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Abstract

This paper examines the relationship between sovereignty and national
security by questioning the assumption that they depend on one another.
This paper aims to conceptualize secondary national security within
the broader theoretical framework of Security Studies associated
with the Copenhagen School and Stephen Krasner’s understanding of
sovereignty, and to apply this concept as an analytical framework in
a qualitative case study of Greenland. The analysis demonstrates that
national security can exist in the absence of full sovereignty through a
configuration in which security provision is externalized, while security
perception and the political articulation of security remain internalized.
Greenland illustrates how political entities lacking independent military
capabilities nevertheless develop autonomous security perceptions and
security priorities. The findings indicate that security perception and
provision can be institutionally separated yet politically interconnected.
The paper concludes that national security is not a fixed, inherent
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attribute of a sovereign state, but rather a variable, context-dependent
phenomenon. For this reason, the concept of secondary national security
provides a useful analytical framework for studying security practices
under conditions of limited statehood.

Keywords: secondary national security, sovereignty, limited
statehood, security governance, Greenland, security
perceptions, externalization of security.

INTRODUCTION

The concept of national security has long been viewed
as inseparable from the sovereign state. Certain classical and
contemporary approaches within Security Studies assume that the
state, as a political entity exercising supreme authority over a defined
territory and population, serves as the primary referent object and the
principal provider of security (Buzan 1991, 65; Walt 1991, 212). Within
this framework, sovereignty is not merely a legal attribute, but also
a practical precondition for the formulation and implementation of
national security policy, primarily because of its connection with the
monopoly over the legitimate use of force.

However, the development of contemporary security studies,
particularly following the broadening and deepening of the concept of
security and the emergence of critical approaches, has expanded the
range of referent objects of security, which, in addition to the state, may
also include individuals, social groups, nations, regional communities,
economic systems, and even the biosphere (Buzan, Waver, and de
Wilde 1998). In this context, the paper proceeds from the assumption
that certain non-sovereign or partially sovereign political entities may
also constitute significant referent objects of security under conditions
of geopolitical competition and strategic dependence. The concept of
secondary national security is introduced as an analytical framework for
understanding these configurations.

Yet, developments in contemporary international relations
increasingly call this assumption into question. The expansion of global
governance structures, the proliferation of politically autonomous
territories, and the growing complexity of security interdependence
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have produced entities that do not fully correspond to the traditional
model of sovereign statehood (Lake 2009, 18). Although such entities
frequently lack independent military capabilities and do not exercise
full control over their external security, they nonetheless articulate
distinct security perceptions, priorities, and policy preferences.

This apparent mismatch between political authority and security
capabilities raises a key analytical question: can national security
exist in the absence of full sovereignty? This paper proceeds from the
assumption that national security is not necessarily a function of full
sovereignty, but rather the result of specific institutional and political
configurations.

In response, this paper introduces the concept of secondary
national security. The term refers to a form of security that emerges
within political entities lacking full sovereign authority, especially in
the domain of defense, but which still retain the ability to define and
pursue their own security interests. In such configurations, security is
at least partially externalized, typically guaranteed by a sovereign state,
while the perception and articulation of security remain, to a significant
extent, internal.

The paper analyzes Greenland, an autonomous territory within
the Kingdom of Denmark, as an illustrative example. Greenland
represents a particularly instructive case due to its combination of
extensive internal self-government, the absence of independent military
capacity, and its growing relevance within the Arctic region (Rahbek-
Clemmensen 2017, 55). While Denmark formally retains responsibility
for defense and foreign policy, Greenland has increasingly developed
its own perspectives on issues such as resource security, climate change,
and geopolitical positioning.

The paper is structured in several parts. It first examines the
theoretical relationship between sovereignty and national security,
highlighting its core assumptions and limitations. It then develops the
concept of secondary national security as a distinct analytical category.
This framework is subsequently applied to the case of Greenland to
demonstrate how security can be conceptualized and practiced under
conditions of incomplete sovereignty. The final section considers the
broader implications of this concept for security policy, particularly
in the context of small political entities, autonomous regions, and
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other forms of dependent security arrangements. By reassessing the
traditional equation of national security with the sovereign state,
the paper introduces the concept of secondary national security as a
new analytical category, aiming to contribute to a clearer and more
comprehensive understanding of security in contemporary international
relations.

NATIONAL SECURITY AND SOVEREIGNTY:
THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS

The concept of national security has historically been closely
connected with the notion of sovereignty, as the state has been regarded
in a significant part of the Security Studies and International Relations
literature as the primary provider and guarantor of security (Waltz
1979; Buzan 1991; Krasner 1999). Within the classical Westphalian
framework, the state is understood as the supreme political authority
within a defined territory, possessing both the right and the capacity
to ensure its own security (Krasner 1999, 20). Sovereignty implies not
only formal independence but also effective control over internal and
external security functions, including the organization and deployment
of military force.

Within traditional security studies, this relationship has
rarely been questioned. As Barry Buzan argues, the state functions
simultaneously as the referent object of security and as its primary
provider, thereby reinforcing an analytical framework in which
national security is both defined by and dependent upon state
sovereignty (Buzan 1991, 65). Similarly, Stephen Walt emphasizes
that the core of security studies lies in the examination of threats to
the state, particularly in the military domain, further consolidating
the centrality of sovereignty (Walt 1991, 212). Under conditions of
an anarchic structure of international relations, security perceptions
and interpretations of threats remain, to a significant extent, shaped by
the positions and interests of actors, further underscoring the relativity
and contextuality of security (Prorokovi¢ i Parezanovi¢ 2023, 13—14).
However, this perspective remains limited because it assumes the
institutional completeness of the state, which does not apply to many
contemporary political entities.
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However, this conventional linkage rests on a set of implicit
assumptions that have increasingly come under scrutiny. It presumes
that the state maintains a monopoly over the legitimate use of force
within its territory, that the state possesses the institutional capacity
to translate security perceptions into policy and action, and that
sovereignty is indivisible and functionally comprehensive. While
these assumptions may hold for fully consolidated states, they are less
applicable to a growing number of political entities characterized by
partial sovereignty, limited capacity, or external dependence.

In response, contemporary international relations scholarship has
emphasized the variability and fragmentation of sovereignty. Stephen
Krasner’s distinction between different dimensions of sovereignty
(domestic, interdependence, international legal...) demonstrates that
states often lack full control across these domains (Krasner 1999, 9).
This conceptual distinction enables the analysis of political entities that
exercise authority in certain domains but lack it in others.

In this context, David A. Lake introduces the concept of hierarchy
in international relations, arguing that interactions among political units
are not always characterized by complete anarchy. Instead, relations of
authority and dependence can emerge between states and subordinate
entities, particularly in the domain of security (Lake 2009, 18). In such
arrangements, weaker actors often delegate or relinquish certain aspects
of their security to stronger actors in exchange for protection, resulting
in structural asymmetries. This perspective is particularly important
for understanding autonomous territories and non-sovereign political
entities. Although such entities typically lack their own military
capabilities and rely on external actors for defense, they retain varying
degrees of political autonomy and internal governance. As a result,
they occupy a hybrid position in the international system, between full
sovereignty and complete dependence.

The expansion of the security agenda beyond the military
domain has further complicated the relationship between sovereignty
and security. The “widening” of security studies, associated with
the Copenhagen School, has introduced additional sectors such as
economic, environmental, and societal security (Buzan, Waver, and de
Wilde 1998, 7). This broader understanding shifts attention away from
an exclusive focus on territorial defense toward a more complex set of
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vulnerabilities and threats, many of which do not require traditional
military capabilities to be articulated or managed. This trend is also
confirmed by domestic research indicating that contemporary threats
are increasingly moving beyond the military sphere and require
an expanded understanding of security that encompasses political,
economic, and social factors (Milenkovi¢ i Suboti¢ 2022, 52).

Within this expanded framework, political entities lacking full
sovereignty may nonetheless develop distinct security perceptions and
policy preferences. Issues such as environmental change, resource
governance, and economic resilience can be framed as security concerns
even in the absence of sovereign control over defense. This suggests
that the capacity to perceive, define, and prioritize security issues may
be analytically separable from the ability to provide security in the
traditional sense.

The resulting gap between security perception and security
provision challenges the conventional equation of national security
with sovereign statehood. This gap is further reinforced at the
regional level, where security dynamics are shaped through patterns
of interdependence rather than purely national capabilities (Buzan
and Wever 2003, 44). This interdependence is further deepened
by technological development and global power dynamics, which
influence the redistribution of military and security capacities and
alter the traditional structure of security in the international system
(Miloradovi¢ 2023, 30; Vuleti¢ 2025, 84-85). If security is understood
as a multidimensional, socially constructed phenomenon rather than
exclusively as a function of military power and state sovereignty, it
becomes possible to identify different referent objects of security that
transcend the traditional state-centric framework. The development of
contemporary Security Studies, particularly through the broadening
and deepening of the concept of security, has made it possible to regard
not only states, but also individuals, social groups, nations, economic
systems, regional communities, and the biosphere as referent objects
of security (Buzan, Weaver and de Wilde 1998). In this context, the
present paper proceeds from the assumption that certain non-sovereign
or partially sovereign political entities, insofar as they possess a
significant degree of autonomy and a specific geopolitical relevance,
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may constitute a distinct category of referent objects of security, despite
lacking full sovereignty in the classical state sense.

Beyond the state-centric perspective, regional governance
frameworks further complicate the relationship between sovereignty
and security. In the Arctic context, governance has evolved into
a multilayered system characterized by cooperation, overlapping
jurisdictions, and functional interdependence rather than strict
sovereignty-based control (Young 2017, 14). This environment enables
non-sovereign actors to participate in shaping security-relevant agendas,
particularly in environmental protection and resource management.
Consequently, security becomes embedded in governance structures
that transcend traditional state boundaries (Keil and Knecht 2017, 6).
Contemporary technological transformations further complicate this
relationship, as they change how information is collected, processed,
and used in security processes, which is clearly observable in modern
armed conflicts (Vuleti¢ 2011; Vuleti¢ 2012). In particular, the
application of artificial intelligence in military systems affects the
acceleration of decision-making, increases dependence on complex
technological infrastructures, and introduces new risks, including issues
of reliability, accountability, and cyber vulnerability (Pori¢ i GliSin
2023, 61-65; Vuleti¢ 2025, 94-95; Vuleti¢ 2026, 63-66).

This relationship provides the foundation for the concept
developed in this paper. By questioning the necessity of sovereignty
as a precondition for national security, it becomes possible to explore
alternative configurations in which security is partially externalized
but internally articulated. Such configurations are not anomalies,
but increasingly common features of the contemporary international
system, particularly in regions characterized by asymmetrical power
relations and complex governance arrangements.

Therefore, the relationship between sovereignty and national
security should not be understood as fixed or absolute, but rather as
contingent and variable. Recognizing this variability is a necessary step
toward developing conceptual tools that capture the diversity of security
practices beyond the traditional state-centric framework.
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CONCEPTUALIZING SECONDARY
NATIONAL SECURITY

The preceding discussion has demonstrated that the traditional
linkage between national security and sovereignty is neither as stable
nor as universal as often assumed. The fragmentation of sovereignty,
the emergence of hierarchical security arrangements, and the widening
of the security agenda collectively indicate that security can be
conceptualized beyond the confines of fully sovereign statehood
(Krasner 1999, 9; Lake 2009, 18; Buzan, Waver and de Wilde 1998,
7). This perspective is further reinforced by arguments that modern
statehood represents an ideal type, as many political entities operate
under conditions of limited sovereignty and capacity (Risse 2013).
Building on the above, this section introduces the concept of secondary
national security.

At its core, secondary national security refers to a form of
security that emerges in political entities that do not possess full
sovereign control over the means of coercion, particularly in the domain
of external defence, but nevertheless retain the institutional capacity
to articulate their own security perceptions, interests, and priorities.
In such contexts, security is partially or predominantly externalized,
while its interpretation and political articulation remain, at least in
part, internalized. Formally, secondary national security can be defined
as a configuration in which a political entity lacking full sovereignty
maintains autonomous security perceptions and policy preferences
while simultaneously relying on an external actor to provide key
security functions, above all defense (Wendt 1999, 92; Lake 2009,
35). Unlike the concept of societal security, in which the primary
referent object is the collective identity of a social group or nation, the
concept of secondary national security developed in this paper refers
to institutionalized political entities that possess a certain degree of
autonomy, but lack full sovereignty.

This definition rests on three constitutive elements. The absence
of full sovereignty, particularly in the domain of external security,
implies that political entities operating under conditions of secondary
national security lack independent control over the use of military force
in the international arena. Responsibility for defence usually rests with
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a sovereign state or an international organization acting as a security
guarantor. This reflects broader patterns of authority delegation and
hierarchical ordering in international relations, where weaker actors
accept asymmetric arrangements in exchange for protection (Lake 2009,
18).

The presence of autonomous security perception indicates that
these political entities, despite their dependence on external actors
for security provision, are not passive recipients of protection. They
develop their own understandings of threats, vulnerabilities, and
priorities, which may or may not align with those of the security
guarantor. This reflects the broader insight that security is not an
objective condition but a product of political articulation, whereby
actors define what constitutes a threat (Weaever 1995, 55). This
dimension draws on the Copenhagen School’s emphasis on the
discursive and political construction of security, where security
issues are framed and prioritized through political processes (Buzan,
Wever, and de Wilde 1998, 21). The importance of local actors is
further emphasized by critiques of state-centric approaches to security
governance, which show that domestic actors can shape security
outcomes even under conditions of external dependence (Schroeder
and Chappuis 2014, 134-135). This further reinforces the analytical
distinction between the perception of security and its provision.

The partial internalization of security policy reflects broader
patterns of governance in areas of limited statehood, where authority
is not monopolized by a single actor but distributed across multiple
levels and includes both state and non-state participants (Risse 2013).
While key aspects of security provision remain externalized, political
entities may exercise varying degrees of influence over how security
issues are framed and addressed domestically. Such arrangements
are not exceptional, but rather represent a widespread feature of the
contemporary international system (Risse 2011, 6).

Taken together, these elements produce a hybrid configuration in
which security perceptions and control over key security instruments
are distributed between internal and external actors. This separation
constitutes the defining feature of secondary national security and
distinguishes it from both classical national security and other forms of
dependent security arrangements. It is also characteristic of governance
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in areas of limited statehood, where the provision of collective goods,
including security, is carried out through complex interactions between
domestic and external actors (Risse 2013). Such arrangements reflect
broader patterns of interaction between these actors, through which
security governance emerges via processes of negotiation, contestation,
and adaptation rather than unilateral control (Schroeder and Chappuis
2014, 136-137).

The relevance of this concept is particularly evident in contexts
where authority is distributed across multiple levels and among
different actors. In the Arctic region, for example, institutional
frameworks enable significant participation of non-sovereign entities
in policymaking, including in areas with clear security implications
(Young 2017, 52). This demonstrates that perceptions and articulations
of security can persist even in the absence of full sovereign control over
military capabilities. In such conditions, secondary national security
should not be seen as an exception but rather as a common, structurally
embedded feature of contemporary systems of governance (Keil and
Knecht 2017, 11).

To more precisely determine its analytical position, secondary
national security needs to be distinguished from related concepts.
Unlike classical national security, in which the state defines threats,
formulates policy, and possesses the means to implement it (Buzan
1991, 65), secondary national security implies a separation of these
functions. Simultaneously, it differs from protectorate or colonial
security arrangements, in which the role of domestic actors is minimal
or highly constrained, and security is both defined and implemented by
an external actor, leaving very limited space for autonomous perception
and policy formation. By contrast, secondary national security
presupposes the existence of a politically relevant entity capable of
expressing its own security interests. This concept complements,
rather than replicates, notions such as security dependence or reliance
on alliances. While alliances imply cooperation between sovereign
actors, secondary national security describes a more asymmetrical
and institutionalized form of dependence. In this sense, it is closer to
hierarchical security relationships, but with an emphasis on the role of
internal actors (Lake 2009, 35).
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Secondary national security is not an exception, but a
phenomenon observable in various political contexts (Risse 2011, 10).
This conceptualization has important implications for public policy
analysis: it highlights the possibility of divergence between the security
priorities of a political entity and those of an external guarantor, raises
questions of accountability in multi-level security arrangements,
and highlights the importance of security issues articulated within
the competences of non-sovereign political entities. By introducing
secondary national security as an analytical category, this paper expands
the conceptual framework of security studies and offers an approach
for analyzing security practices under conditions of shared or limited
sovereignty. In the next chapter, this framework is applied to the case
of Greenland.

GREENLAND AS AMODEL OF SECONDARY
NATIONAL SECURITY

The case of Greenland provides a particularly suitable model
for illustrating the concept of secondary national security. In this
sense, Greenland is not only an empirical example but also a test of
the analytical applicability of the proposed concept. As an autonomous
territory within the Kingdom of Denmark, Greenland occupies a
hybrid political position characterized by a high degree of internal self-
government combined with structural dependence on an external actor
for core security functions. This configuration closely corresponds to
the defining elements outlined in the previous section.

Greenland exemplifies the absence of full sovereignty in the
domain of external security. Under the constitutional arrangements of
the Danish Realm, Denmark retains authority over defense and foreign
policy, including the protection of Greenland’s territory (Government
of Denmark [GoD] 2009). Greenland lacks independent military
capabilities and is not a sovereign actor in international security affairs.
Instead, its external security is guaranteed through Denmark’s defense
policy and, indirectly, through Denmark’s participation in broader
security frameworks. This institutional arrangement reflects a clear case
of externalized security provision, in which the means of coercion are
controlled by a sovereign guarantor rather than by the political entity
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itself. This externalization has deep historical roots. During the Cold
War, Greenland constituted a critical component of the United States’
polar strategy, particularly through the establishment of Thule Air Base,
which served as a key forward operating and staging site for strategic
air operations (Petersen 2011, 90-91), thereby reinforcing the long-
standing external structuring of its security.

Despite this structural dependence, Greenland demonstrates a
distinct and increasingly articulated security perception. Local political
actors actively participate in debates on resource governance, climate
change, and the geopolitical implications of Arctic development.
This focus is closely linked to the economic and political importance
of natural resources, which are widely perceived as a key basis for
reducing dependence on external actors and achieving greater autonomy
(Mortensen 2014, 94-95). These issues are increasingly viewed not only
as economic or environmental challenges, but also as matters of long-
term security in the context of autonomy, sustainability, and external
influence. This is particularly evident in light of the growing importance
of critical minerals and the vulnerability of supply chains, which
increasingly connect resource governance with questions of national
security in the Arctic context (Schwartz and Baskaran 2026, 1). The
exploitation of mineral resources is especially regarded as a pathway
toward economic self-sufficiency and a reduction of dependence on
Danish financial support (Mortensen 2014, 96-97). This perspective
is further reinforced by the strategic importance of rare earth elements
and critical minerals, which are playing an increasingly important role
in the development of advanced technologies, the energy transition, and
supply chain resilience, thereby elevating resource exploitation from the
level of economic activity to the level of strategic security (Schwartz
and Baskaran 2026, 1-2). Greenland’s growing participation in
paradiplomatic activities further demonstrates its capacity to act within
international relations, although Denmark formally retains authority
over foreign and security policy. Paradiplomacy, understood as the
participation of sub-state actors in international relations, represents
a mechanism through which Greenland articulates its security and
political interests, particularly in areas such as resource governance,
environmental protection, and regional cooperation (Ackrén 2014,
42-43).
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Greenland demonstrates a partial internalization of security
policy in areas falling within its autonomous competencies. While
Denmark retains formal authority over defense, Greenland exercises
significant control over areas such as natural resource management,
environmental policy, and aspects of economic development, each of
which carries important security implications (Rahbek-Clemmensen
2017, 55). In this sense, security governance is functionally divided:
military security remains externalized, while broader security
dimensions are domestically managed (Gad et al. 2024, 229-230). The
interaction between these elements produces a configuration in which
security is neither fully external nor fully internal, but rather distributed
across different levels of authority. This distribution generates both
opportunities and constraints. It is also reflected in Greenland’s
increasing awareness of its international role and its political aspiration
toward greater autonomy, including the long-term possibility of
statechood (Ackrén 2014, 43). On the one hand, reliance on an external
security guarantor reduces the burden of maintaining independent
military capabilities, which may be economically and politically
unsustainable for small or non-sovereign entities. On the other hand, it
limits the political entity’s ability to respond independently to external
threats, particularly when its security priorities diverge from those of
the guarantor.

Greenland’s position within the broader Arctic governance
framework further reinforces its role as a case of secondary national
security. As Arctic governance increasingly operates through
cooperative and multi-level mechanisms rather than strict territorial
control, Greenland participates in shaping agendas related to climate
change, resource extraction, and regional development (Young 2017,
89). In addition, the opening of new Arctic shipping routes and access
to previously inaccessible resources further enhance Greenland’s
strategic relevance, linking environmental change to evolving security
dynamics (Schwartz and Baskaran 2026, 2-3), and reinforcing the role
of non-sovereign actors in shaping security outcomes within multi-level
governance frameworks.

This potential divergence is a central feature of secondary
national security. In the case of Greenland, such differences are most
likely to emerge in areas such as resource exploitation, environmental
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protection, or the presence of external actors. While Denmark’s
security policy is shaped by broader strategic considerations, including
alliance commitments and international obligations, Greenland’s
security concerns are more closely tied to local conditions and long-
term autonomy. This creates a layered security environment in which
multiple security logics coexist and occasionally compete. Such
divergence is rooted in competing understandings of political entity and
identity, which remain internally contested and continuously negotiated
within Greenlandic society (Gad 2017, 106), thereby reinforcing
the structural separation between security perception and security
provision. Moreover, it is reinforced by a broader political strategy that
intentionally downplays security issues to preserve room for maneuver
in economic and foreign policy domains (Gad et al. 2024, 231-232).

Importantly, the Greenland case also demonstrates that secondary
national security is dynamic rather than static. As political autonomy
evolves and external conditions change, the balance between internal
perception and external provision may shift. Increased autonomy may
lead to stronger articulation of independent security preferences, while
changes in the strategic environment may alter the nature of dependence
on the security guarantor. In this sense, secondary national security
should be understood as a relational and evolving configuration rather
than a fixed institutional arrangement. This perspective enables a more
nuanced understanding of security practices beyond the traditional state-
centric model and sets the stage for examining the broader implications
of such arrangements for security policy.

IMPLICATIONS FOR SECURITY POLICY

The concept of secondary national security carries several
important implications for both analysis and the practice of security
policy. By identifying configurations in which political entities
articulate their own security priorities despite lacking full control over
the means to implement them, this concept challenges state-centric
assumptions and underscores the need for more nuanced approaches
under conditions of partial sovereignty and structural dependence.

Secondary national security underscores the potential divergence
between a political entity’s security priorities and those of its external

98



Dejan Vuleti¢ SECONDARY NATIONAL SECURITY: A CASE STUDY OF...

security guarantor. In traditional models, national security policy is
assumed to reflect a unified set of interests defined and implemented
by a sovereign state. However, in contexts such as Greenland, security
preferences are shaped by local conditions, economic priorities,
and societal concerns that may differ significantly from those of the
guarantor state. This reflects a broader pattern observed among small
political entities, which often rely on external security guarantees
while maintaining distinct policy preferences shaped by their specific
vulnerabilities and structural constraints (Thorhallsson 2018, 21).
Such divergence can generate tensions in areas such as resource
governance, environmental protection, and engagement with external
actors, requiring policymakers to account for multiple layers of security
interests within a single political framework.

The concept highlights the issue of accountability in multi-
layered security arrangements. When security outcomes result from
interactions between internal and external actors, it becomes less clear
who is responsible for both successes and failures. External guarantors
may retain formal authority over defense, while local authorities
manage key aspects of non-military security. This division can produce
accountability gaps, particularly in crises where rapid decision-making
is required. The diffusion of authority across multiple levels complicates
traditional mechanisms of democratic control and responsibility (Risse
2011, 12).

Secondary national security highlights the possibility that
political entities lacking full sovereignty may nevertheless serve as
relevant referent objects and actors in security. Under conditions in
which security is partially or predominantly externalized, such entities
still retain the capacity to articulate their own security perceptions,
define priorities, and participate in shaping security policies. In this
way, the concept of secondary national security points to the possibility
of an institutional separation between the perception of security and
control over the means of its provision. These domains become central
to local understandings of security and may shape long-term strategic
behavior more significantly than traditional defense considerations. This
aspect is consistent with the broader trend of expanding the security
agenda, in which non-military threats are increasingly recognized
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as central to stability and well-being (Buzan, Weaever and de Wilde
1998, 7).

The concept has implications for the design of security
partnerships and governance arrangements. External guarantors
must balance the provision of effective security with respect for the
political entity’s autonomy. Over-centralization of decision-making
risks undermining local legitimacy, while excessive decentralization
may weaken strategic coherence. Effective policy, therefore, requires
institutionalized mechanisms for consultation, coordination, and the
incorporation of local security perspectives into broader strategic
frameworks.

Secondary national security raises questions about the evolution
of political status and strategic autonomy. As political entities gain
greater autonomy, their security preferences may become more distinct
and assertive, potentially leading to the renegotiation of existing
arrangements. Conversely, changes in the external security environment
may reinforce dependence on the guarantor. Security arrangements
should therefore be understood as dynamic rather than fixed, requiring
continuous adaptation to shifting political and strategic conditions.

This concept suggests that secondary national security is
not limited to a single case, but can be applied to a wider range of
political entities, including autonomous territories (e.g., Greenland,
Faroe Islands), states in free association (e.g., Palau), and other
forms of non-sovereign governance (e.g., Hong Kong). Recognizing
this broader applicability enables comparative analysis and supports
the development of more generalizable policy frameworks. Taken
together, these implications indicate that security policy in contexts of
incomplete sovereignty cannot be adequately understood or managed
through traditional state-centric models alone. Instead, it requires an
approach that acknowledges the coexistence of multiple actors, levels
of authority, and security dimensions.

The case of Greenland also reflects broader transformations
in Arctic governance, in which security is increasingly shaped by
cooperative frameworks rather than unilateral state action. This suggests
that security policy must account not only for state actors but also for
non-sovereign entities participating in governance processes (Young
2017, 102). In such environments, secondary national security provides
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a useful analytical lens for understanding how security is negotiated,
distributed, and implemented across different levels of authority (Keil
and Knecht 2017, 17).

CONCLUSION

The paper examines the relationship between sovereignty and
national security by questioning the assumption that one necessarily
depends on the other. Drawing on insights from security studies and
international relations theory, it shows that contemporary political
realities increasingly challenge the traditional state-centric framework.
In response to this challenge, the paper introduces the concept of
secondary national security, defined as a configuration in which a
political entity lacking full sovereignty retains autonomous security
perceptions and policy preferences while simultaneously relying
on an external actor to provide key security functions. This concept
encompasses a hybrid form of security in which security perceptions
and control over key security capacities are institutionally separated, yet
politically interconnected.

The case of Greenland illustrates how this configuration operates
in practice. Greenland demonstrates that even in the absence of full
sovereignty, political entities may develop autonomous security
perceptions and priorities while remaining structurally dependent on an
external guarantor for the provision of defence. This example highlights
the analytical value of distinguishing between different dimensions of
security, as well as the need to recognize the variability of sovereignty.

The broader implications of the concept extend beyond the
specific case examined in this paper. Secondary national security
provides a framework for analyzing a range of political entities that do
not neatly fit into traditional categories of sovereign states or dependent
territories. It also offers insights into the challenges of governance,
accountability, and policy coordination in multi-layered security
arrangements, where authority is dispersed, and outcomes are shaped
through interaction rather than centralized control.

From a theoretical perspective, the concept contributes to the
ongoing effort to expand the analytical boundaries of security studies.
By decoupling national security from full sovereignty, it opens

101



THE POLICY OF NATIONAL SECURITY pp. 85-107

space for the study of security practices in contexts that have been
relatively neglected in the literature, including autonomous territories,
associated states, and other forms of limited statehood. At the same
time, it emphasizes the importance of integrating constructivist
and institutionalist approaches to adequately capture the complex
relationship among authority, actors, and security.

From a public policy perspective, the research findings point to
the need for more flexible and context-sensitive approaches to security
governance. Decision-makers must take into account the coexistence of
multiple actors and levels of authority, as well as potential divergences
between local security perceptions and security arrangements provided
by an external guarantor. This underscores the importance of developing
consultation mechanisms, adaptable institutional arrangements, and the
inclusion of non-sovereign actors in security-related decision-making,.

The concept points to the dynamic nature of such arrangements.
Secondary national security is not a static condition but evolves in
response to changes in political autonomy, strategic environment,
and governance structures. As a result, security relationships between
political entities and external guarantors are likely to remain fluid,
requiring continuous adjustment and renegotiation.

In conclusion, national security should not be understood as a
fixed attribute of sovereign statehood, but as a variable and context-
dependent phenomenon. Recognizing the existence of secondary forms
of national security is a necessary step toward developing a more
comprehensive and empirically grounded understanding of security in
the contemporary international system. Simultaneously, this concept
provides a foundation for future research focused on analyzing how
different configurations of authority and dependence shape security
practices across various political contexts.
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Hucmumym 3a cmpamezujcka ucmpaxicusarsd,
Yuusepzumem odopane, beoepao, Penyonuxa Cpouja

CEKYHJIAPHA HAIIMOHAJIHA
BE3BEJHOCT: CTYJIUJA CJIYUYAJA
I'PEHJIAHOA™

Pe3ume

VY oBOM pafy ce ucnuTyje onHOC n3Mel)y CyBepeHOCTH M HallMOHAIHE
0e30eaHOCTH T0BOAchH y TUTamke MPETHOCTaBKY Ja jeJHO HYXHO
3aBucH of Apyror. Ocnamajyhu ce Ha yBuAC U3 cTyauja 0e30eIHOCTH
u Teopuje MehyHapoaHUX OJHOCA, ITOCEOHO KOHCTPYKTUBUCTHYKE U
WHCTUTYUUOHAIMCTUYKE TPUCTYTIE, PaJ] pa3Brja KOHLENT CeKyHIapHe
HaIMOHATHE 0€30€THOCTH Ka0 aHAIMTUYKH OKBHUD 3a Pa3yMEBame
0e30eTHOCTH Y KOHTEKCTHMa OTpaHHYeHE CYBEPEHOCTH W CITOJbHE
3aBUCHOCTH. OBaj KOHLENT Ce OJHOCH Ha KOH(UTypauujy y Kojoj
MOJUTHYKY EHTUTET HEMa MyHY CYBEpEeHY KOHTPOJIY HaJl CPeJCTBHMA
MpUHYE, TOCEOHO Y IOMEHY CITOJbHE OJI0paHe, aJli UIakK 3ajp)kaBa
CITOCOOHOCT Ja apTUKYJIHIIE COTICTBEHE 0e30eIHOCHE TIepIICTITIHje,
MIPUOPUTETE U MOJUTHYKE MpedepeHnrje. Y TaKBUM apaH)KMaHHMa,
o0b6e30ehuBame 06e30eIHOCTH je eKCTepHAIM30BaHO Ka CyBEpPEHOM
rapaHry, JIOK UHTEpIpETallija U MOJUTUYKA apTUKYJIainja 0e30eIHOCTH
ocTajy 6ap memuMHUYHO WHTepHanm30BaHe. OBO JOBOIN IO XUOPHUIHE
CTPYKType Yy K0joj Cy meplemnnrja u obe3dehuBame 0e30ea1HOCTH
WHCTUTYLMOHAITHO Pa3/IBOjeHH, Al OJIUTHYKN Mel)yCOOHO ToBEe3aHH.
MeTo10I0IIKH, UCTPAKUBAKE KOMOMHYjE KOHIICNITyalHy aHaJIU3y
ca KBJINTAaTHBHOM CTyAHjoM ciiydaja ['peHnaHma Kao ayTOHOMHE
tepuropuje y okBupy Kpasmesune Jlancke. OBaj ciyuaj mokasyje Ha
KOj1 HauuH ce 6e30eHOCT MOKEe KOHIIETITYJIM30BAaTH U MPAKTUKOBATH
y OJICYCTBY IyHe cyBepeHocTH. Mako JlaHcka 3aapikaBa (popManiny

" Wwmejn agpeca: dejan.vuletic@mod.gov.rs; ORCID: 0000-0001-9496-2259.

™ Ynanak je pe3yJrar paja Ha npojekTy MHCTHTyTa 3a CTpaTerjcka HCTPaKuBamba
,,[IpOMeHe y CTpaTerujckoM okpyxemy Penyonuke CpOuje — TpeHIO0BU U UMILTUKALH]jA
0]l 3HaYaja 3a HaMOHAIHY Oe30exHocT u onopany” (ISI/DH/2/26-28).
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HA/JISKHOCT HaJl 0J0OpPaHOM U CIIOJBHOM TOJIMTUKOM, [ peHIany cBe
BHILIC pa3BHja CONCTBeHE Oe30eIHOCHE TEepIENnIHje U MOJIUTHYKE
IpHOPHUTETE y 00JacTHMa Kao LITO Cy YIPaBJbabe PECypCrMa, 3alTUTa
KMBOTHE CPEAMHE M KIMMaTcke mpomene. OBe 001acTH ce CBe BUILE
IocMaTtpajy Kao KJby4YHE 3a JYyropodHy 0e30eaHOCT, MmoceOHO Yy
KOHTEKCTY €KOHOMCKE ayTOHOMHjE€ U CTPATEIIKOT TTO3UIIMOHHUPAbhA Y
ApxkTHKy. Pe3ynraTn ucTpakuBama 1MoKasyjy Aa MOJUTHYKN CHTHTETH
0e3 HEe3aBHCHUX BOJHUX KallallUTeTa HUCY CaMO ITAaCUBHU IPUMAaOIN
0e30eqHOCTH, Beh aKTHMBHU aKTepH Y OOIHMKOBamy 0e30eIHOCHUX
arenau. Ciydaj ['pennania uinycrpyje 1a HalmoHaaHa 0€30eHOCT
MOJK€ HAaCTaTH KPO3 BHUILIECIIOjHE YIPABJbayKe apaH)KMaHe y KOjuMa
je ayropurer pacronesbeH miMmehy nomahux M CHOJBHHX akTepa.
HcroBpeMeHO, TaKBH apaH)KMaHU CTBapajy MOTEHIMjaJIHE TCH3Uje
n3mel)y okamHux 6€30€THOCHUX MPUOPUTETA U TPHOPHUTETA CIIOJHHOT
rapaHTa, Hapo4nuTo y o0acTuMa Kao IITO Cy eKcIuloaTanuja pecypea,
€KOJIOIIKA ITOJINTUKA ¥ OJHOCH Ca CIIOJbHUM aKTepuMma. Y pany ce
3aKJbydyje Jla HAllMOHAIIHY Oe30e/lHOCT He Tpeba pasymMeTd Kao
(hMKCHO CBOjCTBO CyBepeHe Jp>KaBHOCTH, Beh Kao BapujaOHIIaH H
KOHTEKCTYaJTHO YCIOBJbeH peHOMEH. Pa3nBajambeM 0e30eTHOCTH 011
ITyHE CyBEPEHOCTH, KOHIICTIT CEKyHIapHe HallMOHATHE 0e30e1HoCTH
MPOIINPYje aHATUTUYKA JOMET cTyauja 0e30eIHOCTH M TpyXkKa
KOPUCTaH OKBHp 3a aHaiHu3y 0e30€JHOCHHUX MpPaKCH y yCIOBHMa
orpaHuvieHe ap:xaBHocTH. [llupe mocMmarpaHo, OH ykazyje Ha IOTpedy
3a (UIEKCHOWIHMUM M KOHTEKCTYallHO OCETJBUBUM IPHUCTYIIMMA
ylnpaBJbamy 0e30eqHoIhy Koju y3uMajy y 0031p KOCT3UCTEHLH]Y BUILIE
aKTepa, HUBOA BJIACTH M TUMEH3Hja 0€30¢THOCTH.

Kibyune peun: cekyHaapHa HalMOHaJTHA 0e30eaHOCT,
CYBEpPEHOCT, OrpaHUYCHA JIPXKABHOCT, YIIPaBJhabe
6e30ennomthy, ['pernana, 6e30eqHOCHE MIepIerIyje,
eKCTepHann3anuja 6e30eHOCTH.
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