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ABSTRACT

The article provides a comparative analysis of the perception of migration policy in the
strategic documents of the United States and the European Union from a political science
perspective. The aim of the study is to examine how migration is both securitized and
institutionalized within different political systems, as well as to assess the impact of these
processes on policy formulation and implementation. The theoretical framework is based on
securitization theory, which allows for an analysis of how migration is constructed as a security
issue and what political consequences arise from this discourse. The study employs a
comparative and qualitative methodology, based on the content analysis of strategic policy
documents. The findings show that in the U.S. National Security Strategy, migration is primarily
framed within a security-centered logic, where priority is given to border control, risk
management, and selective immigration policies. At the same time, it also incorporates
economic and integration dimensions, forming a hybrid governance model. In contrast, the
European Union’s strategic approach is characterized by a multi-level and normatively oriented
human-centered discourse, in which migration is viewed not only as a security challenge but
also as an issue of human rights, social stability, and regional cooperation. However, at the level
of practical implementation, there is a growing emphasis on externalization and control
mechanisms, indicating internal contradictions within the EU framework. The article concludes
that both the United States and the European Union develop hybrid models of migration
governance, where securitization and management approaches are combined in different
proportions. These differences are shaped by institutional structures and value priorities, which
play a decisive role in the formation of migration policies.
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INTRODUCTION

In the 21st century, migration has evolved from a socio-economic phenomenon into a
pivotal issue of national and regional security. In the strategic documents of both the U.S. and
the EU, it reflects an often contradictory combination of border control, risk management, and
the protection of human rights. The goal of the article is to analyze the processes of migration
securitization and institutionalization in U.S. and EU strategies. The research question is
directed at identifying the models through which these entities combine security, economic
interests, and humanitarian values. The work is structured based on the presentation of U.S. and
EU experiences and their subsequent comparative analysis.

The scientific novelty lies in the observation of migration as a comprehensive political-
security discourse. Unlike existing studies, this research utilizes securitization theory as a unified
framework to conduct a comparative analysis of the U.S. and the EU. The novelty also includes
the revelation of the hybrid nature of migration perception, where securitization and
governance are combined according to the structure of political systems. The study emphasizes
the characteristics of the security-centric and selective model in the U.S., and the normative-
human-centric and multi-level governance in the EU.

METHODOLOGY

The article is based on a qualitative research approach and employs a comparative
analysis methodology, the aim of which is to identify the differences and commonalities in the
perception of migration policy within the strategic documents of the United States and the
European Union.

The theoretical foundation of the research is formed by securitization theory, within
the framework of which it is analyzed how migration is presented as a security issue and what
political tools are legitimized through that discourse. This approach enables the study of not
only political decisions but also the ideological and discursive structures underlying them. The
empirical base includes a content analysis of US and EU strategic and political documents,
specifically national security strategies, the EU Global Strategy, migration policy program
documents, and related institutional reports. A combined method of content and discursive
analysis is applied, allowing for the identification of both political priorities and their linguistic
formulations. Within the scope of the research, a comparative analysis is also conducted,
through which structural and value-based differences between the two political systems are
distinguished. The comparison is carried out based on three main criteria: the degree of
securitization, institutional management mechanisms, and normative approaches.

At the same time, it is necessary to note the limitations of the research. The analysis is

primarily based on official documents, which allows for the study of the discursive level of
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policy but does not fully reflect its practical implementation. Additionally, the research is
focused on the US and the EU, without including the comparative experience of other regions.
Nevertheless, the applied methodology allows for a systematic analysis of political-security
perceptions of migration and the revelation of the key patterns of their formation.

DISCUSSION

1. Perception of Migration Issues in the U.S. National Security Strategy

In the United States' national security strategic thinking, migration is a multilayered
and dynamic structural phenomenon, the perception of which is formed within the context of
political, institutional, and security interactions. As a state founded on immigration, the U.S. has
constantly attempted to combine the liberal tradition of open borders with the strategic
principles of maintaining state security.

In U.S. strategic documents, migration is constructed around three interconnected
dimensions: 1. Border and territorial security, 2. Prevention of terrorism and international
crime, 3. The domestic political agenda of immigrant management and integration.

Together, these dimensions form the complex structure of the U.S. security policy
toward migration, where each component complements the others.

1.1. Border Control as a Primary Component of National Security

The challenges of mass migration in various countries of the world have had a
multifaceted impact on internal resources, as they have exhausted state and community
capacities, increased levels of violence and other crimes, weakened social cohesion, distorted
labor markets, and undermined the strength of national security. In U.S. strategic documents,
these processes are perceived not merely as social or economic issues, but as a pivotal threat to
the country's security, requiring coordinated and multilayered measures. The strategy
emphasizes that the era of mass migration must end, and the country's borders must remain
controllable, protected, and purposeful (NSS, 2025). This approach is based on three important
principles: First, the protection of the country's sovereignty and territorial integrity; Second,
the prevention of security threats; Third, the management of the social and economic
consequences of controlling migration flows.

In U.S. strategy, border security is a fundamental pillar of national security, aimed at
preventing illegal migration, terrorism, and trafficking. Agencies such as CBP, INS, and other
law enforcement bodies ensure controlled migration through technological and intelligence
means (DHS, 2023). The border is viewed as a vital environment for internal stability and
economic growth.

Theoretically, this reflects the logic of "securitization" as formulated by B. Buzan and

O. Waver, where migration is presented as an existential threat, thereby legitimizing the use of
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extraordinary political tools (Buzan et al., 1998). Border control is transformed into a politicized
practice that defines the division between "internal" and "external" spaces.

While this discourse justifies the tightening of borders and the use of militarized tools,
it faces criticism for restricting human rights and deepening social polarization. The U.S. strategy
attempts to resolve the tension between state and human security by combining strict
enforcement with immigrant integration policies.

Thus, a comprehensive model is formed based on three pillars: strengthening
sovereignty, preventing security threats, and managing the socio-economic consequences of
migration flows. Border control in the U.S. serves as a central tool for the reproduction of
statehood, defining both territorial boundaries and the legitimacy of the political order.

1.2. Migration and Terrorism Prevention

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, not only reshaped the concept of U.S.
national security but also radically changed the perception of migration. Migration began to be
viewed not exclusively as a socio-economic phenomenon, but as a platform carrying potential
risks. This transformation manifested in several interconnected directions. First, visa and entry
permit processes were tightened. Second, international data exchange was significantly
expanded, resulting in the U.S. forming a more integrated cooperation with its allies. Third,
aviation security mechanisms were strengthened, including multilayered passenger screening
and the institutional reinforcement of airport surveillance. However, it is important to
emphasize that these measures do not imply a complete "securitization" of migration. Instead, it
is integrated into a broader risk management system as a sub-category rather than an
independent central threat. U.S. strategic documents show that migration flows are viewed as a
"conditional risk factor," which is activated only when there are specific links between it and
terrorism (NSS, 2025). At a theoretical level, this approach can be explained within the
framework of securitization theory; according to Buzan, Waver, and de Wilde, a phenomenon
becomes a security issue when it is presented as an existential threat and justifies the use of
extraordinary measures. Thus, a hybrid approach is formed, where migration is simultaneously
maintained as a socio-economic process and controlled as a security factor. This allows the
government to allocate resources rationally, avoid over-securitization, and maintain the targeted
focus of the policy while ensuring the effectiveness of terrorism prevention (NSS, 2025). It can
be concluded that in the context of preventing terrorism, U.S. migration policy forms a rational
model of risk management, where security objectives are combined with the limited
maintenance of systemic openness.

1.3. Migration Policy and Immigrant Integration
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Despite the securitization trends established in the post-September 11 period, U.S.
migration policy continues to be based on the institutional recognition of the economic and
demographic value of migration. In this context, the "Migration-Development Nexus System" is
formed, within which immigration is viewed as a catalyst for economic growth, innovation, and
labor market stability. First, attracting highly qualified immigrants constitutes a key component
of U.S. competitiveness. Second, migration is an important tool for mitigating structural
imbalances in the labor market. The involvement of low- and medium-skilled labor fills sectors
where there is a shortage of domestic supply. Third, integration policy in the U.S. is
characterized by a dual logic: on one hand, educational, linguistic, and socio-economic inclusion
programs are implemented, aimed at the long-term adaptation of immigrants; on the other hand,
legal and administrative mechanisms aimed at restricting illegal migration are strengthened.
These contradictory trends can be explained within the theoretical framework of integration
models. The U.S. is traditionally viewed as an example of the "liberal-pluralist" model, where
the cultural identity of immigrants is partially preserved while being combined with economic
integration. However, the strengthening of the security agenda leads to an increase in elements
of "disciplinary integration." The fundamental paradox of U.S. migration policy lies in the fact
that it simultaneously seeks to maximize the economic benefits of human capital inflow and
minimize the security and social risks associated with it. Thus, a model of selective inclusion is
formed, where the state differentiates migrants according to their economic utility and risk
profile.

1.4. Domestic Political Discussions and Security Discourse

Migration policy in the U.S. is actively discussed in both the public and political spheres,
and it often serves as a crucial factor in shaping political and security agendas.

 Political Positions: Parties approach migration in different ways. Left-wing forces,
such as the Democratic Party, typically support humanitarian and integration policies, such as
the DACA program (Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals), which provides temporary
protection and access to education for undocumented young immigrants. Right-wing forces,
such as the Republican Party, prioritize the strengthening of borders and the legal regulation of
immigration, such as the "Secure the Border" 2023 initiative.

o Public Perceptions: Public attitudes toward migration significantly depend on
economic and social conditions. For example, during times of high unemployment, public
concern regarding immigration increases, while during periods of rapid economic growth, it
declines.

o Securitization Discourse: Certain social and political actors present migration as a

security threat. Such approaches have been manifested in presidential and Congressional
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election campaigns, where border control and illegal immigration were described as domestic
security issues.

As a result, migration in the U.S. becomes a pivotal theme of political struggle, around
which not only political but also security agendas are formed. Migration is aligned with social,
economic, and security objectives, and this multifaceted impact is the reason why it is constantly
emphasized in political discourse and public agendas. The perception of migration in the U.S.
National Security Strategy is characterized as a hybrid model that combines elements of
securitization theory with institutional management mechanisms. This system seeks to
simultaneously ensure border security, prevent global threats, and utilize the socio-economic
potential of migration while maintaining a balance between democratic values and human
rights. Within this multi-level policy, securitization discourse, border control, terrorism
prevention, and integration programs form an interconnected complex. Through this
framework, the state aims to protect its sovereignty, mitigate risks, and maintain economic
efficiency. Consequently, U.S. migration policy functions as a rationalized balancing model,
where the relationships between security, the economy, and social stability are regulated
through selective and situational political decisions.

2. The Perception of Migration in EU Strategic Documents within the Context of
Human Security, Social Stability, and Regional Cooperation

The issue of migration within the strategic thinking of the European Union has evolved
as a multilayered political-security category, the understanding of which cannot be limited
solely to the classical logic of border control or labor mobility. The EU approach has developed
simultaneously across three interconnected dimensions: human-centered security, internal
social stability, and externalized migration management, between which there exists not a clear
separation, but rather a dynamic tension.

2.1. Human Security: The Normative Agenda and its Limitations

One of the key features of the perception of migration in EU strategic documents is its
placement within the "human security" paradigm. This approach, which has its theoretical
foundations in the 1994 UNDP report (UNDP, 1994), implies that security should shift from the
state toward the individual. This logic is reflected in the EU Global Strategy (European Union,
2016), which emphasizes the "protection of human dignity and rights" as a core principle of both
foreign and domestic policy. This normative positioning became particularly evident during the
2015 migration crisis, when more than one million refugees and migrants entered EU territory.
In the initial phase, Germany's policy, specifically within the framework of the "welcoming
culture" (Willkommenskultur), was presented as an example of a human-centric approach.

Germany alone received around one million asylum seekers in 2015-2016. However, subsequent
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developments demonstrated the limitations of this approach. Specifically, the disproportionate
distribution of the burden among member states and internal political resistance led the
humanitarian discourse to gradually give way to control-oriented policies. This indicates that
human-centric security in the EU exists not as an absolute principle, but as a normative ideal
that constantly clashes with political reality. This contradiction is expressed at the institutional
level in the practical application of the Common European Asylum System. Despite the
existence of unified standards, the conditions for receiving asylum seekers and the speed of
decision-making vary significantly among member states, which undermines the integrity of
the system.

2.2. Social Stability: Integration as Preventive Security

The second key component of EU strategic thinking is the link between migration and
social stability. Here, migration is viewed as a factor with a dual impact, which can both
strengthen and undermine social cohesion. From an economic perspective, migration is a vital
resource. For example, in Italy and Spain, the agricultural and service sectors are heavily
dependent on migrant labor, while in Germany, highly skilled immigrants fill shortages in the
engineering and technological sectors. In this context, migration is viewed as a tool for
mitigating demographic aging (EU, 2016). However, from the perspective of social stability, the
key issue is not the volume of migration, but the quality of its management. Examples of failed
integration can be observed in the French suburbs (banlieues), where the socio-economic
marginalization of immigrants and their descendants has led to periodic unrest. In this context,
EU policy transforms integration into a security tool. The Action Plan on Integration and
Inclusion (2021-2027) provides specific mechanisms: language education, labor market access,
educational inclusiveness, and engagement in local communities (European Commission, 2020).
These measures are aimed not only at ensuring social equality but also at preventing
radicalization and social isolation. Here, one can speak of "preventive securitization," where
social policy becomes a means of ensuring security.

2.3. Regional Cooperation and Externalization: The "External Borders" of Migration

One of the most discussed and controversial components of EU migration policy is its
externalized nature. This approach implies that the management of migration flows should be
carried out not only within the EU but also beyond its borders. One of the most famous examples
of this policy is the 2016 EU-Turkey Agreement (European Council, 2016), under which Turkey
committed to restricting the flow of migrants to Europe in exchange for financial support and
political concessions. As a result, migration flows across the Aegean Sea decreased sharply,
demonstrating the practical effectiveness of the externalization policy. Similar mechanisms are

also applied in cooperation with North African countries, particularly in controlling migration
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flows through Libya. However, this approach faces serious criticism, as it is often accompanied
by the risk of human rights violations related to the detention conditions and treatment of
migrants. In EU strategic documents, migration appears as a "hybrid" political sphere, where
different, often contradictory logics are combined. This characterization is due to the fact that
migration simultaneously pertains to fundamental human rights and issues of state sovereignty
and security. On one hand, the EU positions itself as a value-based entity that prioritizes human-
centric security, refugee protection, and adherence to international legal norms (United Nations
High Commissioner for Refugees, 2018). This approach is reflected in ensuring the right to
asylum, protecting vulnerable groups, and developing integration policies. On the other hand,
EU migration policy includes tightened border controls, prevention of illegal migration, and risk
management mechanisms (Frontex, 2019), which often take priority in crisis situations. This
duality can be systematically presented at three main levels: Normative level: based on human
rights, humanism, and international obligations; Functional level: related to labor market
requirements, economic development, and demographic challenges; Security level: aimed at
border control, threat prevention, and ensuring internal stability.

The interaction of these three levels shapes the complex and multilayered nature of EU
migration policy. The EU experience shows that migration policy cannot be effective if it is built
on only one logic. Focusing solely on security can lead to the limitation of human rights, while
an exclusively humanitarian approach can lead to a decrease in management effectiveness.
Therefore, a multifaceted, integrated approach is necessary to combine different goals and tools.
It is precisely this multilayeredness that makes migration policy both effective and controversial,
as it requires a constant balance between values, interests, and risks, which in turn determines
the complexity and sometimes contradictory nature of political decisions.

It can be noted that the migration policy of the European Union is formed as a
multilevel and normative-functional hybrid system, where the principles of human-centric
security, socio-economic necessities, and security principles are combined. Unlike the U.S. as a
unified state entity, the formation of migration policy in the EU is conditioned by a multi-level
governance structure, where the interaction between national and supranational levels often
leads to internal policy contradictions. The normative agenda of human security, although
remaining a key component of EU identity, is in practice limited by political realism and the
conflict of interests among member states. At the same time, integration policies are being
transformed into a vital tool for ensuring social stability, forming preventive security
mechanisms aimed at reducing social polarization and radicalization. The externalization policy
shows that the EU seeks to redefine the spatial boundaries of security by moving the

management of migration flows beyond its geographical borders. However, this approach raises
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serious questions regarding legitimacy and the protection of human rights. Thus, it can be
concluded that EU migration policy represents a process of constant balancing, where values,
interests, and security priorities are in dynamic interaction. This system, on one hand, provides
flexibility and adaptability, and on the other hand, maintains structural contradictions that
continue to determine the further directions of the development of EU migration policy.

CONCLUSION

This research demonstrates that the perception of migration in the strategic documents
of the United States and the FEuropean Union is formed as a multilayered and hybrid political
phenomenon, based on the interactions of security, economic, and normative factors. In both
cases, migration moves beyond the scope of a purely demographic or socio-economic
phenomenon and is integrated into the national and regional security discourse, becoming a
crucial component of strategic planning. At the same time, comparative analysis reveals
significant differences between these two systems.

In the United States, migration policy is formed as a centralized and institutionally
consistent system dominated by the logic of securitization and risk management. Here,
migration is viewed primarily as a process subject to control, yet recognition of its economic and
innovative significance is simultaneously maintained, leading to the formation of a selective
inclusion model. In contrast, migration policy in the European Union is characterized by a
hybrid structure formed under conditions of multi-level governance and normative
polycentrism. In the EU, migration is perceived simultaneously as an issue of human rights
protection, ensuring social stability, and security control, which creates constant tension
between the value-based and practical levels. In this context, EU policy more explicitly includes
elements of human-centered security, but their implementation is often limited by the interests
of member states and political realism. The comparison of the two models shows that the US is
more inclined toward securitization and institutional efficiency, while the EU favors an
approach based on normative multilateralism and political compromise. However, in both cases,
there is a common trend toward the politicization of migration and its integration into the
security discourse. Consequently, it can be concluded that in the modern international system,
migration policy is transforming into a strategic sphere where states and regional entities are
forced to constantly balance security, economic interests, and human rights obligations. It is
these different models of balancing that shape the specific characteristics of US and EU

migration policies and their future directions of development.
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znpjusp whpyws bt dhgpughnt  pwnuwpuwluwinipjut  puljupdwub
hwdbdwunwlwt Jbpnisnipjutp’® UUUL b Bypnyujui dhnipjut nwquujupuljui
thwunwpnebpnd puqupughnwluwb nkuwblyniihg: Zknwugninnipjut tywnwli k
pugwhwynk], pt husywbu E dhgpughwt widunwbqujbugynid b dhwdudwbuy
htunhinnmighntwjugynid  wnwppkp pwunupuljuwt  hwdwlupgtpnud, htywhu twb
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hpwjuwiwgdwt Jpuw: Skuwlwb hhdpp widuubqujuugdwt nbunippiutt £, npp
httwpwynpnipnit £ wnwjhu Jipnsty, ph hiswybu £ dhgpughwi ukpjujugynid npytu
wijunwbgnipjut juuinhp b htiswyhuh punuwpwluwt hknbwtpubp £ wnwowmgunid wyn
nhuljnipup: Znpdwénid Yhpweynid E huwdbdwnwlut b npujuljut dbpnisnipjut
Ubpnpupwinipimb hhujws  puqUuupuljut  hwunwupnpbph  ponjwinuljughi
nuunidbwuppnipjut  Jpu:  dEpnusmpniip gnyg L wwihu, np UUUL wqqujhl
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nwuppbpmpit ppu BYpnyulwh  dhmpjut pwquudupulul Unnkgnidp
punipugpynud E puquudwljuppuly b tnpdunpy-dupnpuljEinpnt ghuljnipuny, npunky
Uhgpughwt nhnwplynid k ny dhuyt npuybiu mtidunubquyhtt dwpunwhpuybp, wy) twb
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nidinugnid, husp Yyuynd L ubpphtt hwlwunipjniuttph  dwuht:  Znpduénid
Eqpuljugymid E, np husybu UUL-nud, wyugbu £ BU-nud dbwdnpynid £ dvhqpughnt
punupwlwinipjutt hhpphnuyhtt dnpk), npunbn wadunwiquiugdwt b jurwjupdub
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Udninbgnudubpp hwdwnpynud b wwppkp hwdwdwubinipmitnbpnyg: Uju
wnwpphpnipiniutbpp wujdwbwynpyusd tu punupuljui hwdwlwupqtph
htunhunnighntiw] Jupniguépny b wpdbpujhtt wnwetwhbppnipnitiubpny, htgp
npnohs wqntignipinitt nith Uhgpughnt punqupwljuinipjut Abwdnpdwi Jpu:

Pwbhuyh punkp' dJhgnughnl punupwlwinipinil, wijnwbquyiugnid,
wqquyhl whyinwbgnipin i, nuquuupuwlub huuwnwpnpelbp, unghuywlub hinkgpnid,
uwhdwhughl Jkpuhulnnnipni b, dhowqquyhl dhgpughw, winjinubgnipyui nhulnipa:

PE3IOME
OTPAXEHUE MUTPAITUOHHOM ITOJUTUKHU B CTPATETUYECKUX
JOKYMEHTAX BE3OITACHOCTHU CIIIA U EC: ITonuTonmoruyeckuit aHaaus
Turpan Kasapsan

CraTps mocsslleHa CpaBHUTEIPHOMY aHAJIN3y BOCIPHUATHUA MUTPAIMOHHON IMOJIUTUKHI
B crparermuyeckux gokyMeHTax CoenunéHHbIx IllTaToB Amepuku u EBpormeiickoro corosa c
TOYKU 3peHUd NoJIuTHIeckoi Hayku. llenb uccieoBaHu 3aK/II09aeTCs B BBIABIEHUHU TOTO, KaK
MUTpallua CEKbIOPUTU3UPYeTCA U OZHOBPEMEHHO WHCTUTYHNHOHAIU3UPYeTCA B Pa3JIUYHBIX
TIONUTUYECKUX CHCTEeMaX, a Takke B OIleHKe BIMAHUI DTUX IIPOIeccoB Ha GOpMUpOBaHUE U
peajusaliiio IOJUTHUKHU. TeopeTMyecKyl0o OCHOBY HCCIeIOBAaHHUA COCTABIfgeT TeOpHUd
CEeKBIOPUTH3AIINY, KOTOpas IIO3BOJISIET IIPOAHAJIU3UPOBATh, KAaKUM OOpa3oM MUTPAIUS
KOHCTPYHUPYeTCs KaK MpobieMa 6e301acHOCTH U KaKue ITOJIUTHYeCKHe IOCIeACTBUS IOPOXIAeT
IAHHBIH JUCKypc. B craTbe mpuMmeHseTCa CpaBHUTeNbHAas M KadeCTBeHHAs METOMOJIOTHUA
aHajaM3a, OCHOBAaHHAA HAa COJEpXKaTeJIbHOM U3y4eHHH CTpaTerHuecKuX JOKYMEHTOB.
[TpoBenénHBI aHaMM3 IOKa3bIBaeT, YTO B CTpPAaTerMM HAIMOHAMbHOH Oe3zomacHoctu CIIIA
MUTpAlys IIPEeUMYLIECTBEHHO PacCMAaTpUBAeTCA B paMKaX 0e3011aCHOCTHO-OPUEHTHPOBAHHOI
JIOTUKHU, TZle TPUOPUTET OTBOAUTCA IIOTPAHUYHOMY KOHTPOJIO, YIIPaBIeHUIO PUCKAMU U
CeJeKTUBHOM HMMUIPalMOHHON monuTtuke. OJHOBpeMeHHO OHA BKJIIOYaeT TakKke
DKOHOMHUYECKHe W WHTerpalliOHHbIe KOMIIOHEHTH, (QOpPMHpPYA THOPUIHYIO MOJEIh
yIpaBieHuda. B omimume oT 3TOro, crpaTernyeckuil mopxon Espomeiickoro corosa
XapaKTepU3yeTCs MHOTOYPOBHEBBIM X HOPMATUBHO-OPUEHTHPOBAaHHBIM UeJI0OBEKOIeHTPUYHBIM
OUCKYpCcOM, B paMKax KOTOpPOTO MHMUTpallisd pacCMaTpUBaeTCA He TOJBKO KaK BBI30B
6e30I1acHOCTH, HO ¥ KaK BOIIPOC IIPaB YeJIOBEKa, COI[MANbHON CTAOMIPHOCTH U PETMOHATBHOTO
COTPyZHUYECTBA. BMecTe ¢ TeM Ha ypOBHe IIPaKTHYeCKOH IOJUTHUKU HAOIIONAeTCsA yCHJIEHHe
MeXaHN3MOB BHEIITHEeTO yIIpaBJIeHUs U KOHTPOJIA, YTO CBU/IeTeIbCTBYeT O HAJIMYUU BHYTPEHHUX
mporuBopeuyuil. B crarbe memaercsa BsiBoz 0 ToM, uto Kak B CIIIA, Tak u B EC dopmupyercs

I‘I/I6PI/I,II;Ha$I MOOeJIb MHFPaHI/IOHHOfI IIOJINTUKHU, B KOTOPOfI IIOAXOABI CEKBIOPHUTHU3dAIINU WU
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YIIpaBJIEHHUs COYETAOTCA B Pd3JIHMYHBIX IIPOIIOPIHIX. T Pa3Indug O6YCJIOBJIEHBI
HHCTHTYHHOHHHBHOfI CTPYKTypOfI IIOJINTUYECKUX CUCTEM U IEHHOCTHBIMH IIPUOPUTETAMHU, 9TO
OKa3bIBA€T OIIpeLeIAIoNIee BINAHNE Ha Q)OPMHPOBHHI/IE MHFPHHHOHHOﬁ IIOJINTUKH.

KrroweBsre cmoBa: wmur paAJHOHHAA IIOJIHTHKA, CEKBIOPHTH3AIIHA, HAIJHOHAd/IbHAA
6€e30ITacCHOCT: b, CIpaTe€rH49€CKH€ JOKYMEHTbI, COLHA/IPHAA HHTErpain4d, IIOIPDadHH YHFIH

KOHTPOJIb, MEXKAVHAPOLHAA MHIPALHA, JHCKYPC 0€30IMacHOCTH.
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