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Executive Summary

Greenland has emerged as a structurally significant node within multiple AI-mediated systems 

that intersect with contemporary great-power interaction in the Arctic. These systems include 

strategic early-warning and missile detection architectures, Arctic maritime and air surveillance, 

global climate and sea-level modelling infrastructures, and the prospective coupling of energy, 

data connectivity, and compute-relevant resources.

Application of the AI-Strategic Node Index (AI-SNI) indicates that the Greenland case 

occupies a Tier 3 exposure regime, reflecting relevant structural centrality without implying 

ordinal risk ranking, strategic superiority, or policy priority. Tier classifications under AI-SNI are 

categorical and diagnostic, not comparative.

The diagnostic profile highlights a combination of high functional centrality in sensing and 

decision-loop timing, moderate leverage in globally shared predictive models, and latent future 

optionality linked to resources and infrastructure. At the same time, it reveals a pronounced 

infrastructure–governance asymmetry. The core analytical implication is that Greenland’s 

relevance in geopolitical calculations is already operational and system-embedded, while 

governance arrangements across involved actors remain uneven and partially misaligned.

For Track-2 dialogue, the Greenland case illustrates a broader pattern: structural exposure in 

AI-mediated systems increasingly precedes political consensus, institutional coordination, and 

shared governance norms. The primary challenge is therefore not escalation or competition, but 

stabilization of governance interfaces surrounding an already activated node.

1. Framing the Issue for Track-2 Dialogue

Why has Greenland become a recurring reference point in discussions involving the United 

States, Denmark, NATO, the European Union, Russia, and China, despite its limited population, 

industrial base, and autonomous military capacity?

.
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Policy Brief From an AI-SNI perspective, the answer lies not in intent or ambition, but in structural 

position. Greenland’s geographic location and inherited infrastructures embed it within AI-

enabled systems that compress decision timelines, concentrate sensing and early-warning 

functions, and generate spillover effects across alliance and non-alliance boundaries 

Track-2 discussions often approach Greenland through lenses of military posture, investment 

competition, Arctic navigation security, or resource access. While relevant, these lenses tend to 

treat Greenland as an object of strategic choice. AI-SNI reframes the issue by showing that 

structural relevance can emerge independently of deliberate policy decisions, creating governance 

challenges that precede strategic intent.

2. AI-SNI Diagnostic Perspective 

From a node-level diagnostic standpoint, Greenland contributes disproportionately to AI-

enabled sensing and early-warning systems operating in high-latitude environments. This 

contribution is geographically non-substitutable and embedded in alliance-level and transnational 

architectures, rather than controlled by a single actor.

Greenland also plays a moderating but persistent role in global predictive systems, particularly 

climate and sea-level modelling. Data generated from and calibrated against Greenland’s 

environmental systems feed into internationally shared models used by governments, militaries, 

insurers, and infrastructure planners. This creates asymmetric dependency without corresponding 

authority over model governance or interpretive framing.

In decision-loop terms, Greenland functions as a time-critical node. Its integration into sensing 

and monitoring infrastructures contributes to compressed response windows in Arctic and trans-

polar contexts. This temporal characteristic increases the strategic salience of reliability, 

continuity, and governance clarity, even in the absence of autonomous decision authority.

By contrast, governance alignment across infrastructure ownership, operational control, data 

access, auditability, and escalation responsibility remains fragmented. Different actors interact 

with Greenland-linked infrastructures under heterogeneous legal, institutional, and strategic 

assumptions. AI-SNI identifies this infrastructure–governance asymmetry as the dominant 

binding constraint shaping systemic exposure.

Latent optionality related to energy resources, connectivity, and potential data-compute 

coupling further amplifies uncertainty. These future pathways are not self-stabilizing; their 

strategic implications depend heavily on governance credibility and coordination rather than 

physical potential alone.

3. Interpreting Tier 3 in a Geopolitical Setting

 Within AI-SNI, Tier 3 does not indicate an intermediate level of risk, nor does it imply a 

transitional stage toward higher strategic status. Instead, it denotes a distinct exposure regime 

characterized by:

• Active participation in AI-mediated systems of strategic relevance;

• Meaningful spillover potential across political and alliance boundaries;

• Governance arrangements that lag behind the speed and scale of system integration.
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Policy Brief For Track-2 dialogue, this classification is analytically useful precisely because it avoids 

ranking actors or nodes. It supports discussion of shared exposure and mutual vulnerability, rather 

than competitive positioning.

4. Governance Asymmetry as a Shared Concern

The Greenland case highlights how infrastructure–governance asymmetry can become a 

shared systemic issue among actors with otherwise divergent strategic interests. Ambiguities 

regarding operational control, data access, escalation authority, and liability do not remain 

localized; they propagate through interconnected AI-enabled systems.

From a Track-2 perspective, this creates an opportunity for dialogue focused on risk 

containment rather than influence maximization. Governance misalignment in one node can 

undermine system stability for multiple actors simultaneously, regardless of alliance affiliation or 

geopolitical rivalry.

5. Implications for Track-2 Engagement

Several implications follow from this diagnostic framing.

First, Greenland’s structural relevance is already activated. Track-2 discussions should 

therefore avoid framing the issue as one of whether Greenland will “become strategic” and 

instead focus on how existing relevance is governed.

Second, capacity expansion—whether in surveillance, infrastructure, or resource 

development—does not automatically improve stability. Without corresponding governance 

coordination, such expansion may increase exposure and uncertainty.

Third, future pathways involving Arctic navigation security, early-warning systems, or 

resource-linked infrastructure are conditional. Their stabilizing or destabilizing effects depend 

primarily on governance alignment across involved actors.

6. Governance Trajectories Observed in Dialogue Contexts

A capacity-first trajectory emphasizes physical assets, presence, and investment under existing 

governance arrangements. From an AI-SNI perspective, this trajectory tends to increase structural 

exposure without reducing systemic fragility.

A governance-first stabilization trajectory prioritizes clarification of control rights, audit 

mechanisms, escalation procedures, and cross-actor interfaces before further capacity expansion. 

This trajectory is most consistent with AI-SNI diagnostics in a Track-2 context.

A strategic acceleration trajectory seeks to leverage Greenland-linked infrastructures for 

competitive advantage. Diagnostic analysis suggests this trajectory carries a high risk of 

governance overload and unintended spillover, particularly under conditions of compressed 

decision timelines.
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Policy Brief Conclusion

Viewed through the AI-SNI lens, Greenland exemplifies a broader class of AI-strategic nodes 

whose importance arises from structural embedding rather than deliberate strategic choice. In 

such cases, the central challenge is not competition over influence, but coordination over 

governance.

For Track-2 diplomacy, the Greenland case offers a concrete reference point for discussing 

how AI-mediated systems create shared exposure regimes that cut across traditional geopolitical 

categories. Stabilizing these regimes requires governance normalization rather than strategic 

escalation.

This brief does not assign policy mandates, nor does it attribute structural class. It is intended 

as a diagnostic contribution to Track-2 dialogue on AI, geopolitics, and Arctic system stability.
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