpretation rather than through explicit defence
policy alone.

Another important implication concerns the evolving strategic role of smaller
political entities within contemporary security environments. Greenland
demonstrates how actors with limited conventional military or economic capabilities
may nevertheless acquire considerable strategic significance because of their
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geographical position and institutional embeddedness within broader security
frameworks. Although foreign and defence policy formally remain under Danish
jurisdiction, Greenland has increasingly exercised forms of subnational diplomatic
engagement that expand its external visibility and political influence (Ackrén 2014,
42-43). By shaping decisions related to access, infrastructure, resource governance,
and external partnerships, Greenland exercises a degree of strategic agency that
extends beyond the formal limits of its constitutional authority. Participation in
international networks and negotiations further enables the island to operate within
transnational political arenas despite continuing sovereignty constraints (Ackrén
2014, 43). This case demonstrates that national security analysis must pay greater
attention to relational positioning rather than relying primarily on aggregate
measures of material power. Actors embedded within alliance systems, critical
supply chains, and institutional governance arrangements may exert strategic
influence disproportionate to their size. Consequently, understanding contemporary
security increasingly requires analysing how political agency is exercised through
institutional relationships as much as through conventional state capabilities.

The Greenland case also highlights the expanding strategic significance of
economic governance and critical infrastructure within contemporary national
security. Investments in telecommunications, transport infrastructure, and resource
extraction increasingly unfold in a context where economic decision-making and
strategic competition are closely intertwined. Accelerated environmental change,
evolving patterns of resource accessibility, and shifting geopolitical dynamics have
further intensified international attention towards Greenland’s role in supply chain
resilience, critical minerals, and Arctic connectivity (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 4-5).
Initiatives initially presented as commercial cooperation, including mining projects,
port development, and scientific collaboration, may gradually acquire strategic
significance as they become embedded within broader geopolitical competition.
External economic engagement has likewise intensified debates over how autonomy,
authority, and political responsibility are negotiated under conditions of layered
sovereignty (Sgrensen 2018, 1, 4-5). This does not imply that economic activity is
inherently securitised. Rather, it demonstrates that the distinction between
economic governance and national security has become increasingly contingent
upon political interpretation. Decisions taken within regulatory or developmental
frameworks may therefore generate strategic consequences long before they are
formally recognised as matters of defence or security policy.

A further implication concerns the temporal dimension of contemporary
national security. Strategic challenges increasingly emerge through gradual structural
developments rather than discrete crises or military confrontation. Decisions
concerning infrastructure, resource governance, and institutional arrangements
accumulate strategic consequences over time, often acquiring security significance
only after broader geopolitical conditions change. As Wang and Degeorges observe,
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Greenland has evolved from a central component of Cold War defence planning into
a contemporary setting characterised by growing international economic interest
and renewed strategic competition (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4-7). This gradual
transformation challenges traditional national security planning, which has
historically prioritised responses to clearly identifiable threats. Instead, strategic risks
increasingly develop through long-term processes associated with economic
interdependence, technological change, environmental transformation, and
regulatory decisions. National security practice therefore requires greater emphasis
on anticipatory governance, resilience, and the assessment of cumulative systemic
effects rather than relying predominantly on reactive responses to immediate crises.

Political legitimacy and collective identity constitute a further implication of
Greenland’s transformation for contemporary national security. Debates concerning
autonomy, independence, and economic sustainability are embedded within
broader postcolonial narratives that frame sovereignty as the political realisation of
a distinct Greenlandic community. As Gad demonstrates, national identity in
Greenland is constructed through ongoing political negotiation rather than
understood as a fixed cultural attribute, with debates over language, democratic
governance, and modernisation shaping perceptions of sovereignty and political
legitimacy (Gad 2017, 120-126). These dynamics influence not only domestic
political decision-making but also the credibility of external partnerships,
negotiations over autonomy, and the strategic expectations of external actors.
Consequently, questions of recognition, legitimacy, and self-determination become
integral components of contemporary national security because they shape the
political environment within which strategic cooperation, external engagement, and
governance decisions are accepted, contested, or resisted.

Taken together, these developments indicate that the transformation of Arctic
security reflects a broader evolution in contemporary national security thinking.
Traditional approaches centred on territorial defence, military power, and state
sovereignty remain essential but are no longer sufficient for explaining security
dynamics in environments characterised by layered governance, institutional
interdependence, and strategic competition. Collectively, these developments
indicate that national security increasingly develops through the interaction of
economic governance, technological infrastructure, environmental change, political
agency, and military capability rather than through any single dimension in isolation.
Contemporary security environments therefore cannot be adequately understood
through conventional distinctions between domestic and international politics or
between hard and soft security. Instead, they require analytical frameworks capable
of explaining how multiple sources of authority, interdependence, and political
interpretation simultaneously shape strategic outcomes across different levels of
governance (Risse 2011; Gad et al. 2024).
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The broader relevance of Greenland’s transformation extends beyond the Arctic
itself. As technological interdependence, critical infrastructure, and strategic
connectivity become increasingly central to international security, similar dynamics
are likely to emerge in other regions where smaller political entities occupy positions
of disproportionate strategic importance within broader systems of competition and
cooperation. Greenland therefore serves not simply as a geographically distinctive
case but as an analytical illustration of how contemporary national security
environments are increasingly shaped through the interaction of local political agency,
institutional constraints, and systemic strategic competition. Understanding these
dynamics is essential for adapting national security frameworks to conditions in which
governance, interdependence, and geopolitical rivalry are structurally intertwined.

Conclusion

This article has examined how Greenland helps explain the restructuring of
national security under conditions of layered sovereignty and systemic competition.
It has argued that Greenland’s renewed strategic prominence reflects a structural
transformation of Arctic security that cannot be adequately explained by geography,
natural resources, or military infrastructure alone. Rather, its strategic significance
emerges from the interaction of political authority, institutional arrangements,
economic governance, and international competition across multiple levels of
governance. In this respect, the concept of the security interface provides a
transferable analytical framework for understanding how security increasingly
develops through interconnected political, economic, and strategic processes rather
than through military dynamics alone.

The analysis has shown that the transformation of Arctic security extends
beyond changes in regional geopolitics. Greenland demonstrates how domestic
governance, economic development, infrastructure, and environmental change
become increasingly intertwined with broader patterns of international security.
Policy decisions that initially appear administrative or developmental may gradually
acquire strategic significance as they become embedded within wider geopolitical
competition. The consequences of Russia’s full-scale invasion of Ukraine, NATO’s
enlargement in Northern Europe, renewed United States attention to Greenland,
and the growing strategic importance of critical minerals illustrate how rapidly such
cumulative processes can alter the security meaning of previously civilian or
developmental issues. At the same time, security challenges increasingly emerge
through cumulative long-term processes rather than discrete crises, requiring
national security institutions to complement traditional reactive approaches with
greater emphasis on anticipation, resilience, and long-term governance.

The findings also demonstrate that contemporary national security can no longer
be understood solely through conventional assumptions about territorial defence,
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military capability, or state sovereignty. Greenland illustrates how strategic relevance
increasingly depends on positional embeddedness within institutional, economic,
and political networks, allowing actors with limited material capabilities to exercise
meaningful strategic influence while simultaneously facing greater external
constraints. These developments challenge analytical distinctions between domestic
and international politics, hard and soft security, and cooperation and competition,
suggesting that contemporary security environments are characterised by the
simultaneous interaction of all these dimensions.

Finally, Greenland should be understood not as an exceptional Arctic case but
as an early manifestation of broader structural transformations affecting
contemporary international security. As technological interdependence deepens,
critical infrastructure expands, and geopolitical competition increasingly unfolds
through interconnected governance structures, similar interface dynamics are likely
to emerge in other regions. Viewed in this way, the security interface offers a broader
analytical perspective for understanding how layered sovereignty, institutional
interdependence, and systemic competition increasingly shape national security in
the twenty-first century.
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FPEHNAHA U NPEYPEREHE BE3BEAHOCTU HA APKTUKY:
NEPCNEKTMBA BE3BEAHOCHOI MERYNPOCTOPA (UHTEP®EICA)

Dejan BYIETUR?Y, Cypjanr PABAT (Suryang RAWAT)?

ANCTPAKT K/bYYHE PEYU
OBaj pag 6aBM ce UCTpaXkMBaHEM HauyMHA Ha Koju Cayyaj APKTUYKA
[peHNaHaa MOMe Aa MomorHe y objalurberby npeypeherwa — DesbesHoct;
HaLMoHaHe 6e36e4HOCTY y YCI0BMMA C/I0JEBUTOT CyBepeHuTeTa  0€36eaHOCHM
1 CTPYKTYpHE TpaHchopMaLinie apkTuKe 6esbearHoctu. Monasehn  HTEpdejc /
O/, TEOpHje CeKypUTM3aLMje, Paj pasBuja KoHLENT [peHnaHgakao  0€30eaHOCHM
6esbegHocHor  mehynpoctopa, OAHOCHO  MOCPEAHUYKOT Meb'ynpocrop;
MO/IMTUYKOT NPOCTOPA Y KOjeM HeroBe BIacTu, ynpKkoc Tome wro  C/10J€BMTH
Hemajy MyHW CyBepeHNTET y CNOsLHO]j U oabpambeHoj noautuuy,  CYBEPEHUTET,
OCTBapyjy 3HauajaH MONMTUYKN KanauuTeT y o6iacTma Kao wro ~ 1auvoHaHa
CY EKOHOMCKa perynaTuea, ynpas/batbe PecypcMma v CrosbHa 6esbeanocr;
capaarba. Ocnarbajyhu ce Ha oarosapajyhy Teopujcky nognory, ~— C/CTeMeKa
KOHKypeHuuja.

0Ba CTyAMja KpO3 KBa/IMTAaTUBHY MHTEpPNpeTaLujy peneBaHTHe
JIMTEPATYpPE MOKasyje Aa CaBpeMeHM CTPATeLLKM 3HaYaj peHnaHaa
He MOXKe afleKBaTHO ga ce objacHM camo MpeKko reorpaduije,
NPUPOAHUX Pecypca Uamn BojHe MHOPACTPYKType. YMeCTo Tora,
6e36e4HOCT ce CBe BULLE 0B/MKYje KPO3 MHTEPAKLIM]y NOUTUYUKE
B/IACTU, UHCTUTYLLMOHA/IHUX apaHKMaHa, EKOHOMCKOT yrpaB/batba
1 CUCTEMCKE KOHKYPEHLIMje Ha BULLE HMBOA yrnpaB/bakba. Hanasu
YKa3yjy Ha To Aa caBpemeHa be3begHOCHa OKpy»Kerba 3aMambyjy
rpaHuue w3mehy yHyTpaler ynpae/batba W Cro/bHE U
6e3beaHOCHE MONTUKE, YMME Ce [OBOAE Y MUTakbe UCK/bYYMBO
[OPKaBOLLEHTPUYHA M BOjHa cxBaTakba 6e36eaHoCTU. Paa Hyam
LIMpe NPUMEHMBU aHAIMTUYKM OKBUP 3a CXBaTakbe HAaYMHA Ha
KOjU CNOjeBUTU CYBEPEHWUTET M CUCTEMCKA KOHKypeHuuja
npeob/MKyjy HaumMoHanHy 6e3beaHocT, nocmaTpajyhn nputom
lpeHnaHA Kao cneumouyaH 6esbegHocHM mehynpocTop M3BaH
TPAAULIMOHANHMX APMKABOLIEHTPUYHUX MOZENA.
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YBoa

ToKoM NpeTXoa4HUX AeceT roauHa, peHNaHa ce NOMepuro ca MaprmHa apKTUYKe
NoAUTUKE Y cpeauluTe cTpaTelwkux aebata mamehy Bennkux cuna. Hekaga
HaLLMPOKO OMUCKMBAH KAao PeflaTUBHO CTabuHA apeHa 3a MehyHapoaHy capaatby,
ApPKTUK ce cBe BMLIE NOBE3Yje Ca KOHTEKCTOM OOHOB/bEHE BOjHE AKTUMBHOCTH,
WHTEH3UBMPAHOr CTPATeWKOr HaameTarba W TpaHchopmaumje pernoHanHe
6e36e4HOCTN HAaKOH PYCKe MHBa3uje Ha YKpajuHy y nyHom obumy 2022. roguHe
(Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32-33; U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 1-3). Osu
porahaju gogatHo cy nojayaHu ynackom ®uHcke u LWeeacke y HATO, wrto je
n3a3Bano GpyHAaMeHTaIHO NPeob/IMKOBakbe CTPATELKOr NooXKaja AnnjaHce Ha
ceBepy ¥ nosehano cTpaTewKM 3Ha4yaj APKTMKA Yy OKBUPY eBPOaTAaHTCKOr
oabpambeHor nnaHuparba (Friis and Tamnes 2024; U.S. Department of Defense
2024, 1-3). Wnpe nocmaTtpaHo, OBM pernoHanHu gorahaju oaBujann cy ce y
MmehyHapoaHom 6e3beAHOCHOM OKpysKekby Koje je 06ankoBao paT Pycuje npoTtus
YKpajuHe, cykob Ha BAMCKOM WCTOKY Koju M Aasbe Tpaje U MHTEeH3MBUpatbe
cTpaTelwKor pusanctea namehy CjeanmeHumx [pxaBa, KnHe u Pycuje. Y3eTe 3ajeaHo,
OBe CMMy/ITaHe KpKu3e nojavane cy MHTepaKLUnjy EKOHOMCKE, TEXHONOLLKE N BOjHE
KOHKYpeHLMje y HeKaZa pasiMuntum obnactmma, umme ce nosehao u 3Hauaj
CTpaTelKke MOBMIHOCTH, OTNOPHMX NaHaLA cHabaeBaka, PaHOr yno3opaBarba U
KOOpAMHMCaHOT caBe3HMYKor ogbpambeHor nnaHuparsba (The White House 2025).
YHyTap oBor eBonyupajyher 6e36egHOCHOT OKpy»Kerba, MPeHNaHs 3ay31MMa CNOMKEHY
CTpaTelKy no3uumnjy. lberosa reorpadcka nokaumja nsamehy CesepHe Amepuke u
EBpone, y KOMOWMHaumju ca +EroBOM AyrorogulbOM  MHTErpauujom vy
XNaJHOPATOBCKO CTPATELLKO NiaHMpare, NocTaBuaa je MpeHnaHa y camo jesrpo
TpaHcaTnaHTCcKe besbeaHocHe anHamumKke (Petersen 2011, 90-95). AaHac, Wmperbe
ayToHoMMje [peHnaHaa, Herosa cee Beha ynora y ceBepHOaMepPUUKOj PaKETHO]
046paHN N 0OHOB/LEHW FEOMONINTUYKM 3HAYaj, AOAATHO jayajy HeroBy No3unLmjy Ha
TauKM YKpLITarba TpaHchopmaLmje pernoHanHe 6e3beaHoOCTM 1 cnuctemcke bopbe
3a moh (U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 4-7).

M nopep Tora, cee Behu 3Hauaj MpeHNaHAa Yy CaBPEMEHMM CTPATELLKUM
Aebatama He MOXKe Yy MOTNYHOCTU fa ce 06jacHM CamMoO KOHBEHLUMOHANHUM
reonoIMTUYKMM GaKTOPMMA, Kao LUTO Cy reorpadCKkm NON0XKaj UM NOTeHUMjan y
nornefy pecypca. Mako je oBO OCTPBO Ayro 3ay3MMasio BarKHY MNO3ULMUjY Y
TPaHCNONAapHOM MN/aHUpaky oAbpaHe M apXUTEKTYPU pPaHOr yno3opaBahba
(Petersen 2011, 90-95), HeaaBHU reonoNMTUYKN M TEXHOOLWKN Pa3Boj cUTyaumje
M3 OCHOBA je MPOMEHMO CTPATELLKM KOHTEKCT Yy KOjeM Ce OBe Ayroroguiirbe
reorpadcke npeaHoctn Tymade (U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 4-7). Pycka
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WMHBa3Mja Ha YKpajuHy, npowunperbe HATO-a Ha PUHCKY 1 LLBeacKy M 06HOB/LEHU
Harnacak Ha oabpaHy u ogspaharbe Ha APKTUKY, Nojadanu cy 3Hauvaj MpeHnaHga y
OKBMPY CEBEPHOaMEPUYUKOT U eBpOoaTNaHTCKor besbeaHoCHOr NaaHupamsa (Friis and
Tamnes 2024; U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 1-7). Y ucto Bpeme, KAMmaTcke
NPOMEHE, TEXHO/IOLKE MHOBALMjE U UHTEH3MBUPAHE HAAMETaHa BEJIMKUX CUNQ,
HacTaB/bajy Aa NpPeobanKyjy apKTUUYKKM 6e36eaHOCHM nej3axk. CxoaHo Tome, APKTUK
BMLLE He 0AparkaBa NoCcT-X/1a4HOPATOBCKM OKBUP KOju ce Mpe cBera NoBe3nBao ca
WHCTUTYLLMOHA/THOM CapaHbOM M yNpaB/bakeM 3aLUTUTOM KUBOTHE cpeauHe, Beh
ra CBe BULLE KapaKTepuLLy C/10jeBM BOjHOT HagMeTaka, TEXHO/IOLWKOr P1BaacTsa 1
CTpaTellKe pekannbpaumje Koju ce mehycobHo npeknanajy (Gad et al. 2024, 227-
229; @sthagen 2016; Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32—33). YHyTap 0BOr NPOMEH/bUBOT
OKpY*Kerba, MpeHNaHa He 61 Tpebano cxBaTaTU UCK/bYYMBO KAao 06jeKaT cnosbHOr
cTpaTeLKor nHTepeca, seh bu ce npe morno pehu ga oH NpeacTas/ba CTPATELKK
MehynpocTop y Kojem ce CyKob/beHn 6e36eHOCHM AMUCKYPCH, NMPUOPUTETU CaBe3a
M NOAUTUYKE ambuupje cBe BULLE YKPLUTA]Y.

MNocTojeha uctpaxmsarba npuctynajy NpeHnaHay U3 HEKOIMKO aHAIUTUUYKUX
nepcnekTMea. Hekn ayTopu akLeHaT CTaB/bajy Ha HEroB reocTpaTellky 3Hayaj
yHyTap cesepHor Kpuaa HATO-a u HeroBy Ayroroaulikby yAory y crpatervjm
opBpaharba CjeanmeHux [pKaBa, NocebHO Kpo3 BOjHY WHOPACTPYKTYpPY M
KanauuTeTe paHor yno3opasatba Ha [anekom cesepy (Wegge 2022, 94-113; U.S.
Department of Defense 2024, 4-7). Opyru ce doKycupajy Ha noteHuujan MpeHnaHaa
y norneay pecypca, herosy EKOHOMCKY 3aBUCHOCT, K/by4dHe MUHepane u nocaeauue
KMMATCKMX NPOMEHA Ha MOMOPCKe pyTe, eHepreTcKy 6e36eAHOCT 1 eKcnnoaTaumjy
pecypca (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 4-5; Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). Tpeha rpyna
WCTparkmMBakba UCMUTYje MOAUTUYKM PasBoj peHNaHZa, Npy Yemy Harnawasa
npouece camoynpase, napaguniomatvje u eaynaHy pacnogeny osnawhema
yHyTap KpasbeBuHe [daHcke (Gad 2017, 104-107; Ackrén 2014, 42—-43; Gad et al.
2024, 227-229). Y oBom pagy, napaguniomaTtvja ce OOHOCU Ha CrosbHO
aHrarkoBarbe CyOHALMOHANHUX BNACTM Y EKOHOMCKUM, MOAUTUYKUM W
WHCTUTYLLMOHAIHUM apeHama Koje y GopMasHOM CMWUCAY OCTajy Y Hag eXHOCTH
cyBepeHe gpxase. Y cnyyajy [peHnaHga, TaKBO aHra)koBakbe He 3amerbyje
HaZNEXHOCTU [AHCKE CMno/bHe MOAWTUKe, Beh aenyje ynopefo ca hUMa,
npowmnpyjyhn N1OKanHO NOAUTUYKO AEN0BaHe YHYTAP AOFOBOPEHMX apaHKMaHa o
cyBepeHuTeTy. Mako oBa reauwTta npy»ajy BpeaHe yBuae, OHa YI/laBHOM OCTajy
QHAUTUYKM pa3gBojeHa. BojHa cTpaTeruja, eKOHOMCKM pPasBoj, NOAMUTMYKA
ayToOHOMMUja U ynpaB/batbe 6e3beaHowhy YyecTo ce nocmaTtpajy Kao nocebHu
OOMEHMW, YNpKOC HMX0BOj cBe Behoj y3ajaMHOj 3aBMCHOCTM Yy CaBpPeMeHOM
APKTUYKOM He36eHOCHOM OKpPYHKetbY.
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OBaj papg, pasBuja gpyraymjy aHaaMTUYKY nepcnektusy umajyhu y snay ga
nocmaTpa lpeHiaHa Kao 6e3begHocHM mehynpocTop yHyTap LWMper npoueca
TpaHchopmaLumje apKTUYKe H6e3begHOCTU. YMeECTO fa ce nmpema OBOM OCTPBY
OAHOCK NMPBEHCTBEHO KAao Mpema CTPaTelwKOM CPeACTBY MM CAy4vajy WMpeHa
NoJIMTUYKE ayTOHOMMje, paf MCTPaXKyje HauMHe Ha Koje BOjHU, MOJUTUYKM U
€KOHOMCKM npouecn mefhycobHo genyjy Ha BuLe HMBOA ynpaB/bakba. LleHTpanHo
WCTPa)KMBAYKO MUTakbe [Nacu: HA KOju HOYUH [peHnaHO  unaycmpyje
pecmpykmypucare apkmuyke beszbeOHocmu y ycnoeuma  cro0jesumoe
cysepeHUmema u UHMeH3UsUparba cucmemckoe Haomemarsa? Y oBoM paay,
CUCTEMCKO HagMeTatbe Ce OAHOCKM Ha KOHTUHYMpPaHy WHTepaKkuujy BOjHOT,
€KOHOMCKOT, TEXHO/IOLWKOr U MONMTUYKOT puBancTea Mamehy BeNUKUX cuna y
MehycobHO MNoBe3aHMM PErMoHasHUM U UHCTUTYLUMOHANHUM OKPYXKEHUMA.
KoHuenT 6e36eaHocHor mehynpoctopa npy»ka OKBUP 3a aHa/M3y HauMHa Ha Koju
6e36eHOCHM UCXOAM HACTajy KPO3 MHTepakuujy cybHauMoHaNHOr AeN0Bakba,
WMHCTUTYLUMOHAMHUX OrpaHuyerba U LIMPEe reonosintuyke auvHamuke. Ca oBsor
CTAaHOBMLUTA, CaBPeMEeHU CTpaTeLlKM 3Hadaj MpeHnaHaa He MmoxKe Aa ce objacHu
HUjeAHUM nojeaMHadyHMM GaKTOPOM. YMECTO Tora, OH OAparkaBa CUMYATaHy
WMHTEpPaKLMjy BOjHOT HagMeTaha, MHCTUTYLUMOHANHE eBONYLMje, MOCTKONOHM]jaTHUX
NOIMTUYKMX MPOMEHA U NPOMEH/bUBMX 0Opa3aLla PUBaACTBA BEAUKMX CUAA, KOjU
3ajegHo NpeobnunKyjy apKTUUKO BesbeaHocHO oKkpyxere (Wang and Degeorges
2014, 4-5, 8-10; Gad et al. 2024, 227-229).

OBaKBO Tymauyere ce HadoBesyje Ha noctojehy HayyHy auTepatypy o
CEKYPUTM3ALMjU U OeCEeKYPUTMU3ALN|U Y apKTUYKO] nonnTuun. Tokom Beher aena
NocTx1aZHOPaTOBCKOT nepuoaa, 6e3benHowwhy y perMoHy ce ynpas/baso Npeko
KOMOMHaLUuje BOjHOT MPUCYCTBA, UHCTUTYLIMOHA/IHE CapaHbe U HaMepHe NOoAUTUYKe
y3aprKaHoctu (Gad et al. 2024, 227-231). NonAnTrUYkKM anckypc MpeHnaHaa je Ha
C/IM4aH Ha4YMH JaBao NPUOPUTET EKOHOMCKOM Pa3Bojy, APYLUTBEHOj OTNOPHOCTU U
LMBUIHOM YMpaB/bakby, AOK je reHepasiHO YMarbMBao KOHBEHUUWOHA/IHE BOjHE
npetke (Gad 2017, 104-107). Mehytum, nocnegrux roguHa, PerMoHasHo
6e36e4HOCHO OKpYerbe Y 3HATHOj Mepu ce NPOMeHWNO0. Pycka MHBa3Mnja Ha
YKpajuHy y nyHOm obumy, Wnperte eKOHOMCKUX MHTepeca KuHe Ha ApKTUKY K
06HOB/bEHU cTpaTelwkn dokyc CjegnrbeHnx [pKaBa, AONPUHENN CYy NMOBPATKY
TelWwKnx 6e36eaHOCHMX NUTakba LWKMPOM pernoHa (Serensen 2018, 1-3; U.S.
Department of Defense 2024, 1-7). Kao pe3ynTat Tora, MHCTUTYLUMje 3a capagrby
HWCY HecTasie, an CBe BULLE Aenyjy ynopeao ca 06HOB/bEHUM reonoINTUYKUM
HagMeTarbeM W BOjHMM opBpaharbem, YnMme ce CTBapa C/AOXKEHWje APKTUYKO
6e36e4HOCHO OKpYKeHbe.



546 | Dejan Vuleti¢, Rawat Suryang

Kako 61 objacHMo pactyhu cTpaTellkm 3Havaj MpeHnaHaa, 0Baj paj ce ocnama
Ha TeOpWUjy CEKYPUTM3aLLMje 3ajeJHO Ca UCTPaXKMBabMMa O YNpaB/batby APKTUKOM
M HErOBOM CyBepeHUTETY. APKTUUKY 6e3beaHocT Beh ayro Kapaktepuile TeH3uja
n3amehy BOjHE CTBAPHOCTM U MOAUTUYKMX HapaTmBa. [lOK ce, C jeaHe CTpaHe,
pervoHasHa capajtba OAprKaBasia KpO3 npouece AeceKypuTusaumje Koju cy
HaMepHO CMakMBaIN MONUTUYKM 3HaYaj ofbpambeHmx NUTamkba, C Apyre cTpaHe cy
BOjHa MHPACTPYKTypa M cTpaTellKke obaBese ocTasne yriaBHOM HeTakHyTe (Gad et
al. 2024, 228-231). YmecTo Aa HecTaHe, CTpaTellKO HaJMeTakbe je OrncTano U
Oo4p¥Kano ce WCnof MOBpLUIMHE KOOMEepaTUBHOr ynpaB/bakba KPO3 TpajHe
onbpambeHe AOroBope M AaBHO YCMNOCTaB/bEHE CTPaTeLLKe MHCTanauuje (Wangand
Degeorges 2014, 4-5). MNonasehu og oBe Tayke reauwTa, paj yBoAM Nojam
6esbeaHocHor mehynpoctopa (MHTepdejca), Koju Tpeba TymaunmtM Kao
WHCTUTYLMOHANHO M MOJIMTUYKO OKPYXKEHE Y KOjeM YHYTpallHe YnpaB/bakbe,
CybHaLMOHANHO AeNnoBatbe, CMO/bHU CTPATELWKM MHTEPECUM W OATOBOPHOCT Y
norneny 6esbegHoctn mehycobHoO Aenyjy Ha pPasAMuYUTUM HUMBOMMA BAACTW.
Mpouecn camoynpasBe W MNaPagMNIOMATCKOr aHraxKoBakba, MNpowupuan 6u
NoSIMTUYKO AenoBarbe peHnaHaa 6e3 Temes/bHe NPOMeEHe yCTaBHe pacnogene
cyBepeHuteta uamehy Hyka n KonenxareHa (Ackrén 2014, 42-43; Gad 2017, 104—
107). Ca oBor cTaHOBMLLTa, 6€36e4HOCHM UCXOAM MPOU3UAA3E U3 UHTEPaKLMje
NMONUTUYKOr NperoBapatba, €KOHOMCKe Mehy3aBUCHOCTU, WMHCTUTYLMOHAAHOT
npunarohaearba W CTPATELLKOr HagMeTakba, @ He CamMo M3 BOjHUX KamauuTeTa
(Vuleti¢ 2026b).

MeToa0N0WKM MeaaHo, pas npumMmerbyje KBaIMTaTUBHY aHaIM3y aKaJeMCKMX
WCTparKMBakba NOTKPEN/beHY TEOPUjOM, KaO WU aHa/IM3y 3BAHUYHUX CTPATELUKUX
JOKyMeHaTa U CTyAuja NOJIMTUKE Koje ce OAHOCE Ha apKTU4YKy besbeaHocT wm
NoJINTUYKM pa3Boja lpeHnaHaa. AHanM3a je ycmepeHa Ha AellaBakba namehy 2014.
1 2026. rognHe, npu Yemy je nocebHa naxkrba nocseheHa 6e36e4HOCHOM OKpYyKerby
HakoH 2022. rogmHe. OHA WUCTPaKyje HAYMHEe Ha Koje BOjHW, EKOHOMCKM W
NOAUTUYKKM npouecn mehycobHo aenyjy y o6/iMKoBakby CTpaTellke nosuvuuje
lpeHnaH4a, YMecTo Aa pa3Boj Npunucyje jeaHom y3podHom ¢akTopy. MpeHnaHa,
CTOra nNpeacTaB/ba aHAIMTUYKKM NPUMEP KOjW OTBapa BarKHE yBUAE M KPO3 Koju ce
MOry pasymeTu wWupe TpaHchopmaumje y apKTUYKoj He3benHocTW. [naBHM
TEOPWUjCKM JONPUHOC OBOF Paja /IeXu y passujakby NojMa O4HOCHO KOHLENTa
b6esbegHocHor mehynpoctopa (MHTepdejca) Kao aHa/AMTUYKOr OKBMpPa 3a
objalltbere HaYMHA Ha KOju C/I0jEBUTU CYBEPEHUTET U CUCTEMCKO HaAMEeTare
3ajeaHMYKM NPeobanKyjy HauMoHaaHy 6e3beaHOCT Ha caBpeMeHOM APKTUKY.
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TpaHcpopmaumja apKTUUKe 6e36egHOCTH

Tokom Beher gena MocTxXagHOPATOBCKOr nepuoaa, APKTUK je HalMPOKO
CMATPaH U3y3eTHUM CyYajem yHyTap mehyHapoaHe 6e36eaHOCTU. YIPKOC CTaIHOM
NPUCYCTBY 3HAYajHMX BOjHUX KamauuTeTa, PErMoH je reHepasiHo KapaKTepucao
pPenaTMBHO HU3aK HUBO reonoNIUTUYKE KOHPPOHTALMje U CHaXaH Harlacak Ha
no/nMTUUKy capaamy (Wegge and Halsne 2022, 32). Oy nepuenunjy AoAaTHO je
YYBPCTMO CUCTEM YNPaB/bakba KOjU je AaBao NPUOPUTET 3aLITUTU }KUBOTHE CpeauHe,
Hay4yHO] capagru U M3rpaarby noseperba mehy apKTUUKMM ApiKaBama, LTO je
[0BeI0 A0 NojaBe KOHUENTA MO3HATOr Kao ,,apKTUYKK M3y3eTaKk”. YHyTap oBor
OKBMPpa, 6e3beaHOCHN Npobaemm HUCY HecTanu, Beh ce HbMa CBe BULLIE YNPaB/baio
KpO3 NpoLece AecekypuUTU3aLUmje Koju cy TEXMAN CMakbely NOANTMYKOr 3HaYaja
oabpambeHuX NuTarba U hUXOBOM yrpahuBakby Y PYTUHCKO NOJIMTUYKO YIPaB/batbe
(Gad et al. 2024, 228-231).

C Apyre cTpaHe, 0Baj KOOMeEPaTUBHM HapaTMB HUje eIMMUHUCAO0 CYLUTUHCKU
CTpaTelWwkKM 3Ha4vaj ApKTUKa. TOKOM uenor XnagHor parta, [peHnaHa je octao
WHTErpucaH y TPaHCATAaHTCKU cucTem ofbpaHe, AOK je BOjHa MHPACTPYKTypa
HacTaBW/ia 3@ NoAynupe Wupy apxUTeKTypy oaspahatba M paHor ynosopasarba
(Petersen 2011, 90-92, 101-103). MaKo je noNUTUYKa BUA/bMBOCT OBUX KanauuteTa
onasia HaKoH XNaZHor paTa, OHM HUKaZA HUCY AEMOHTUPAHKU. YMECTO Tora, NocTaiun
CYy Makbe UCTaKHYTM YHYTap PerMoHaiHOr ANCKYPCa KOju je CBe BULLE HarnallaBao
capagiby, yrnpaB/batbe KMBOTHOM CPEAUHOM U UHCTUTYLUMOHANHY CTabUHOCT.
Be3bepHocHa pasmaTparba Cy TaKo OcTana yrpaheHa y cTpaTellky apXUTEKTYpy
ApPKTMKa, YaK M KaZa Cy NPOrpecMBHO AeNOANTM30BaHa Y jaBHOM U AUMNIOMATCKOM
anckypcey (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4-5).

Tokom npoTekne AeLeHnje, 0Ba paBHOTEXKA je NoCcTeneHo onagana. YopsaHe
KNMMATCKe NPOMEHE CMakbWIe CYy KOJIMUYUHY Siefla Y MOPMMA, YMMeE Ce NMPOLLIMPUO
NPUCTYN MNOMOPCKMM pyTama M noapydjuma 6boraTum pecypcvma, [OK cy
3axBasbyjyhv TEXHONOLWKOM HaMNpeTKy, BOjHE 1 LMBWUIHE onepaumje Wwupom Kpajrber
ceBepa nocTasie AyropoyHo oApsKmee 1 n3Boasbuee (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 4—
5). Jow je og Beher 3Hayaja To LUTO Cy pyCKa MHBa3Wja Ha YKpajuHy y NyHOM obumy
2022. rogMHe W HaKHAagHO javarbe ceBepHOr nosoXaja HATO-a mameHunn
CTpaTewke nepuenuuje ApKTMKa, nomepajyhn nakky ca KoonepaTtuBHOr
ynpaB/bakba Ka oaspahaksy, OTNOPHOCTM M BOjHOj cnpemHocTu (U.S. Department of
Defense 2024, 1-7). Kako ce KOHKypeHUMja BEAUKMUX CUNA MHTEH3MBMPANa, Ha
ApKTUKK Ce BULLE He Ilefia CAMO Kao Ha PErMOH capagtbe, Beh Kao Ha MHTerpasaHy
KOMMOHEHTY LUMPe eBPOaT/IAHTCKe U r1obanHe cTpaTellke KOHKypeHumje (Sgrensen
2018, 1-3).

TpaHchopmaumja apKTUUKe 6e3begHOCTU HUje pe3yaTaT jeaHe MOAUTUYKe
op/lyKe, Beh KymynaTMBHE MHTEpaKLMje CTPaTeLLKMX, EKOHOMCKMX U NOAUTUYKMX
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npoueca. EKOHOMCKM pa3Boj MOBe3aH Ca eHepreTCKOM TPaH3ULMjOM, KPUTUYHUM
MMHEPANNMA, MOMOPCKOM MHGPACTPYKTYPOM U HOBUM TPAHCMOPTHUM pyTama, CBe
ce BuLWwe npenavhe ca CTpaTEWKUM HagMeTarbeM, YUMeE Ce 3amal/byje Pas/nKy
n3mehy eKOHOMCKOT pa3Boja 1 besbeaHoCHe NoUTMKe. Ha NOAUTUYKOM H1BOY, OBA
OMHaMWKa je MHTeH3uBMpana gebate Koje nosesyjy moAepHW3auMjy, CMOsbHY
3aBMCHOCT M EKOHOMCKM Pas3Boj Ca MUTakbMMa CyBEpPEHWUTeTa M HauMOHa/HOr
naeHTuTeTa. Kao Wwro nokasyje [afoBa aHanM3a rpeHIaHACKe NONNTUKE UAEHTUTET],
nuTakba CNOJbHOT YTULLA)A, Je3NUKMX XMjepapxmja M EKOHOMCKE 3aBMCHOCTM YeCTo ce
APTUKYAMLLY KAao NUTaHba Of, er3UCTEHLMjAHOT 3HAYaja 33 byayhn NONUTUYKM CTaTyC
MpeHnaHaa (Gad 2017, 108—112). CxoaHO TOME, EKOHOMCKE MHULIMjaTUBE CBE BULLIE
NoCTajy 4€O0 LWMPUX NOAUTUYKUX U CTPATELLKMX AebaTa 0 ayTOHOMM|jU, ypaB/bakby
M AYrOPOYHOj APXHKABHOCTY.

Teopuja cekypuTH3aLMje HaM [aje KOpPUCTaH OKBMP 33 Tymayere oBe
TpaHchopmaumje. Tokom Beher gena NocTX1agHOPATOBCKOr NEPMOAA, aPKTUYKM
NOSIMTUYKN OUCKYPC KapaKTepucanum cy Hanopu Aa ce perMoHasHa nuTama
[EeCEeKYpUTU3YjY, NPU Yemy je ApPKTUK MPBEHCTBEHO MPWMKA3MBaH Kao MPOCTOp
capaftbe, EKOHOMCKOT Pa3Boja U yrnpas/bakba 3aLUTUTOM XUBOTHE CPEAMHE, A He
Kao NpoCTop 3a CTpaTellke KoHbpoHTaumje (Gad et al. 2024, 228-231). OBakas
OKBMP JONPUHEO je nepuenumju ApKTUKa Kao permoHa HUCKUX TeH3Mja, MaKo cy
3HayajHM BOjHU KanaumuTeTu M obaBese U3 caBe3a OCTa/M Ha cHasu (Wegge and
Halsne 2022, 32). HepaBHu reononnTuykn aorahaju, nocebHo pycka MHBasMja Ha
YKpajuHy y nyHOM obumy 1 pesyntati NpomMeHa y eBpoaT/iaHTCKoj be3begHocTy,
OCMOpPUAN Cy OBaj HapaTMB CTaB/batbeM onBpaharba, BOjHE CMPEMHOCTU WU
CTPaTeLIKOr HagMeTaka Y LieHTap apKTuuke nonutuuke aebate (U.S. Department
of Defense 2024, 1-7). OBaj pa3Boj gorahaja Huje 3ameHno noctojehun cuctem
ynpae/batba, Beh je noctojehM WMHCTUTYLUMOHAZHUM CTPYKTYpama AO0AATHO
HaMeTHYO OOHOB/bEHWU FeOMOAUTUYKMU PUBANUTET, CTBapajyhn TMme cTpaTellKo
OKpY*KeHe y Kojem capaiba M KOHKypeHUMja caga Koerauctmnpajy (U.S. Department
of Defense 2024, 1-7; Popadic¢ 2026).

PekoHdurypaumja apkTmuke 6e3beaHOCTM ofparkaBa pactyhy MHTepaKuujy
€KOHOMCKOT pa3Boja, MHCTUTYLIMOHANHOT KanauuTeTa U CTpaTeLwKor HaaMeTakba.
YmecTo Aa ce nojaB/byjy NPBEHCTBEHO KPO3 AMPEKTHY BOjHY KOHPPOHTaUW]y,
caBpemeHu be3beaHOCHM M3a30BM Ce CBe BULLE Pa3Bujajy KPO3 AyropoyHe npolece
noBesaHe ca ynpas/bakbem PecypcrMma, ynaraktbem y MHOPaCcTPyKTypy, NaHuMma
CHabaeBatba KPUTUYHUM MUHEPANIMMA M MPOLUMPEHEM MOMOPCKE NOBE3AHOCTU.
Kako BaHr u [lexop TBpAe, KOHKypeHUMja Ha ApKTUKY he BepoBaTHO ocTaTh
NPeTeXKHO KOMepLIMjaiHa, a He BOjHA, MAKO HeHe Nocaeguue Mory Aa npeobavkyjy
LMpe pernoHanHo 6e3besHocHO okpyKere (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 7-8). Y
OBOM KOHTEKCTY, Of/1yKe Koje ce T4y MHPPACTPYKTYPE, MHBECTMLIM]A M yNpaB/batba
pecypcuma, Aobujajy Ha cCTpaTelKom 3Hayajy Koju npeBasnia3v HUXOBY
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HenocpeaHy eKOHOMCKY CBPXY. 3aBMCHOCT OZ, CMOJbHOT KanuTasa, TEXHONOoMMje 1
WHCTUTYLIMOHAIHE NOAPLLKE, MOXKE NOCTENEHO Aa YyTUYE Ha MO/IMTUYKA O4YEKUBAHbA,
obpacue capagrbe W CTpaTelko ycknahuBarbe, nocebHO y Manoj wu
WHCTUTYLMOHAIHO OrPaHNYeHOoj AprKaBHOj 3ajeaHMLM Kao wTo je MpeHnaHg (Wang
and Degeorges 2014, 12-15). CxogHO Tome, MHULMjaTUBE Koje Cy NpeacTaB/beHe
NpPeBacxo4HO Kao MHCTPYMEHTM EKOHOMCKOT pa3Boja, Mory Takohe Aa npovssesy
ayropoyHe 6e36enHOCHe edeKTe, a Aa HUCY EeKCMIMUMTHO aeduHMCaHe Kao
oabpambeHa NoAUTUKA.

YHyTap oBor 6e36egHOCHOr OKpy)Ketba Koje ce CTa/IHO Mehba, HacTaBak
bYHKLMOHMCaa MHCTUTYLM]A 33 capaiby He 6 Tpebano aa ce Tymaum Kao foKa3
[a ce CTpaTelWKN HagmeTare cMaruao. MexaHM3MK ynpas/batba, Kao WTo je
ApPKTUYKM CaBEeT, OCTajy BaXHU MHCTPYMEHTU PErMOHAJIHE KOOPANHALLMjE, AN OHU
cBe BuWe Jenyjy ynopego ca OOHOB/bEHUMM NaHMpakem oaspahatkba,
npunarohaBarbem caBesa U BOjHOM MoAepHU3aLumnjom wmpom Janekor cesepa.
Kako TBpav Bere, HegasHU gorahaju UaycTpyjy apKTUYKo 6e36e4HOCHO OKpYKere
Y KOjeM MHCTUTYLMOHA/IHA capatba U CTpaTellKa KOHKYpeHLUMja Koersuctnpajy,
YMEecCTo Ja MCK/bydyjy jeaHa ppyry (Wegge 2022, 99-103). TpaHchopmaumja
apKTMUYKe 6e36eHOCTU CTOra He oAparkaBa 3aMeHy jeIHOT PerMoHasIHOr NopeTKa
Apyrvm, Beh nocteneHo cnojesuTo A0AaBakbe HOBE reonoNUTUYKe ANHAMMUKe Ha
noctojehe cucteme ynpas/barba. YNpaBo yHyTap OBOr NPOMEH/bUBOT CTPATELLKOr
KOHTEKCTa Tpeba pasymeTu 1 CTpaTeLLKM 3Hayaj MpeHnaHaa.

lpeHNaHpA y cTpaTernju BeANKUX cuna

MospaTak lpeHNaHOA y cpeguluTe CTpaTellKe MaKHe MocTao je nocebHo
oumnrnenaH HaKoH PYCKe MHBA3Wje Ha YKpajuHy y nyHomM obumy, npolumpersa HATO-
a YK/byumBarbeM PuHcke 1 LLiBeacke v cee Beher Harnacka Ha ogbpaHy ApKTuKa
YHyTap eBpoaT/iaHTCcKor 6e3b6eaHoCHOr NaaHupara. Osu gorahaju nosehanu cy
MehyHapoaHy Naxkky YCMepeHy Ha ynory MpeHnaHaa y apKTUYKOj MHPPACTPYKTYpH,
paKkeTHOj oabpaHW W NaHUMMa cHabaeBarba KPUTUYHMM mMuHepanuma (U.S.
Department of Defense 2024, 1-7). nak, yrpahuBare lpeHnaHaa y TpaHCaTIaHTCKe
6e3besHOCHe cUCTEMe JaTMpa MHOMO Mpe OBWX HeAaBHUX TeOMONUTUYKUX
Aelwasakba. Tokom [lpyror CBETCKOr paTa M TOKOM X/lagHor paTa, OBO OCTPBO je
MOCTaNI0 MHCTUTYLMOHANHO yrpaheHo y LKMpe CeBEPHOATNAHTCKe CTpaTellKe
cTpyKType. OBe Be3se cy OncTane U HAaKOH BunonapHe epe, Harnawasajyhu TpajHu
3Hayaj lpeHNaHaa y TpaHcATNaHTCKMM bHe3beaHocHUMM okeupuma (Wang and
Degeorges 2014, 4).

HepasHa reonosnmMTMyKa AellaBakba 3aTO He NPeACcTaB/bajy nojaBy NOTMNYHO
HoBor 6e36eHOCHOr OKpy»Kera. HanpoTue, OHa ogpakaBajy NOHOBHO Tymayetrbe
OyroroAuiber reocTpaTewwkor nosoaja [peHnaHZa nog NpPOMeHeHUM
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NONUTUYKUM, TEXHONMOLIKMM W EKONOLIKUM OKOAHOCTMMA. CMmelTeH unsmehy
CeBepHe Amepuke u Espone, lpeHNaHA, je [ocnegHo 3ay3MMao BaxkHy No3numjy y
KOOpAMHaUmMju caBe3a, ebaTama 0 CyBepPeHUTETY M CTPATELLKOM NaaHuparby. OBaj
KOHTUHYUTET oApaxasa ayroroauiibun umm CALL A3 orpaHmye yTuLaj PUBANCKUX
BeNIMKKUX cnna y CeBepHOM ATNaHTMKY U 3aNaHOj Xemuchepu, LITO je NPUHLMN KOoju
je 06/1MKoBao amepuyKy NOAMTUKY Npema lpeHnaHay jow o Jpyror cBeTCKOr paTa
(Berry 2016).

MaKo je XnagHu pat 3aBpLUEH, cTpaTellKka nosuuuja peHnaHaa Huje usrybuna
CBOjy CTPYKTYpPa/IHW 3Ha4aj. YMecTo Tora, NoIMTUYKM OKBUP 6e36eaHOCTU nocTeneHo
ce NpomeHKo. BojHe MHCTanaumje cy HactaBue Aa paje, AOK ce NONUTUYKM AUCKYPC
cBe BULIE GOKYCMpPao Ha EKOHOMCKM Pas3Boj, UMBUIHO YyNpaB/bakbe U PErMOHAJHY
capafirby. Y yHyTpalwH0oj nonutnum MpeHnaHaa, ogbpambeHa nutakba Cy 4ecto
pasmaTtpaHa Kpo3 Npr3my eKOHOMCKMX TPOLLKOBA, aAMWUHUCTPATUBHE OATOBOPHOCTU
WM UMBWIHE KOPWCTK, @ He Kpo3 BOjHY cTpaTernjy (Gad et al. 2024, 227-231). OBa
OMCKYP3MBHa YMEPEHOCT AOMPUHENA je nepLuenumjn Aa ce ApKTUK CBe BULLIE 0ABaja
o4, WMper reorno/IMTUYKOr PUBAJICTBA, MAKO cy oabpambeHn cnuctemu, obasese 13
caBe3a M CTpaTellka MHQPACTPYKTypa OCTanu yrMaBHOM HenpomerseHW. Pycka
MHBa3Wja Ha YKpajuHy y MyHOM 06MMY 1 HaKHaZHO jayakbe ceBepHor nosioxaja HATO-
a, HUCY CTBOPWAW HOBY CTpaTELLKY apXMTeKTypy, Beh cy BpaTWAM MOAUTUYKK U
onepaTMBHU 3HaYaj AYroroAmLLHMX CTPATELWKMX CTPYKTYpa YHyTap GpyHAaMeHTaIHO
n3mer-eHor 6e36e4HOCHOr OKpY»Ketba.

O6HoB/bEHA CTpaTelKa aKTyesHocT [peHnaH4a ofparkaBa WMHTEpPaKuujy
TEXHO/IOWKNX MPOMEHa, reonoJIMTUYKOr HagmeTarba W MHCTUTYLMOHAIHOT
KOHTUHyuTeTa. CTpaTtewwka WHPpacTpyKTypa [peHnaHaa npBobUTHO je bGuna
yrpaheHa y x1aiHOPaTOBCKY apXMTEKTypy paHOr yno3opasakba U ogspahatba, WTo
je eTabnnpano werosy TPajHy Y/0ry Yy TPAHCAT/IAHTCKOM MaHUpaky oabpaHe
(Petersen 2011, 90-92). Y HoBMje Bpeme, HanpeaK y PaKeTHO] oAabpaHu,
CBEMMPCKOM HaZ30py M TEXHOMOTMjamMa OTKPUBAHbA BEIMKOT JOMeTa 06HOBMO je
onepaTMBHM 3HaYaj OKaLMja HA BUCOKMM reorpadCKMm LWMPUHAMa, LWTO je A04aTHO
nojayano CTpaTeLLKy BPeaHOCT OBe MHOPACTPYKTYpe YHYTap ceBepHOaMEPUYKOT U
eBpoaTaaHTCcKor 6e3beaHocHor NiaHuparba (U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 4—
7). Ha perMoHasHoM HMBOY, PycKa MHBa3Mja Ha YKpajuHy y nyHom obumy, 3ajeaHO
ca npuctynarwem OuHcke n LWeeacke HATO-y, ojayana je ceBepHM MOJIOXKaAj
AnvjaHce 1 noacTakaa npunarohasakba y NAaHWparby oabpaHe wupom Janekor
cesepa (Wegge 2022, 94-99; U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 1-7). Osu aorahaju
He npeacTaB/bajy CTBapatbe GpyHAAMEHTANIHO HOBe 6e36eHOCHE apXUTEKType.
HanpoTuB, OHM NOKa3yjy KaKo cy AyroroAuiltbe CTpaTeLLKe CTPYKType npunaroheHe
NPOMEH/BUBOM  TEOMO/IMTUMKOM  OKPYXKEHY Y  KOjeM  KOHTUHYWUTET MU
TpaHcpopmaLmja Koersuctmpajy.
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CaBpeMeHO CTpaTeLLIKO OKPYXKere Pas/ivKyje ce o paHujux nepuoaa no Tome
WTO ce BOjHa pa3maTparba Caja AMPEKTHMje npeceuajy ca eKOHOMCKOM M
TEXHO/IOLLKOM KOHKYPEHLMjOM. 3HayajHa HaasuLuUTa e/leMeHaTa PeTKMX MeTasa Ha
MpeHNaHay U APYrUX KPUTUYHUX MUHEpPana of CYLUTUHCKOT 3Hayaja 3a HanpeaHy
npousBoAtbY, 046paMbeHy MHAYCTPUjY 1 eHepPreTcKy TPaH3uLuMjy, Nnpusaade cee
Behy mehyHapoaHy nakkby. 3anagHe Biajie CBe BuMLLE NOCMATPajy OBe pecypce Kpo3
npu3My OTMOPHOCTM NaHLA cHabaeBarba, CTpaTELLKe 3aBMCHOCTU M Hanopa 4a ce
CMatbl OC/natbatbe Ha [AOMMHaHTHe gobassbave, nocebHo KuHy. HepasHe
NOJIMTUYKE aHa/M3e eKCNAMUUTHO MUAEHTUPUKYjY MUHEpasHU NoTeHuujan
lpeHNaHAa Kao 4eo WUPKUX 3anagHuMX cTpaTernja 3a jayarbe faHala cHabaesarba
KPUTUYHUM MUHEPAIMMA Y YCI0BUMA MHTEH3UBUPAHbA FeONOIMTUYKON HaAMETaHa
(Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). Y UcTo Bpeme, BUCOKM TPOLLKOBM eKcrnioaTauumje,
OrpaHuMyeHa MHPPACTPYKTYPa, EKONOLLKA OrpaHMYeHa 1 perynaTopHa HEM3BECHOCT,
HacTaB/bajy Oa OrpaHWYyaBajy KPaTKOPOUYHY OAPMKMBOCT BEIUKUX PYAaPCKUX
npojekata (Spence and Hanlon 2025). be3 o63upa Ha To, aebaTe 0 pyaapcTay,
ynaratbMma y MWHOPACTPYKTypy M pasBojy AyKa, CBe BMLWE MpeBasuiase
KOoMepLuMjanHa pa3maTtparba M Noctajy 61McKo nosesaHe ca WWMPUM NuTakbuMa
reonoNIUTUYKOT yTULaja, CTPaTELLKOT YCKNahMBakba U AyropoyHe 3aBUCHOCTMU.

LLInperbe aHraxkmaHa KnHe Ha APKTUKY MAYCTPYje HAUYMH Ha KOjU eKOHOMCKe
MHMUMjaTMBE cCBe BuWe [A06Mjajy Ha CTpaTelKom 3Hauyajy Yy Yyc/ioBMMA
WHTEH3MBUPAHba HagMeTarba BE/IMKUX CUMA. YMECTO Aa ce OCNakba Ha AUPEKTHO
BOjHO MPMCYCTBO, aKTMBHOCTM KnHe Ha lpeHnaHay bune cy ycpeacpeheHe Ha
€KOHOMCKE WHBECTMLMje, HAy4yHy capafty WM pas3Boj MHobpacTpykType. Ose
AKTMBHOCTM Cy CBe BULLIE NMOACTULA/NE NMOHOBHE MPOLEHE HUXOBUX CTPATELLKUX
UMNAMKaumja mehy 3anagHum Bnagama. Objas/bmBatbe bene Kibure 0 apKTUUKOj
nonnTuum KnHe 1 yr/byumBatse apKTUUKMX MOPCKUX nyTesa y MHMUmjaTmey ,Mojac
M NyT” CUrHANN3MPANN Cy NPOAKTUBHWUjM KMHECKM NPUCTYN pernoHy (Sgrensen 2018).
AHanuse apKTMyke nonuTuke KuHe cyrepuwy Ja OApKMBE WHBecTUUMje,
NCTPaXKmMBaUKa capagrba 1 pa3Boj MHPPACTPYKType MOry NOCTENEHO A3 reHepuLly
€KOHOMCKY M TEXHOJIOLLKY 3aBUCHOCT KOja A0buWja NONUTUYKM 3HaYaj y yCnoBMMaA
CTpaTellKor HagMmeTana (S@rensen 2018, 4-6). CxoAHO TOMe, BNafe apKTUUKMX
3eMasba CBe BULLE MPOLLEHYjY KMHECKO aHraXKoBake He CaMo Y KOMepLMjaIHOM
cmucny, Beh M Kpo3 WMPU OKBUP FeOMNOIMTUYKE KOHKYPEHLMje U TEXHONOLLKE
mefy3asucHocTu. Ha MpeHnaHAy cy OBa AeluaBakba HaBena rpeHaHaCKe NOAUTUYKE
nnpepe aa 6anaHcupajy nsmehy moryhHoCTM 3a eKOHOMCKY AnBepcudurKaumjy m
3abPMHYTOCTU KOja je n3parkeHa y KoneHxareHy 1 BalWMHITOHY y NOmeay cTpaTeLlKe
3aBUMCHOCTM W KpUTUYHE WHPpacTpyKType (S@rensen 2018, 4-6). KuHecko
aHraxkoBarbe Ha ApPKTMKY CTOra TMOKasyje KaKo EeKOHOMCKa aKTMBHOCT,
WMHCTUTYUMOHAHO yyelwhe v ynararba y MHPPaCTpyKTypy Mory nocTeneHo Aa aobujy
Ha Wwupem be3beaHOCHOM 3Ha4ajy 6e3 NonprmMarba OTBOPEHO BOjHOT KapaKTepa.
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KoHBepreHLMja TpajHe BOjHE MHPPACTPYKTYPE N MHTEH3UBUPAHA EKOHOMCKOT
HagMmeTarba, BpaTMAM cy [peHnaHa y npsBu naaH mehyHapogHux aebata o
6e36enHOCTU. MocneatbMx roanHa, NOIMTUYKA M CTPaTeLLKa Naxkba y CjeanbeHnm
[JprkaBama cse BULLe ce GpoKycnpana Ha ynory lpeHnaHaa, a nocebHo Ha GyHKLMje
cBemmpcke base MNutyduk (Pituffik Space Base) y okBupy crcTema ynosopaBarba Ha
paKkeTHe Hanaze, CBeMMPCKOr Haa30pa M oabpaHe ApKTuka (Spence and Hanlon
2025, 3-4; U.S. Department of Defense 2024, 4-7). Osn gorahaju cy ce ogsujanu
YHyTap wupe pernoHasHe n mehyHapoaHe NoauTUYKe AMHaMMKe 0baMKoBaHe
PYCKOM MHBa3Mjom Ha YKpajuHy y nyHom obumy, npowmperem HATO-a v jayatbem
caBe3HWYKor ogbpambeHor naaHnparba Ha [anekom cesepy (Spence and Hanlon
2025, 4; Wegge 2022). O6HOB/beHM 3HaYaj [peHnaHaa, mehyTum, He MoXe aa ce
o6jacHM CcaMO MNOAUTUYKMM M3jaBamMa WM KPaTKOPOYHUM TeOMnONUTUYKUM
JewaBatbMMa. HanpoTuB, OHa ofpa)kaBa TpajHY NO3ULMjy OCTpBaA YHyTap
CTpaTeLWKMX OKBMpPaA Koju ce mehycobHo npeknanajy. 3a CjeanrbeHe [lprkase,
lpeHnaHA NpeAcTaB/ba KPUTUYHY KOMMOHEHTY CEBEPHOAMEPUYKE N TPAHCATIAHTCKE
oabpaHe. 3a [JaHcKy, OH cnaja ob6aBe3e M3 caBes3a ca YCTaBHUM OArOBOPHOCTMMA
yHyTap [laHcKor KpasbeBcTBa. 3a rpeHNaHACKy camoynpasy, pacTyhu cnosbHu
WHTepec cTBapa MoryhHOCTM 3a eKOHOMCKY aAmBepcudurKaLmjy n sehe mehyHapogHo
aHraxkoBarbe, AOK WMCTOBPEMEHO reHepulle C/0XKeHa MuTakba Koja ce Tuuy
CyBepeHuTeTa, perynaTopHux osnawhera u AyropovyHe NOAUTUYKE ayTOHOMM]E.
CrpaTellKu 3Ha4Yaj lpeHNaHAa cTora Npor3mnaasmn He camo 13 reorpadcKor NoaoxKaja
seh 1 13 rerosor cee Beher KanaumMTeTa Aa yThYe Ha TO KaKOo ce CYynpoTCTaB/beHMU
CTpaTeLLKM, EKOHOMCKM M NOJIUTUYKN MHTEPECH Nperosapajy YHyTap MPOMeH/bUBOT
ApPKTUYKOT 6e36e4HOCHOT OKpYKeHba.

Mako CtpaTernja HaumoHanHe 6esbegHoctn CAL u3 2025. roamHe He TpeTupa
lpeHNaHA, Kao NocebHy pervoHasiHy KaTeropwjy, HeH Harnacak Ha cTpaTellke
NIOKaumje, KbydyHy MHOPACTPYKTypy, OTNOPHE NaHue cHabaesarba M MPUCTYN
KPUTUYHMM MUHEPaMMa, MMa AUPEKTHe nocsieauue no nosuuumjy MpeHnaHaa
YHyTap ceBepHoaMepuyKor oabpambeHor nnaHupara. HbeH ¢oKyc Ha
KOMepumjanHy AunaomaTujy, OTMNOPHe JlaHue CHabaeBarba, EHepreTcKky
WMHPPACTPYKTYPY M NPUCTYN KPUTUHHUM MUHEPANMMA NOTBPhyje 1 Aa ce EKOHOMCKO
QHra*koBarbe CBe BULUE TYMAYM Kao MHCTPYMEHT CTpaTeLLKOr HagMmeTara. M3 oBe
nepcrnekT1Be, 3Ha4vaj MpeHnaHaa NpeBasniasn HEroBy BOjHY MHPPACTPYKTYPY 1 cBe
BULLE MPOU3NIA3N U3 MHTEPaKLMje reorpadCKor MPUCTYNA, YNpas/batba PECYPCUMA,
TEXHO/IOLKE NOBE3AHOCTM W UMPET LM/ba OfPaHUYaBakba yTuLaja pMBana yHyTap
CTpaTeLKM oceTbmBux npoctopa (The White House 2025).

EkcnaH3mja BojHOr npucyctsa Pycuje Ha APKTUKY 3HA4YajHO je AonpuHena
06HOB/bEHO] CTPATELLKO] NaXKibM ycMepeHoj Ka Janekom cesepy. MoaepHuM3aumja
aPKTUYKe BOjHE MHPpPACTPYKTYpe, noBehaHa onepaTMBHa aKTMBHOCT M MHTErpaLmja
pervoHa y Wmpu cTpaTeLLKM NoN0XKaj Pycunje, nojavyanm cy 3abpmuHYTOCT CaBE3HMKA
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y norneay oaspaharba, paHor ynosopasakba 1 c1oboge maHeBpUcakba y CEBEPHO]
Esponu (Zysk 2020). HakoH pycke MHBa3uje Ha YKpajuHy y nyHom obumy, oBa
3abpMHYTOCT je nocTana jow YrpeHTHMWja, WTO je AO0BEeNo A0 jayatba CeBepHor
nonoxaja HATO-a n npeucnutuBarba NnaHoBa ofbpaHe ApKTuKa (Spence and
Hanlon 2025, 4; Wegge 2022). YmecTo Aa 3ameHu noctojehe cucteme ynpas/bamba,
0BO 0OHOB/bEHO CTPATELUKO HAaAMETake NMPOMEHWUIO je KOHTEKCT Yy Kojem OHM
aenyjy, 3axteBajyhu o, apKTUUKKX aKTepa Aa UCTOBPEMEHO YNpaB/bajy CapasHOom
n oagpaharem. 3a lpeHnaHa osu pgorahaju He noppasymeBajy AMPEKTHY
YKJ/by4€HOCT Yy BOjHY KOHOPOHTALMjy. YMeCTo Tora, OHM nojayaBajy 6e3beaHocHM
3HaYaj ocTpBa Kao gena wuper 6e36e4HOCHOT OKPYXKerba Y KojemM reonoanTUYKo
pvBancTeo mehycobHo aenyje ca UHCTUTYLMOHAIHMM OA4TOBOPHOCTMMA, 0baBe3ama
W3 caBe3a M CYyNpoTCTaB/bEHUM MOAUTUYKUM MHTEpPeCUMA.

Y3eBLUM cBe 0BO Y 063Mp, OBa AellaBarba Cy MOHOBO NO3ULMOHUPana MpeHNaHs,
M3 penatMBHO c€nabo BMA/bMBE KOMMOHEHTE X/IaAHOPATOBCKE cTpaTeruje vy
LLeHTPaNIHO YBOPULLTE CaBpPeMeEHE apKTUUKe be3beaHoCTW. [peHNaHa, NpeacTaB/ba
WAYCTpaLMjy HaYMHA Ha KOjW ce CTpaTelKo HagMmeTarbe CBe BULIe OABMja KPo3
WHTEPaKUMjy BOjHE WHOPPACTPYKTYpe, ynpaB/batba K/bYYHUM Pecypcuma,
TEXHO/IOLWKE capastbe W NMOMUTUYKOT O4/1y4MBakba, @ HE CAMO KPO3 pasmeluTarbe
BOjHMX cHara (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 3-5; Schwartz and Baskaran 2026). Osa
WMpa eBoyUMja oaparkasa pactyhy TeHAeHUM)y oa ce caBpemeHo 6e36efHOCHO
HagMeTake pa3BMja KPO3 WMHTEPaKLMjy BOjHMX, TEXHOJIOLIKUX, EKOHOMCKMX W
NOJIMTUYKMUX MPOLLECa, YMECTO KPO3 Camy KOHBEHLMOHaNHy BojHy moh (Vuleti¢
2026a). CnosbHM aKTepwu HacToje Aa obankyjy byayhHocT peHnaH4a He camo Kpo3
oabpambeHy NoAnTuky, Beh 1 Kpo3 MHBECTULMjE, Pa3BOj MHOPACTPYKTYPE, HayUHY
capafiby M NPUCTYN CTPATELLKW BaXKHMM pecypcruma (Sgrensen 2018, 4—6; Schwartz
and Baskaran 2026). Y ncto Bpeme, lpeHNaHA BULLE HUje cCamo NpeameT HagMeTaka
BE/IMKNX cuna. Hberosa Wwnpa NoanTMYKa ayToHOMM]ja M pacTtyha cnocobHocT aa
yTU4e Ha og/lyKe Koje ce T4y ynpaB/bakba pPecypcmma, CTpaHUX MHBECTULMja U
CNOJbHUX NapTHepcTaBa, noBehanu cy Hwerosy ynory y obnMKoBaky AMHAMUKE
pervoHanHe 6e3begHocTn (Jacobsen and Lindbjerg 2024, 196-226). UcTto TakKo,
CTpaTeLWKM 3Hayaj MpeHNaHZa NPou3MAasu U3 UHTepaKuumje mamehy cnosbHor
reonoMTUYKOT HagMeTakba U YHYTPaLLHer NOANTUYKOT AE/10Bakba, LUTO OBO OCTPBO
YMHW CBE BaXXHWMjUM Be3begHOCHMM MehynpocTOpoM MPEeKo Kojer ce yKpLTajy
BOjHE, EKOHOMCKE, TEXHOJIOLLKE M MOUTUYKE AMMEH3Mje apKTUYKe 6e3begHocTu.

lpeHnaHg Kao 6e36egHoCcHM mehynpocTop (MHTepdejc)

YHyTap 0BOr TpaHCHOPMMCAHOT aPKTUUKOT Be3beaHOCHOT OKpYrKeHba, peHNaHA,
3ay3nma mehynosumumjy namehy cnosbHOr CTpaTeLLKor HagMmeTakba W yHyTpaLlHber
NONUTUYKOr AenoBakba. MNoctojeha Tymauera Texke ia NPUCTyne OCTPBY WM Kao
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CTpPaTeLKOM CPeACTBY YHyTap reonoNUTUYKOr PMBAACTBA MAM KAao MOJIUTUYKOM
cybjeKTy Koju Hanpeayje Ka Behoj ayToHoMMjM yHyTap JaHcKor KpasbeBcTBa. Mako
CBaKa nepcrnekTMBa obyxsaTa BakHy AMMEH3Wjy cBe BUTHUje ynore MpeHnaHaa,
HMjeHa caMa Mo cebu Huje aHaUTUYKK [0BOsbHA. CTpaTellkn 3Havaj MpeHnaHaa
ofparkaBa KOMOMHOBaHe edeKkTe MNOMMTUYKOr  [e/loBakba, EKOHOMCKe
Mehy3aBUCHOCTM WM TeonoNUTUYKOr HaZMeTarba. M3 oBe MepcrnekTrBe, OCTPBO
bYHKLMOHMLLE Kao 6e36eaHOCHM MehynpoCcTop KPOo3 Koju Ce pasnnymTe NoUTUYKE,
E€KOHOMCKE U CTpaTeLLKe SIoTvKe crajajy u mehycobHo 06auKyjy. KoHuenTyanumsauuja
MpeHnaHaa Kao 6e3benHocHOr mehynpocTopa NpeacTaB/ba LEHTPANHU aHAIUTUYKM
[ONPMHOC OBOT Paja, Koju [aje OKBMP 3a 0bjallHbeHe HauMHa Ha KOjWu C/ojeBUTH
cyBepeHuTeT npeobnunkyje HaumoHanHy 6e36e4HOCT Yy YCNOBMMA CUCTEMCKOR
HagmeTarba (Risse 2011).

KoHuenTt 6e36egHocHor mehynpoctopa Harnawasa MWHTepakuujy, a He
xujepapxujy. [peHnaHa ce He MOXKe Pa3yMeTN HU KAao MAcMBHU 0b6jeKaT cnosbHor
CTpaTeLUKOr HaAMeTarba, HWU Kao ayTOHOMHMW aKTep Koju je cnocobaH Aa camocTasHO
0bnuKyje wucxoge pervoHanHe 6e3begHocTM. YmecTo Tora, OH 3ay3uMma
MehyNoAUTUYKM NPOCTOP Y KojeM HenpekngHo mehycobHO aenyjy nokanHo
NOSIMTUYKO [e/0Batbe, CMO/bHU CTPATELKM MHTEPECU M MHCTUTYLMOHAHA
orpaHuyerba. OBa KoHUrypalumja ogparkasa LiMpe npomeHe y 6e36eaHOCHOM
OKpY»Kehby, Y Kojem pasnivKa uamehy yHyTpalmer ynpas/bakba U mefyHapoaHe
6e36eaHOCTM NocTaje cBe BULLIE 3amar/beHa (Psthagen 2021; Risse 2011). CxoaHo
TOMe, YHyTpalwre aebate Ha [peHnaHAy O eKOHOMCKOM pas3Bojy, yrpas/bakby
pecypcrMma M nosIMTUYKOj ayTOHOMMjU [06Wjajy CNO/bHU CTPaTeLLKM 3HaYaj, 40K
NPOMeHe y LIMPeM FreonoIMTUHKOM OKPYXKekby CBe BuLle YTUYYy Ha AOHOLWeHe
YHYTPALLHUX NONTUYKMUX OAJTYKA. lToCcMaTpaHO Ha 0Baj HAYMH, CTPATELLKU UCXOAMU
He npousunnase 13 jelHOr akTepa UM HMBOA yrpaB/bakba, BEh M3 KOMOUHOBAHMX
edeKaTa NOMNTUYKUX, MHCTUTYLIMOHAZIHUX M CTPaTEeLKUX npoueca Koju genyjy
WCTOBPEMEHO Ha BULLE HMBOA.

K/bydyHa AumeHsuja oBe AMHamMuKe mehynpocTopa nexu y cse Behem
aHraxkosary [peHNaHAa y cybHaLMOHaNHOj AunaomaTuju. HakoH 3akoHa o
camoynpasu u3 2009. rognHe, rpeHNaHACKE BIACTU Cy CTEKE LUMPE HAANEKHOCTH
Y YHYTpaWHEeM ynpaB/bakby M YMnpas/batby PecypcuMma, AOK Cy CMo/bHa W
oabpambeHa NoanTMKa popmasHO ocTane nog AaHcKom jypucamnkumjom (Ackrén
2014, 42—-43). YHyTap 0BUX MHCTUTYLIMOHA/THMX OrpaHuYerba, NOAUTUYKKU aepu Y
HyKy cBe cy BULLIE TEXUIM CNO/BHOM EKOHOMCKOM U AUMNIOMATCKOM aHrayKoBakby
Kao geny AyropoyHe cTpaTervje 3a jayarbe MOJUTUYKOT Ae/I0Batba U CMakberbe
CTPYKTypasHe 3aBUCHOCTU OZ AaHCKMX PUHAHCUCKMX TpaHcdepa. MehyHapoaHo
aHraxkoearbe omoryhasa lpeHnaHAy Aa ocTBapyje yTuLaj n3BaH GOPMaTHUX FPaHULA
cyBepeHuTeTa ydyewhem y TPaHCHALMOHANHUM MpeXKama, MNperoBaparbem o
WHBECTULMOHUM MHULUMjaTMBaMa U 06/1MKoBarbeM cBor mehyHapoaHor npoduna
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(Jacobsen 2020). NctoBpemeHo, 0Be aKTUBHOCTU CE 0AiBUjajy YHYTap reono/iMTMYKor
OKPY)KEHA Y KOjeM Ce CMO/bHWU aKTepu PETKO AO0MUB/bABAjY Kao HeyTpasHu
€KOHOMCKM NapTHepw, Beh cBe BULLIE Kao MOTEHLMjaIHM CTPaTELLKM akTepu (Jacobsen
and Lindbjerg 2024). CxoaHO TOome, MHULUMjaTMBE MOBEe3aHe Ca PyAapCTBOM,
MHPACTPYKTYPOM, HAYy4YHOM CapaZHOM WM CTPAHMM MHBECTMLMjaMA, YecTo ce
TyMaye Kpo3 wupe npuoputeTe caBesa, NnocebHo y KoneHxareHy n BaluMHITOHY.
EKOHOMCKa AmMnaomaTinja Tako NoCTaje HeoABOjMBA 04, CTPATELLKe KOHKYpeHUMje,
nnycTpyjyhv TMMe HauMH Ha Koju OA/1yKe O YHYTpaLUkbeM ynpas/barby Aobujajy wupe
6e36e4HOCHe MMM/IMKALLMje YHYTap CUCTEMA C/I0jeBUTOT CyBEpEHUTETA.

MonuTUKa Koja ce 04HOCKU Ha pecypce AO0AATHO jaya ynory [peHnaHAa Kao
6e36eaHoCcHOr MehynpocTopa. HanasuwTta enemeHaTa peTKUX U APYTUX KIbYYHUX
MWHepana NnoBe3aHMX ca HanpeAHOM NPOU3BOAHOM U M106aNTHOM EHEPreTCKOM
TPaH3MLMjOM, YECTO ce Y AoMahUM NONUTUYKMM AebaTama NpencTaB/bajy Kao
noTeHuUMjanHK NyT Ka Behoj dncKanHoj ayToHOMMUjU. Y UCTO Bpeme, NpaKkTUiHe
npenpeke, YyK/bydyjyhn BWCOKE TPOLIKOBE eKCnioaTauuje, OrpaHuYeHy
MHOPACTPYKTYPY, EKONIOWKA OrpaHuYyera, PEerynatopHy HeW3BECHOCT U
HefoCTaTaK pajHe cHare, OCTajy [MlaBHE KOYHMLE 33 MacoBHM pPasBoj M
nckopuwwhasarse npupoaHux 6oratctasa (Spence and Hanlon 2025, 5; Schwartz
and Baskaran 2026). MNpaBHU M aAMUHUCTPATMBHU apaHXMaHu yHyTap JaHcKor
Kpa/beBCTBa A0AATHO OBAMKYjY ypaB/bakbe BEMKUM PYAAPCKUM NPOjEKTUMA U
buxoBy peanusauujy (Mortensen 2014). YnpKoC OBUM OrpaHUYeHNMa,
MUHepasHu pecypcu MpeHnaHga nmajy cee Behu reonoiMTUYKK 3HAYaj jep Ux
3anagHe Bflage CBe BMLWeE MNOCMATPajy Kpo3 MNpuaMy OTMOPHOCTU NaHua
CHabaeBarba U CTpaTeLlKe 3aBUCHOCTM, NocebHo y oaHocy Ha KunHy (Schwartz and
Baskaran 2026; Bergmann et al. 2025). CxoaHo Tome, gebaTe o pa3Bojy pecypca
npeBasuniase NuUTakba KOMepLMjaIHE OLPKUBOCTM U CBE BULLE YK/bYUYjY LIMPA
pa3maTtpakba CTpaTellKe OTNOPHOCTM, perynaTopHux osnalwherwa 1 gyropoyHor
reonoAnTUYKOr yTULLaja. YMECTo Aa NpesCcTaB/ba UCK/bYUMBO EKOHOMCKO NUTatbE,
ynpas/batbe pecypcuma UaycTpyje HaumH Ha Koju ns3bopu y gomahem passojy
nocTajy yrpaheHu y wupe obpacue cTpaTellke KOHKYPeHLMje, YUME ce Mnojayasa
ynora lpeHnaHga Kao 6esbeaHocHor mefhynpocTtopa.

Y ucto Bpeme, HacTaBaK WHTerpaumje [peHnaHda y TpaHCaTiaHTCKe
6e36eHOCHE apaHXKMaHe NOCTaB/ba jacHA CTPYKTYpasiHA OrpaHMYeHa Herosoj
NONNTMYKOj MaHEBAPCKOj CNOCOBHOCTM. MaKo je OKBMP camoynpase Npownpmo
Aomahe HagnexXHOCTU, OA4TOBOPHOCT 3a CnosbHY, 6e3besHOCHY M ogbpambeHy
NoANTMKY PopmanHo ocTtaje Ha KpasbeBuHM [laHCKO], orpaHmyasajyhu cnocobHocT
lpeHNnaHpa Aa camocTanHo pepeduHuwe cBoje cnosbHe 6e3benHocHe ogHoce
(Ackrén 2014, 42-43). C apyre cTpaHe, CTpaTeLlKM 3Hayaj peHNaHaa NnpeBasmnasm
OBe yCTaBHe OKBMpe. HberoBa ayroroauiitba WMHTErpauuvja y TPAHCAT/IAHTCKY
6e36e4HOCHY apXMUTEKTYPY 3HAYM Aa Ce NONUTUYKM M EKOHOMCKM Pa3Boj Ha OCTPBY
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CBe BMLUE TyMmaye KpO3 LWMpa CTpaTeLLKa pa3maTpatba CaBe3HMKa, @ He UCK/by4nBO
Kao yHyTpalwse ctBapu (Petersen 2011; Friis and Tamnes 2024). OBa TeHAeHUMja
nocTana je nspaxeHuja ycpes noropliara eBpornckor 6e3besHOCHOT OKpYKerba
HAKOH pyCKe MHBa3nje Ha YKpajuHy W HakHagHor npowupera HATO-a, wTo je
nojayasio CTpaTellKM 3HaYaj eBponckor [danekor cesepa (Bergmann et al. 2025).
CxogHO TOMe, oA/lyKe Koje ce TU4y MHOPACTPYKTYpe, CTPAHUX UHBECTMLMjA UK
pa3Boja KPUTUYHMX pecypca CBe BULLE MNpUBAAYe Naxmwy y KoneHxareHy,
BawwmHIToHy 1 Bpurceny 360r UXOBUX MOTEHLMjATHUX UMIIMKALM]A Ha CTPATeLLKe
MHTepece caBe3HWKa. [peHnaHa, cTora MAYCTpyje HauMH Ha Koju oafyke o
YHYTpaLlHeM yrpaB/bakby NOCTajy yrpaheHe y lWnpe MHCTUTYLLMOHA/IHE U CTPATeLLKe
oaHoce, javajyhu teroy ynory Kao 6esbegHocHor mehynpocTopa.

AHanusa Kojy cmO o0BAe npeacTtaBuMaIn OTKPMBA MapafloKc Koju je
KapaKTepuUCTUYaH 3a nepudepHe TepuTopuje WU3N0KEHE WHTEH3UBUPAHOM
CTpaTellKkom HagMmeTamy. CBe Beha cnosbHa Naxkkba noBehasa v NOANTUYKM YTULA]
MpeHnaHaa wupersem moryhHocTM 3a mef)yHapoaHa napTHepPCTBa, MHBECTULM]E U
OMMNIOMATCKO aHraxoBake. Y UCTO BpemMe, OHa CyXaBa NpoCTop 3a ayTOHOMHO
JoHolere 04/yKa, jep gomahm NOANTUYKM M360pKM CBe BULLIE MOCTajy NpeameT
CTpaTeLKMX MHTepeca M 3abpPUHYTOCTU CNO/BbHUX aKkTepa y noreay 6e36eaHoCTM.
Crora cy Bnactv lpeHnaHza npuHyheHe Aa MaHEBPULLY KPO3 C/IOXKEHO OKPYKeHe
Y KOjem eKOHOMCKa amsepcuduKaLmja, TeXKbEe Ka Behoj NoIMTUYKO] ayTOHOMWjU U
npy»Kakbe yBeperba CaBe3HUYKUM NMapTHEPMMA MOPaAjy MCTOBPEMEHO Aa Ce ApXKe Y
paBHOTEXM. YMeCTo Aa noBehaBa UM ymatbyje CyBEPEHUTET Ha IMHeapaH HauuH,
CNO/bHO aHrakoBakbe CUMY/ITAHO MpoWMpyje NOAUTMYKE MoryhHocTM y3
WHTEH3MBUPAtbe CTPATELIKNX orpaHnyera. OBaj MapagoKec UNyCTpyje LeHTpaaHy
Nornky b6esbegHocHor mehynpoctopa: NoJIMTUYKO AeN0oBake Ce pasBuja Kpos
pactyhy cTpaTelKy mefy3aBMCHOCT, @ He YNPKOC H0j.

KapakTep peHnaHaa Kao mehynpoctopa Takohe je 06/1MKOBaH BpeMeHCKOM
ONHaMUKOM caBpemeHe 6e36eqHOCTU. 3a Pas3/IMKy Of, KOHBEHLMOHAHUX BOjHUX
Kpu3a, MHorn 6e3begHOCHM M33a30BM HA APKTUKY NMOCTENEHO €BOJIYMPaAjy KPo3
o4/lyKe Koje ce Tudy WHPPaCTPYKType, PerynaTopHUX OKBWPA, TEXHOJOLIKE
NMoBe3aHoOCTM W AYropoyHWX WHBecTUuMja. TpojekTM Koju cy npBOOUTHO
NnpeAcTaB/beHN Ka0 KOMepLMjaiHe, HayyHe UKW pa3BojHe MHWULNjATMBE, MOrY A3
000uMjy Ha CTpaTelwKoM 3Hauyajy Kako eBOyMpajy U reonosIMTUYKE OKOJIHOCTM
(Pezard et al. 2022). OBa nocteneHa TpaHcpopmaLmja KOMNAUKYje Kpenparbe
MOJIMTUKE jep 3axTeBa 0, B/1aZa Aa NPoLEeHe AyropoyHe 6e36e4HOCHe UMNIMKaumje
O4J/1yKa JOHETUX Y YCIOBUMA HEM3BECHOCTU, @ He HenocpeaHe KOHPpPOHTauuje.
CxofHO TOMe, NMUTakba Koja ce TUYY BAACHULLTBA HaZ UHPPACTPYKTYPOM, K/bYYHMX
JlaHaua cHabaeBarba, AMrMTasHE NOBE3aHOCTU M YNpaB/bakba PECYPCUMA, NOCTajY
CTBAp aHTULMMNATUBHOr yrpaB/batba 6e3beaHowhy, a He ynpas/batba KpM3ama.
lpeHNaHA, cTora UAYCTpyje Kako ce apKTUYKa 6e36eaHOCT cBe BULUE Pa3Buja Kpo3
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KYMyNaTUBHE MOIUTUUKE M EKOHOMCKE Of/YKe UMje CTpaTeLLKe nocaeamLe HacTtajy
TOKOM BpemeHa, Harnawasajyhu pactyhy mefysasucHocT nsmehy yHyTpaluter
ynpaB/batba M CTPATELLKOr HagMeTakba.

Monntnyka nytara lpeHnaHpa Takohe HarnalwaeBa BaXKHOCT MAEHTUTETA U
neruTummTeTa y 0611MKoBaky npomeH/buse besbeaHocHe anHamuke. [ebate o
He3aBUCHOCTM, GUCKANHO]j 0A4PKMBOCTU U MehyHapogHOM ycKknahuBamy yrpaheHe
Cy Y LWUMpe NOCTKO/IOHWja/IHE HapaTUBE KOjU YOKBUPY]Y CYBEPEHUTET Kao NOCTEMNEHO
ocTBapere nocebHe rpeHNaHAcKe noanTUUKe 3ajeaHuue (Gad 2017). YmecTo aa
npeactaB/ba GUKCHU KYATYPHU aTPUOYT, HAUMOHANHU MAEHTUTET Ce HEMpeKMaHo
nperosapa Kpo3 NoanTuyKe aebate o jesnKy, bnaroctaksy, 4EMOKPATUjU U CNIO/BHOM
aHraxkosarby. OBM HapaTMBuM 06AKMKYyjy He camo Jomahe pasymeBarbe
camoonpeaesbema, Beh 1 yciose nog Kojuma ce capazHba ca Cno/bHUM akTepuma
CMaTpa MOJINTUYKM JIETUTUMHOM. Y TOM CMMCAY, MapTHepCTBa MNoBe3aHa ca
WMHBECTULUMjaMa, pPa3Bojem pecypca uamM mehyHapoaHOM capafHom, BpeaHyjy ce
He Camo Yy CMUCAY HUXOBUX EKOHOMCKMX UK CTPATELLKUX KopucTu, Beh u npema
HMXOBOj KOMNATUBUNHOCTU ca NOAUTUYKMM UAEHTUTETOM [PEeHNaHAa Koju ce cBe
BuLe mera. OBO Ham roBopu aa 6e36eaHOCT He 06/MKYjy caMo mMaTepujasiHu
KanauuTeTn 1 reonoIMTUYKM NO/0XKaj, BER N 1erMTUMUTET KPO3 KOjUu Ce NOIUTUYKN
n3bopu Tymaye 1 NpuxeaTajy.

Y3umajyhu cee oBo y 0631p, 0Ba AMHAMMKA NOKasyje Aa 3Havaj peHnaHaa He
JIeXKM CaMO Y HEroBOj CTPATELLKOj IOKaLMjK, BER Yy HAUMHY Ha KOjW ce BULLIE AMMEH3M]a
6e36enHOCTM cnaja yHyTap jegHoOr MOAUTUYKOr MPocTopa. BOjHWM KOHTUHyMTET,
E€KOHOMCKa TPaHCPOopMaLLMja, EKONOLLIKE MPOMEHE, MHCTUTYLLMOHANIHO YNpaB/batbe
M MOJIMTUYKO Ae/ioBakbe Aesyjy UCTOBPEMEHO, YMme ce cTBapa 6e3bedHOCHO
OKpY)KeHe Koje He MOXe aleKBaTHO Aa Ce TyMayu caMo Kpo3 TpaauuMOHaIHe
reonosnTMYKe nepcrnekTnee. [peHnaHa Tako NpeacTas/ba UAYCTPaUMjy HauMHa Ha
KOjU ynpaB/batbe, EKOHOMCKA KOHKypeHLMja W CTpaTelKo PMBAACTBO MOCTajy
Y33jaMHO KOHCTUTYTUBHM, LUTO 3aXTeBa aHA/IMTUYKE NPUCTYMe Koju npeBasuiase
KOHBEHLMOHaHe pa3/inke namehy yHyTpalwte n mehyHapoaHe 6e36eaHOCTH.

PasymeBare lpeHNaHga Kao 6He3besHocHor mehynpocTopa 3aTo npyka
aHA/NIUTUYKM OKBUP 33 Objallktbere HauMHaA Ha KOoju CTPYKTypasiHe NpomeHe Ha
ApKTUKY NpeobsnKyjy Wmnpa Tymadera HaumoHanHe 6e36eaHOCTM Y yCA10BUMMA
CTpaTellKor HaameTaka. YMeCTO a NpeacTaB/ba U3y3eTak, [PeHaHg, noKasyje Kako
6e36eHOCHA AMHAMMKA CBe BMLUE MPOU3NAA3M U3 MehycobHor npennuTara
CyOHAUMOHANHOT NOAUTUYKOT AEeN0Bakba, WMHCTUTYLMOHA/IHUX OrpaHuyera U
CNOJbHOI CTpATELWKOr HaameTara. locmaTpaHO Ha 0Baj HauyMH, KOHUeNnT
b6e3begHocHOr MehynpocTtopa Jonykyje noctojehe npucTyne apKTUYKO]
6e36eHOCTH, YUMeE MOKa3syje KaKko og/yKe Koje cy dopmasiHO NoumpaHe yHyTap
Aomaher ynpas/barba, MOry Ja Mpoussedy nociegmue Koje oAjeKyjy LWnpom
perMoHanHe n mehyHapogHe cTpaTeLllKe AUHAMMKE.
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Mocneauue no caBpemeHy HaunoHanHy 6e3beaHocTt

Mocnepnue TpaHchopmaumje MpeHNaHAa NPOTEXKY Ce AaNeKo M3BaH camor
ApKTuKa. Mako reorpadckum cneumdunyaH, oBaj Caydaj npyKa Wwupe ysuae y HaumHe
Ha Koje HaumoHanHa 6e3beaHOCT cBe BULe A06Mja Ha CTPYKTYPU U KAKOo ce home
yrnpas/ba Yy YC/NOBMMA C/I0jeBUTOr CyBepeHuTeTa, CTpaTelKor HagmeTara M
WHCTUTYUMOHaNHe Mehy3aBUMCHOCTM. YMeCTO [Aa CUrHanu3upa jeAHOCTaBHO
OXMB/baBaHbE FEONONUTUYKOT PUBANCTBA, CyYaj MpeHnaHaa UaycTpyje HauMH Ha
Koju 6e36eHOCT cBe BULLE MPOU3MNA3N U3 MHTEPAKLMjE NONUTUYKOT Ae10Bakba,
€KOHOMCKe Mehy3aBUCHOCTU U MHOPACTPYKTYPHE 3aBMCHOCTU Ha BULIE HMBOA
ynpassbakba. [AINCKyCMja Koja cneam ncnuryje Wwra oBa AellaBarba UMNAUMLMPAJY 3a
caBpeMeHa Tymayerba HalumMoHanHe 6e3beaHoCTU.

[naBHa nocneamua TpeHyTHe nyTare MpeHnaHaa jecte cBe Beha HeoaBojMBOCT
YHyTpallHber yrnpas/batba U cnosbHe 6e3besHOCHe aAnHamuKe. OpgJ/iyKe Koje cy
dbopmanHo cmeliTeHe YHYTap EKOHOMCKOF pa3Boja WAM WHOPACTPYKTYpHE
NoAIUTUKE, YK/bydyjyhu pyaHe KoHUecuje, TENEeKOMYHMKALMOHE Mpexe W
WHBECTULMOHE CropasyMme, MOory a A06Ujy H CTpaTeLLKOM 3HaYajy Kaga UX CnosbHU
aKTepu Tymaye Kpo3 npu3my obasesa M3 caBe3a UM reonoIMTUYKOT pMBasICTBa.
Kao wro lMaa v Herosm KoayTopu yKasyjy, LJaHCKe BaCTU Cy Y NOjeAUHUM TPEHYLMMA
penHTepnpeTMpane eKOHOMCKe MHULMjaTUBe peHNaHaa Kao NuUTakba CNoJbHE U
b6e3begHOCHE NOAUTUKE, YuMme Cy npecenune osnawhemra y norneny AoHolweHa
O4J/1YKa Ha HMBO AaHCKe AprKase. HayyHa 3ajeaHULA UCNUTYje KaKo NPeroBopu o
cyBepeHuTeTy yHyTap [laHCKOr Kpa/beBCTBa yTUUY Ha CTPYKTYpPy OBE AUNHAMUKE
CekypuTM3aumje 1 Kako obaunKyjy npepacnogeny noamtuuke snactm (Gad et al.
2024). Nnpepu MpeHnaHaa cy, 3ay3BpaT, YECTO HACTOja/IM A3 TaKBE MHULMjAaTMBE
YOKBMPE KAa0 KOMMOHEHTe 0BMYHOT EKOHOMCKOT yrpaB/batba Kako 61 cavysanu
NOANTMYKY MaHeBapPCKy CNOCOBHOCT yHyTap OKBMpa camoynpase. OBaksu aorahaju
OCMopaBajy KOHBEHUWMOHasHe Mmoaene HauuoHanHe 6e3begHocTn  Koju
npeTnoctas/bajy CTabunHy nogeny mamehy yHyTpallkbe MOAUTUKE WU CMOJSbHOT
CTpaTelKor HagMeTarba. Y OKpyXKerUMa Koja KapaKTepulue MHOPACTPYKTypHa
Mehy3aBUCHOCT, OC/lakbakbe HA TEXHONOMMjEe M 3aMPLUEHM CAaBE3HWYKM OAHOCHU,
6e36e4HOCHM UCXOAM CBE BULUE MPOM3UAA3E U3 KYMYNATUBHUX MOJUTUYKUX U
€KOHOMCKMX NPOoLLeca, @ He CAMO M3 AUCKPETHUX BOjHUX KOHDPOHTaLMja. McKycTBO
lpeHNaHAa 3aTo MOKa3syje KaKo oA4J/lyKe O ynpaB/bakby MOry Aa CTEKHY CTpaTeLLKM
3Hayaj Ha HUBOMMA BNIACTM KOjW Ce MpeK/Ianajy, LUTo Ham MoKa3yje Ja ce eBosyLmja
HaumoHanHe 6e36eHOCTY CBe BULLE OABMja KPO3 CN0JEBUTO NMOAUTUYKO TYMAYeEHE,
a He CaMo KpOo3 eKCMIMLMUTHY 0A6pambeHy NONNTUKY.

[pyra Ba)kHa nocneamua Tnye ce cee Behe cTpaTeLlKe ynore MakbMX NOAUTULKMX
cybjekata yHyTap caBpemeHnx 6e3belHOCHNX OKpY:Ketba. MPeHNaHA, NoKasyje Kako
aKTepyM ca OrpaHWYEHUM KOHBEHUMOHANHMM BOJHUM WAM EKOHOMCKUM
KanauMTeTMma MOy MMaK Aa CTeKHy 3HayajHy CTpaTellKy BasKHOCT 36or cBor
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reorpadCcKor Noao¥Xaja U MHCTUTYLIMOHaNHe yrpaheHocTn y wupe 6e3beaHocHe
okBMpe. MaKo cnosbHa 1 oabpambeHa nonnTMKa GOpMasHO OCTajy MO AAHCKOM
jypucamkumjom, NpeHNaHA ce cBe BULLIE OCTBapYyje Kpo3 06/MKe cybHauMoHanHor
OMNIOMATCKOT aHraXKoBakba KOjU MPOLUMPYjy HEroBy CMOJbHY BWUAJ/bUBOCT U
nonntTnYkm ytuuaj (Ackrén 2014, 42-43). ObnnKoBarbem OAJlyKa Yy Be3M ca
NPUCTYNOM, MHOPACTPYKTYPOM, YNpaB/bakbeM pPecypcMma W CNosbHUM
napTHepcTBMMa, MpeHnaHz ocTBapyje oapeheHu cTeneH CTpaTeLlKor Ae10Bakba Koju
ce npoTeXKe U3BaH GopMasHMX MPaHMLLA HEroBOr ycTaBHOr oBnawhersa. Yuewhe y
MehyHapoaHMM MpeKama U NperosopMma Ao4aTHo omoryhasa ocTpBy ga genyje
Y TPaHCHALMOHA/MHUM NOMUTUYKMM apeHama, YNpKoC CTaJIHUM orpaHuyerbuma
cyBepeHuTeTa (Ackrén 2014, 43). OBaj cnyyaj Nokasyje Aa aHanM3a HauMOHaNHe
6e36enHOCTM MOpa Aa nocseT Behy Naxkby PefaLMoOHOM NO3ULMOHMNPALY, YMECTO
[a ce NpMMapHO ocnaka Ha 36up maTepujanHe mohu. AKTepu Koju cy yrpaheHn y
cUCTeme CaBe3a, KPUTUYHE flaHLe CHabaeBakba M apaHKMaHe MHCTUTYLMOHANHOT
ynpas/bakba, MOTy Aa BpLUe CTPaTEeLlKM YyTULAj KOjU je HecpasmepaH HUXOBOj
BENNYNHU. CXOAHO TOME, pasymeBakbe caBpemeHe 6e36eHOCTM CBe BULLE 3aXTeBa
aHa/NM3y HaAuyMHA HA KOjM Ce TNOMUTUYKO [JefioBakbe OCTBapyje Kpos
WHCTUTYLLMOHA/THE O4HOCE Y UCTOj MEPU Kao U KPO3 KOHBEHLMOHA/IHE KanauuTeTte
came AprKaBe.

UcTto Tako, cnyyaj peHnaHAa Hariawaea LWMpere CTpaTewKor 3Hauaja
€KOHOMCKOI yrnpaB/batba M KPUTUYHE WHOPACTPYKTYPHE YHYTAp CaBpemeHe
HauMoHanHe 6e36eaHOCTU. MHBecTUUMje Yy TeNeKOMyHWKaumje, TPaHCMOPTHY
MHOPACTPYKTYPY M eKCNAoaTaunjy pecypca, CBe BULLIe Ce 0ABU1jajy Y KOHTEKCTY y
KOjeM Cy eKOHOMCKO [OHOLEeHe O4J/lyKa M CTpaTellKa KOHKypeHuuja 6amncko
ucnpenneteHun. YbpsaHe eKoNOLLIKe MpomeHe, 0bpacLy AOCTYNHOCTU pecypca Koju
Cce CBe BuLUe pa3BKjajy, Kao U NPOMEH/bUBA reONONUTUYKA MHAMMKA, AOAATHO CY
WHTEH3UBUPanu mehyHapoaHy Naxmy Ha ynory lpeHnaHaa y oTNOPHOCTM NaHLa
CHabaeBarba, KPUTUYHUM MUHEPAZIMMA M apKTMYKOj noBe3saHocTu (Spence and
Hanlon 2025, 4-5). WHuuujaTMBe Koje cy NpBOBUTHO NpeAcTaB/beHE Kao
KOomepLMjanHa capasba, YK/bydyjyhu pyaapcke npojekTe, pasBoj yKa U HayyHy
capagby, Mory nocTeneHo Aa A0bujy Ha CTpaTeLKOM 3Ha4yajy Kako NocTajy Aeo
LUMpPe reononnTUYKe KOHKypeHuuje. Cno/bHO EKOHOMCKO aHTaXKOBakbe je UCTO TaKo
WHTEH3MBUpPano AebaTe 0 TOMe KaKo Ce Nperosapa o ayToHoMWju, onawhersnma
M NOIMTUYKO] OArOBOPHOCTU Y YC/IOBMMA C/I0jeBUTOT cyBepeHuTeTa (Sgrensen 2018,
1, 4-5). OBO He MMNAMLMpaA 4@ je €KOHOMCKA aKTMBHOCT cama Mo cebwu
CEeKypUTM30BaHa. YMecTo Tora, To Nokasyje Aa je pasnnka namehy eKoHOMCKOr
ynpas/bakba M HauMoHaiHe 6e36eaHOCTM NOCTana y BE/IMKO] MepU 3aBUCHA Of,
NOMIUTUYKOT Tymaderba. Oanyke JoOHeTe yHyTap PeryiatopHuMX WM pas3BojHUX
OKBMpA MOTy [ia reHepuLly cTpaTellKke nocaeguue MHOro npe Hero wrto 6yay
dopmasiHO Npeno3HaTe Kao nuTarba ogbpambeHe nan 6esbegHoCHe NOAUTUKE.
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[asbe nocneguue TMUHy ce BpeMEHCKe AMMeH3Mje caBpemeHe HaLMOoHasHe
6e36eaHOCTM. CTpaTelKM M3a30BM CBe BWLIe Ce jaB/bajy KPO3 MocTeneHa
CTPYKTypasiHa AellaBakba, @ He KPo3 AMCKPEeTHE Kpu3e UK BOjHEe KOHdpPOHTaLMje.
Opnnyke Koje ce T4y MHPPACTPYKTYpe, ynpas/bakba PeCYPCUMA U MHCTUTYLIMOHAIHNX
[0roBopa, C BpeMEHOM aKyMy/IMpajy CTpaTellKe nocaeaumue, Yecto fobujajyhu
6e36e4HOCHM 3Ha4aj TeK HAKOH LUTO Ce LUMPE reonoIMTUYKE OKOMTHOCTM NPOMEHE.
Kao wto BaHr n [lexopK yo4yasajy, [peHnaHa je eBonympao M3 LEHTpanHe
KOMMOHEHTE X/1aHOPATOBCKOT NJ1aHMpakba 04b6paHe Y CAaBPEMEHO OKPYKeHE Koje
KapaKTepuLue pactyhu mehyHapoaHM eKOHOMCKM MHTEPEC M 0OHOB/bEHO CTPATELLKO
HaameTarbe (Wang and Degeorges 2014, 4—7). OBa nocteneHa TpaHchopmauuja
npeAcTaB/ba U3a30B 3a TPALMLMOHANIHO NAaHMpPake HaluMoHanHe 6e3beaHOCTH,
KOje je UCTOPMjCKM AaBasio NPUOPUTET OATOBOPMMA Ha jaCHO NMpeno3HaT/buBe
npeThe. YMeCTOo Tora, CTPaTeLLKM PU3NLM Ce CBe BULLE pa3Bujajy Kpo3 AyropoyHe
npoLece nogesaHe ca eKOHOMCKOM mMehy3aBucHoLWhY, TEXHONOLWKUM NPOMEHAMA,
€KOJI0LLKOM TpaHchOopMaLmMjom MU perynaTopHUm ogslykama. Mpakca HaumoHanHe
be3begHoCTM cTora 3axteBa Behu Harnacak Ha aHTUUMMNATUBHO YNpPaB/batbe,
OTMOPHOCT M MPOLEHY KYMYNATUBHUX CUCTEMCKMX edeKaTa, YMECTO MpeTerkHor
oc/larbakba Ha PeakTUBHE OAroBOpe Ha HermocpeaHe Kpuse.

MoANTUYKN NETUTUMUTET U KONEKTUBHU UAEHTUTET NPeAcTaB/bajy AOAATHY
nocseauuy TpaHcpopmaumje MpeHnaHaa no caBpeMeHy HaumoHanHy 6e3beaHocCT.
[JebaTte 0 ayTOHOMMjM, HE3ABUCHOCTM M EKOHOMCKOj OAPKMBOCTM YTKAHE CY Y LUMpe
MOCTKO/IOHWja/IHE HapaTMBEe KOju CyBepeHuTeT AeduHULY Kao MNOAUTUYKY
peanusaupmjy 3acebHe rpeHnaHACKe 3ajegHuue. Kao wro Mg nokasyje, HauMoHa HK
WAEHTUTET Ha [peHNnaHAy rpaay ce Kpo3 CTa/IHe NONUTUYKE MPeroBope, yMecTo 4a
ce NocMaTpa Kao GMKCHa KyNTYpHa KapaKTeEPUCTUKA, MPWU YeMY PacrpaBe O je3NKy,
[OEMOKPATCKOM yrpaB/bakby M MOAEPHMU3ALUMjU 06/IMKYjy Nepuenumjy cyBepeHnTeTa
W noantuykor nermtummteTa (Gad 2017, 120-126). OBe AMHAMMKE yTUUY HE CaMOo
Ha JlOHOLLEHE YHYTPALUHMX NOIUTUYKUX 04/1YKa, BEh U Ha KpeaAnBUNUTET CNo/bHUX
napTHepPCTaBa, NPEeroBope 0 ayTOHOMM)U N CTpATELLKa OYeKMBaHa MHOCTPAHMUX
akTepa. CxogHO ToMe, NUTakba NPU3HaHa, NETMTUMUTETA U CaMOOMNpPeae/betba
nocTajy cacTaBHW Ae/IOBWU CaBPEMEHE HauuoHanHe 6e3beaHOCTKM, 3aTO LUTO
061MKYjy NONNTUUKO OKPYXKerbe YHYTap Kojer ce cTpaTellka capagHba, CNosbHU
aHraXMaH 1 o4/1yKe 0 ynpaBs/batby NPUXBaTajy, OCNopaBajy Uan Hanaase Ha oTnop.

AKo MX MocmaTpaMo 3ajefiHO, OBa AeluaBakba YKasyjy Ha To Aa TpaHchopmaumja
apKTUUYKe 6e36e4HOCTM OAparkaBa LMPY eBOYLM]Y Y CABPEMEHOM Pa3MULL/bAHY
O HaumoHanHoj 6e3begHocTU. TPAAUUMOHANHM NPUCTYNN  YCMEPEHU Ha
TepuUTOpUjanHy oabpaHy, BOjHY Moh 1 APMKABHU CYBEPEHUTET OCTAjy CYLUTUHCKM
BaXHM, MAKo BULLE HUCY AOBO/bHM 33 Objawrerbe 6e36e4HOCHE AMHAMUKe Y
OKPY)KEHMMA KOja KapaKTepully CA0jeBMTO YyMnpaB/bakbe, MHCTUTYLMOHANHA
Mehy3aBMCHOCT M CTpaTeLllKo HaameTarbe. CBa OBA AellaBakba YKasyjy Ha To Aa ce
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HauMoHanHa 6e3befHOCT cBe BULLE pasBMja KPO3 MHTEpaKUMjy eKOHOMCKOr
yrnpaB/bakbad, TEXHOMOLWKE UHPPACTPYKTYPE, EKONOLIKUX NMPOMEHA, NOAUTUYKOT
[AenoBarba M BOjHUX KanaumTeTa, a He Kpo3 BUI0 Kojy o4, OBUX AMMEH3Mja 3acebHo.
CaBpemeHa 6e36e4HOCHa OKpYKeHba CTOra He MOTY af,eKBaTHO Aa ce TyMaye Kpo3
KOHBEHLMOHAMHE pa3nnKke naMmehy yHyTpawmwe 1 mehyHapoaHe NoAUTUKe nau
namehy TBpae M Meke 6e36e4HOCTU. YMeECTO Tora, OHa 3axTeBajy aHa/NUTUYKe
OKBMPE KOjU Cy Yy CTakby Aa objaCHe KaKo BULIECTPYKM M3BOPU ayTopuTeTa,
Mehy3aBUCHOCTM M NOAUTUYKOT TYMadyera CUMYNTAHO 0BAMKYjy CTpaTeLLKe ucxoae
Ha Pa3IMYMTUM HMBOMMA ynpaBs/bakba (Risse 2011; Gad et al. 2024).

LLnpwn 3Hauaj TpaHchopmaumje MpeHnaHaa npeBasniasn cam ApKTuK. Kako
TEXHO/IOWKA Mef)y3aBMCHOCT, KpUTUYHA MHDPACTPYKTYPA 1 CTPaTELLKa NOBE3aHOCT
NnocTajy CBe BMLUE LieHTap UHTepeca y norneay mehyHapoaHe 6e36eaHOCTH, CNMYHA
AHamuMKa he ce BepoBaTHO NOjaBUTM U Yy APYTUM PETMOHMMA Y KOjUMa Makbu
NOJIMTUYKM CYBjeKTM 3ay3MMajy No3nLMje o, HeCpasMepHOr CTPaTeLLKor 3HaYaja
YHYTap WUPUX CUCTEMA HaaMeTara M capagmbe. [peHNaHs 3aTo He CYXKM CaMOo Kao
CNydaj Koju je cneumduyaH 3a fatu reorpadckm Nonoxaj, Beh Kao aHaAUTMUKa
WNYCTPaLUMja HaYMHA Ha KOjW ce caBpeMeHa HaLMOoHaIHa 6e3begHOCHA OKpy»Kerba
cBe BUWe O0O/IMKYjy KPO3 MHTEepPaKLMjy JIOKANHOT MOAUTUYKOT [e/0Bakba,
WHCTUTYLMOHATHUX OFPaHNYeHa M CUCTEMCKOT CTPATELLKOr HaaMeTaka. CxBaTakbe
0Be AMHAMMKE je of, CyLUTMHCKOT 3Havaja 3a npuaarohaBarbe OKBUPaA HaLMOHaNHe
6e36eaHOCTM yCNOBMMa Y KOjUMa Cy ynpas/batbe, Mehy3aBUCHOCT M FeONOIMTUYKO
PUBANCTBO CTPYKTYPHO UCNPENIETEHMN.

3aKk/byyak

OBaj pag, 6aBMO ce UCTPAXKMBAHEM HAUMHA HA KOju cay4daj MpeHnaHaa MoxKe Aa
Ham ©Oyae op nomohu y objawrbaBakby PECTPYKTypUCakba HaLMOHANHe
6e36e4HOCTM Y YCIOBMMA C/IOjeBUTOT CyBEPEHUTETA M CUCTEMCKOT HagMeTara. Y
pagy ce M3HocK Te3a Aa OOHOB/bEHM CTpaTellKM 3Hauyaj [peHsaHaa oaparkasa
CTPYKTYPHY TpaHcpopmaLmjy apkTMUKe 6e36egHOCTU Koja He MoXKe Aa ce objacHu
Ha oarosapajyhu HaunH camo reorpadujom, MPUPOAHNUM PECYPCUMMA UAN BOjHOM
MHPPACTPYKTYPOM. YMECTO TOra, Heros CTPaTELKM 3Hayaj Npousmnasu us
WHTEPAKUMje MONUTUYKE BNACTM, MHCTUTYLMOHANHUX CUCTEMa W [0roBOpa,
€KOHOMCKOr ynpas/batba M MehyHapoaHOr HaaMeTarba Ha BULWE HMBOA
ynpas/bakba. Y TOM norneay, KoHUenT 6esbeaHocHor mehynpocTtopa (MHTepdejca)
npy»a NPeHOCUMBM aHA/IMTUYKM OKBUP 3a pasymeBarbe HauyMHA Ha Koju ce
6e36eaHOCT cBe BULLIE pa3BKja Kpo3 mefhycobHO noBe3aHe No/ITUYKE, EKOHOMCKE
W CTpaTELLKe NPOLECe, @ HE CaMO KPO3 BOjHY AVHAMMKY.

OBa aHanuM3a je MoKasasia ga TpaHchopmauumja apkTuyKe bGesbeaHocTU
npeBasnaasn NPOMEHE Y PEFMOHATHOj FreonoANTULM. PEeHNAHA, HaM NOKa3yje Kako
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YHYTpallkbe ynpaB/batbe, €KOHOMCKM Pa3Boj, MHOPACTPYKTypa M eKOJOLLKe
NpoMeHe NocTajy CBe BULLE UCMPenaeTeHn ca WMpUmM obpacumma mehyHapoaHe
6e36enHoCTU. MoONUTUUKE OAJ/1yYKe Koje Yy MOYETKY U3Ineaajy Kao aAMUHUCTPATUBHE
WAW Pa3BOjHE, MOTy NocTeneHo Aa Aobujy Ha CTpaTeLIKOM 3Havajy Kako nocTajy
yrpaheHe y wuMpe reonofMTMYKO HaameTawe. lMocneaumue pycke nHBasuje Ha
YKpajuHy y nyHom obumy, npowmpere HATO-a y ceBepHoj EBponu, o6HOB/bEHA
naxma CjeanmeHux [pxKasa npema lpeHnaHay u cee Behu CTpaTel KM 3HAYaj
K/bYYHUX MUHEpana, UNycTpyjy KOMKO 6p30 TaKBM KyMyNnaTUBHM NpOLLeCH MOry A3
npomeHe 6e36e4HOCHO 3HaUYeHe OHUX MUTaka Koja Cy NpeTxoaHo buna camo
UMBUAHA UKW NUTakba pa3Boja. MNapanenHo ca Tume, 6e36eAHOCHM M3a30BU CBe
BULLE MPOM3NAA3E N3 KYMYNaTUBHUX AyrOPOYHMX NPOLLECa, @ HE M3 NojeANHAYHNX
KpW3a, LUTO Of, UHCTUTYLIMja HauMoHanHe 6e3beaHOCTU 3axTeBa Aa TPAAMLMOHANHE
peakTMBHe npucTyne gonyHe Behnm HaraCKom Ha aHTUUMNALM]y, OTNOPHOCT U
[OyropoYHO yrpaB/bakbe.

Hanasu Takohe nokasyjy Ja caBpemeHa HaumoHaiHa 6e36e4HOCT BULLIE HE MOXKe
@ ce TYMayu UCK/bYYMBO KPO3 KOHBEHLMOHA/IHE NMPEeTNoCcTaBKe O TEPUTOPUjasHO]
oabpaHM, BOJHMM KanmauuTeETUMa WAM APXaBHOM CyBepeHuTeTy. [peHnaHs,
npeacTas/ba NPMMEP HauyMHaA Ha KOjWU CTPaTEWKW 3Ha4yaj CBe BULIE 3aBUCU Of,
no3numoHe yrpaheHoCTM Yy MHCTUTYLIMOHAIHE, EKOHOMCKE M MOMIUTUYKE MPEXKE, LUTO
omoryhaBa akTepurma ca orpaHUYeHUM MaTepujaiHUM KanaumuTeTMma Aa ocTBape
3Ha4ajaH CTpaTeLwKM yT1LAj, AOK CEé UCTOBPEMEHO CyovaBajy ca Behum cno/bHMM
orpaHunyersnuma. OBu gorahaju npeacraB/bajy M3a30B 3a aHAIUTUYKE pas/ivKe
namel)y yHyTpalwre n mehyHapoaHe NoanTUKe, TBpAe U MeKe 6e36eaHOCTH, Kao U
capaatbe M KOHKypeHUuuje, WTo cyrepuile ga caBpemeHa 6e3beHOCHa OKpyXKera
KapaKTepuLle CUMyATaHa MHTEPAKLMjA CBMX OBUX AMMEH3M]A.

KoHauyHo, lpeHnaHa He 61 Tpebano nocmaTpaTh Kao apKTUYKKM M3y3eTakK, Beh
Kao paHy MaHudecTauujy WMpKUxX CTPYKTYpPanHUX TpaHchopmaLmja Koje yTmiy Ha
caBpemeHy mehyHapoaHy 6e3beaHocT. Kako ce TexHosowKa melhysaBucHOCT
npoaybsbyje, KpUTNYHA MHOPACTPYKTYpPa LIMPK, @ FEONOANTUYKO HagMeTare CBe
BMLUE y3MMa CBE BMLUE Maxa Kpo3 mehycobHO noBesaHe CTPYKType yrnpas/batba,
CAMYHA AuMHaMuKa mehynpoctopa he ce BepoBaTHO MOjaBUTU U y APYrMm
perMoHnma. Kaga ra nocmatpamo Ha 0Baj HaumH, 6e3beaHocHM mehynpocTop Hyam
WMPY aHAZMTMYKY MEepCreKkTMBY 33 CXBaTakbe€ HauMHA Ha Koju C/0jeBUTU
CYyBEPEHUTET, UHCTUTYLIMOHAIHA MeRY3aBUCHOCT M CUCTEMCKO HagMETake CBE BULLE
06KKyjy HauMoHanHy 6e3beaHOCT y ABaZECceT NPBOM BEKY.

U3JABA 3AXBAJ/IHOCTU: OBO UCTparkmBakbe MOAPXKAHO je KpOo3 npojekaT
,[IpOMeHe y cTpaTerMjckom okpyKerby Penybauke Cpbuje — TpeHAOBU U
UMMNAWKaUMje oA 3Hayaja 3a HauuoHanHy 6e3begHOCT M oabpaHy”, Koju
duHaHcKpa MuHucTapcTBo oabpaHe Penybanke Cpbuje.
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