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As of today, the Arctic represents a research conundrum to break. Being a relatively
untapped region with ample mineral resources, it has already become an arena for
global political, economic, connectivity, ecological, social, and security multilayered
discourse. Recent geo-political and geo-economic turbulence, the region’s unsettled
international status and induced evolving governance, as well as greater influence of
ecological agenda on global economy and world order at large do represent key
challenging points to conceptualizing the Arctic per se. Simultaneously, raising
energy, transport, and military presence of Russia (a member of the Arctic Council
[AC] though) and China (a non-Arctic state) in the region do hamper a weighted and
depoliticized analysis.

Thus, The Handbook of the Arctic: A Broad and Comprehensive Overview
undertakes a decisive endeavor to neatly bridge various dimensions of Arctic
exploration with revealed interests of actors to the region. Scholars from the USA,
Norway, the UK, France, China, Switzerland, Lithuania, Slovakia, and Hungary on
board will add greater balance and inclusiveness to the research of contributors
representing Russian academia, research bodies, and expert community.

As far as methodology is concerned, it is rooted in the strive for an all-embracing
and multidimensional, albeit critical, approach from the perspective of global polit-
ical economy. It is centered around the fusion of qualitative and quantitative tools to
make the research findings sound credible and strong.

The volume is broken down to the following logically intertwined parts of
chapters shedding light on the institutional, political, economic, digital, transport,
ecological, social, and educational dimensions of Arctic exploration. It also contains
a part fully devoted to the Russian part of the Arctic.

First, and more fundamentally, the Arctic and its governance have undergone
a thorough conceptual revision. This part — Part I, Institutional Framework and
Governance — consists of six chapters.

The chapter, “Conceptualizing the Arctic,” by Alexander A. Sergunin, Valery
N. Konyshev, and Maria L. Lagutina is of conceptual origin and strives to position
the Arctic in the existing literature on International Relations (IR) broken down to
the following four approaches: value-based approach, interest-based approach, secu-
ritization approach, and de-securitized (technocratic/instrumentalist) approach. To
put it differently, the region has been carefully viewed from the position of
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normativists, pragmatics, alarmists (security-oriented thinkers), and non-alarmists
(proponents of the de-securitized approach). The authors confess that since neo-
realists and geopoliticians do not stand for a cooperative agenda in the Arctic, most
of the suggestions on how to exploit the region come from the neoliberal and
globalist schools.

The chapter, “The Arctic as a Special Object of Modern International Relations,”
by Vasily 1. Deren and Yulia V. Gnezdova confirms the importance of the region to
the existing IR discourse, as its geo-political and geo-economic role has drastically
increased. Thus, the region is alluring various actors, including those that are not
members of the Arctic Council. Special attention has been given to the related role
and interests of Russia.

The chapter, “International Cooperation in the Artic: The Arctic Council,” by
Alexander A. Sergunin scrutinizes the history and current agenda of the Arctic
Council as the main internationally recognized region’s governing body. It has
been stressed that the Council has generally proved its exclusive status of intergov-
ernmental discussion forum on regional agenda. Yet, the Ukrainian crisis stopped its
members from embedding a security problematique of its functioning. The author
pictures Russia’s chairing the AC in 2021-2023 as a consistent successor of Finnish
and Icelandic agendas and focus on sustainable development of the region based on
the use of environmentally friendly technologies.

“Revisiting the Arctic Strategy of Russia up to 2035” by Maria A. Maksakova
investigates the essence and main directions of national policy to the region given
Russia’s chairing the Arctic Council in 2021-2023. The author states that given the
ongoing internationalization of the region and shift to a new geopolitical reality,
Russia has the chance to coin an inclusive and consistent approach to the region
keeping in mind its national interests.

In “European Arctic Policy: Interests of Non-Arctic States and the EU,” Natalia
V. Eremina, Maria L. Lagutina, and Sébastien Gadal critically review the interests of
eight non-Arctic European states, that is, UK, Germany, the Netherlands, France,
Italy, Spain, Poland, and Switzerland, in exploring the Arctic. Being members of the
EU, most of them stand for the idea of its greater involvement in the region’s
governance, supporting the idea of giving the block an observer status. When
going into detail, for instance, it has been found out that the UK, Germany, the
Netherlands, and France deviate from traditional areas of cooperation in the region
such as scientific research, climate change, and environmental safety and push
forward the military agenda under the NATO umbrella. In their turn, Spain, Poland,
and Switzerland promote a more balanced approach in their Arctic policy still
focusing on the development of scientific research in the region.

In their chapter titled “Interests of Non-Arctic Asian States in the Region,” Yana
V. Leksyutina and Jian Zhang capture the growing interest and, simultaneously,
concern of five Asian states (i.e., Japan, South Korea, China, Singapore, and India)
to the Arctic’s commercial development. Environmental agenda could be generally
viewed as a main concern for all the parties. However, it has been revealed that the
interests of these states may differ when broken to the exploration of the region’s
hydrocarbons and its main waterway — the Northern Sea Route (NSR).
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Second, the economic part of the book — Part II, Economy of the Arctic: Introduc-
tion — has studied the region from trade (including related multilateral regulation),
financial, energy, agriculture and fishery, digital, as well as transport and logistics
dimensions. Such a complex approach has allowed the authors to capture recent
economic trends of the region and then critically trace them. Apart from national
strategies, specific attention has been paid to corporate ones reflecting the resource
potential of the Arctic.

“Geo-economic Aspects of Arctic Exploration” by Natalia Yu. Konina and Elena
V. Sapir opens up the discussion and looks into the geo-economic specifics of the
region. As such, the Arctic’s geo-economic status generally stems from its energy
reserves and formation of two blocks of economic power — USA and its allies
vs. Russia and China. The authors conclude that geo-economic rivalry in the region
also implies control over innovations and technologies with China inevitably
increasing its influence over the region.

In their chapter titled “Arctic Economy: Internal Structure, Types, and National
Models,” Alexander N. Pilyasov, Andrey A. Petrov, and Nadezhda Yu. Zamyatina
introduce the phenomenon of the Arctic economy pointing at its specific features.
Specifically, the region’s economy is broken down to insular and quasi-continental
types with a range of transport connectivities. The authors also differentiate and
thoroughly analyze four national models — Russian, Canadian, American, and
European.

“Including Arctic in Multilateral Trading System Agenda” by Tatiana
M. Isachenko, Elena Kastakova, and Darya M. Soldatenko points to the fact that
existing agreements to the Arctic contain little trade, investment, and intellectual
property regulation when viewed from the multilateral perspective. Thus, multilat-
eral trade format, for instance, a wide-scope free trade agreement under the WTO
rules, might be a good springboard for the region to become a place for truly
international cooperation.

Financial and investment dynamics in the region have been displayed under the
umbrella of the sustainable development concept in the following two chapters
presented in Part III, Finance and Foreign Direct Investment.

“Financial Resources for Arctic Exploration” by Irina N. Platonova studies the
world’s best practices of green bonds as a promising source of funding the devel-
opment of the Arctic Zone of Russian Federation (AZRF) based on environmental,
social, and corporate governance principles. The author concludes that, as of today,
Russian business has modest experience in expertise in placing green bonds as a
source for commercial development of the Arctic.

The chapter by Alexei V. Kuznetsov, Ilan Kelman, and Elena N. Nikitina titled
“Foreign Direct Investment in Svalbard: Special Legal Status and Comparison with
FDI in Yamal Peninsula” provides a fresh view on the Svalbard Treaty regime and its
implications on foreign direct investment flows into the archipelago. The evolving
investment climate of Svalbard is studied on socio-economic, political, and envi-
ronmental grounds. In this context, the contributors snapshot a historical turn from
mining to tourism, transport, service infrastructure, and scientific research as new
targets for foreign investors.
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Given the ascendancies of climate change, motion toward renewable energy, and
existing Western sanctions against Russia, energy specifics of Arctic exploration —
Part IV, Energy — have been neatly studied in the following seven chapters.

The chapter, “Global Energy Standoff: The Arctic Dimension,” by Alexander
G. Simonov touches the region’s role and place in global energy transition, as global
warming is on the way and world energy prices are volatile enough. The author ends
up identifying the related influence the evolving energy sector may bring on the
development of the economy of the region.

In their chapter “Arctic Energy Sector Under Low-Carbon Transition,” Angelina
A. Kolomeytseva and Andrey K. Krivorotov take a regional perspective and neatly
address the energy profiles of each Arctic state from both policy and practical points
of view. Admitting the importance of global climate agenda, the states take different
paths when applying it to their energy complexes at large and renewable sector in
particular. However, the renewable segment is still lagging behind fossil fuels. It has
been stressed that future oil and gas extraction is likely to occur in Russia and
Norway, whereas other Arctic states tend to transit toward renewables, yet, with
national specifics.

Yulia V. Zvorykina, Alina V. Filippova, and Olga A. Pavlova in their chapter,
“Hydrogen Production Prospects in the Conditions of Climate Change in the Arctic,”
refer to hydrogen as one of the most promising renewables for the region given the
recent global greening tendencies. Having critically classified the existing methods
of hydrogen production, the scholars focus on the hydrogen strategies of both Arctic
and non-Arctic actors, that is, Canada, Norway, Russia, Japan, and EU. When
broken down to Russia, it is transport, energy, and manufacturing that turn out to
be the most proponent industries with Novatek, Gazprom, and Rosatom to pioneer
the hydrogen revolution.

“Energy Security in the Arctic Zone” by Nikolai N. Shvets, Alina V. Filippova,
and Evgeny V. Basov carried out a comparative analysis of regional specifics in the
Arctic region (on the example of Russia, the USA, Canada, Norway, Denmark,
Finland, Iceland, Sweden) when ensuring energy security. It has been revealed that
countries adhere to different options for sustaining energy supply of their Arctic
territories such as low-power nuclear plants, high-voltage direct current power
transmission, and renewables.

The chapter, “Strengthening Multilateral Energy Cooperation for Indigenous
Resilience in the Arctic,” by Valery A. Akimov and Olga A. Derendyaeva draws
parallels between the energy trends in the region, that is, renewables, and their
implications on its inhabitants.

The chapter by Lydia S. Leontieva and Ekaterina B. Makarova titled “Arctic
Projects in the Russian Oil and Gas Industry: Implementation Features Under the
Current Economic Environment” assesses the economic parameters of development
of Zapadno-Messoyakhskoye oil and gas field operated by Lukoil and located in the
Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous District of Russia. It has been empirically proved that
the project is cost-effective enough.

In their chapter titled “Russia’s Arctic Oil Transportation Export Strategy: The
Geographical Aspect,” Tatyana 1. Pototskaya and Yulia V. Gnezdova focus on the
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specifics of Russia’s Arctic transportation strategy compared to that of the Baltic Sea,
Black Sea, and Pacific. More fundamentally unlike others the Arctic case is
grounded in the nearby mineral base and is exclusively centered around maritime
transport, yet, hampered by unstable conjuncture and Western sanctions.

Agricultural and fishery dimensions of the region’s economic exploration — Part V,
Agriculture and Fishery — have been investigated in the following three chapters.

The chapter, “Food Systems in the Arctic: Inclusiveness and Traditionalism,” by
Lilia S. Revenko and Olga I. Soldatenkova comparatively reviews the food systems
of Denmark, Canada, Norway, Russia, and the USA that vary in terms of level of
development, preferences, and state regulation. Overall, it stresses that the Arctic as
a region is uneven when speaking about traditional approaches to food supply of
indigenous people as well as full- and part-time employees working there. Thus,
given the UN strategies toward inclusiveness, the authors doubt whether the region’s
food systems can soon be incorporated into the global systems.

The chapter, “Vertical Greenhouses in the Arctic,” by Natalia G. Sidorova,
Anastasiia R. Druzhinina, Maksim A. Nedostup, and Vladimir S. Osipov comes
up with an IoT-rooted smart greenhouse project as a solution to the low farming self-
sufficiency of the region suffering from higher prices on vegetables and fruit as well
as disbalanced nutrition of its inhabitants. The authors have empirically proved its
efficiency and have estimated its potential impact on the regions of the Arctic Zone
of Russia.

The chapter, “Fishery Cooperation of the Arctic States: Current Aspects,” by Lilia
S. Revenko, Nikolai S. Revenko, and Elena S. Martynova captures key transforma-
tions of fishery cooperation between the Arctic states that are shaping the existing
format. For instance, fishery in the region is influenced by climate change, revision
of national regulation, unsettled disputes of shelf, and a 200 nautical mile’s delim-
itation, as well as the rising presence of non-Arctic actors. It concludes that the
revision of the existing fishery governance in the region should follow an inclusive
and multilayered approach.

Digitalization track of the region has been touched upon in the following two
chapters — Part VI, Digitalization Agenda — at both national and corporate levels of
analysis.

Research under the title “Digitalization of the Arctic” conducted by Oleg
B. Pichkov, Alexander A. Ulanov, and Kseniia A. Patrunina comparatively tracks
the digitization paths of the Arctic Council members from institutional and practical
perspectives with Iceland being at the front. Special attention has been paid to the
related digitalization policy of Russia with long-distance and scattered facilities as
major hurdles. It unveils that involvement of private companies and capital is
complicated by regulatory constraints and the need for large-scale capital invest-
ments with a long return on investment. Such mechanisms as experimental legal
regimes and public-private partnerships can help to attract private capital in the
Russia’s Arctic Zone digital projects.

In chapter “Digital Technologies of Oil and Gas Companies in the Development
of the Arctic Shelf,” Anastasia V. Sheveleva names digital technologies as a tool for
Russian energy companies to overcome technological restrictions imposed on them
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after 2014. Based on the best practices of foreign energy companies the author
suggests that introduction of digital technologies, in particular digital twins, robots,
and big data, into the production and economic activities of oil and gas companies
might raise their efficiency and, simultaneously, add sustainability to their
operations.

Regional connectivity issues have been scrutinized through the lens of the
Northern Sea Route (NSR) in Part VII, Northern Sea Route as the Basis of the
Arctic Transport Infrastructure. This corridor is practically twice shorter in distance
than that via the Indian Ocean and Africa (usually referred to as the Sothern Sea
Route), and with Russia’s icebreaker fleet set to increase and modernization, it has all
the chances to sustain greater cargo volumes in the East-West trade direction. Yet,
these prospects are generally challenged by other states questioning the status of the
route as an exclusively Russia’s waterway. In fact, such status quo is generally
accepted by the international shipping society.

Besides, the research has been enriched by the technical side of shipping via the
Northern Sea Route by pointing at ideals and realities of shipbuilding, that is,
ice-breakers, tankers, and other fleets, for the needs of the Arctic. However, the
existing infrastructure of the Russian Arctic ports and their fairly poor specialization
in handling containers have been named as major constraints to the development of
the route. In their turn, higher freight rates, unstable weather conditions, and
bathymetry constraints also hamper making the NSR commercially viable.

A promising connectivity prospect for the region has been drawn from the
Chinese Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), whereas a potential one (subject to normal-
ization of political dialogue between the EU and Russia) from the European trans-
port network (TEN-T).

In their chapter “Logistics and Its Role in the Exploration and Development of the
Arctic,” Frank Detlef Wende, Darya V. Shvandar, and Marina A. Ponomareva
provide a general overview of the existing transport and logistics policies of the
Arctic Council members. Specifically, the authors highlight the potential of maritime
ports via the NSR to service the rising volumes under the related policy of Russia.

Martin Gres$ and Mariia I. Ermilova in their chapter, “Northern Sea Route and Its
Geoeconomic Importance,” capture the increased interest toward the waterway
among scholars and practitioners worldwide. However, the route is still far from
being commercially attractive. Such phenomenon has been tested on the examples of
energy shipments from ports on its way: Sabetta and Novy Port.

Being in the same vein, Natalia G. Shchegoleva, Olga I. Terenteva, and Vladimir
I. Khabarov in chapter “Global Competitiveness of the Northern Sea Route” convey
a SWOT analysis of the NSR to assess its global competitiveness. They conclude
that plans for increasing the transit cargo traffic via the NSR up to 2024 are nearly
zero with the route predominantly associated with the security of the Russian
Federation.

Joint research done by Egor V. Pak and Isabell Burmester titled “Northern Sea
Route from the Russian and the EU Perspectives: Ideals and Realities” confirms the
status of the route as an international transport corridor (ITC), yet holding a number
of distinctive features. After 2014 it has experienced a rise in transit cargo volumes
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(both cabotage and international transit) as well as a number of permissions released
by the Administration of the NSR, for instance, to foreign-flagged vessels with
China and Germany at the front. Thus, there is little evidence of deliberate
Russia’s increasing protectionism over the NSR. The authors believe that linking
the NSR with the European transport network might bring economic benefits for the
Northern member states and raise intercontinental connectivity.

“Northern Sea Route as Driver of Economic Growth: Impact on the Arctic
Economy’s Future” by Katarina Brockova, L’udmila Lipkova, and Vladimir
S. Osipov discusses the role of the NSR in the economic development of the Arctic
Zone of the Russian Federation. The melting of the Arctic ice sheet is making
mineral resources more accessible and, consequently, might attract oil and gas
companies (both national and foreign) to their exploration. Besides, ice melting
might facilitate fishery activities in the coastal part of Russia. Thus, these prospects
require induced transport and logistics steps.

The chapter, “Northern Sea Route: Geopolitical Importance,” by Jan Koper,
Branislav Kovacik, and Rudolf Kuchar¢ik links the geopolitical ascendancies of
the NSR with the overall geopolitical importance of the Arctic. The authors argue
that given rising geopolitical tensions with the West, the USA in particular, Russia
and China are severely interested in developing the route as an alternative trade
corridor.

The chapter, “China’s Role in the Northern Sea Route,” by Attila Fabian and Juraj
Ondria$ follows the same path and points at the potential of Sino-Russian cooper-
ation in the Arctic in connectivity terms. The authors stress that such cooperation is
mutually beneficial disregarding any tactical rivalry in the exploitation of the region.

“Chinese Polar Silk Road in the Russian Arctic” by Mariia I. Ermilova and Juraj
Ondria§ delves into Sino-Russian relations from the perspective of exploiting the
Northeast passage: NSR in Russian context and Polar Silk Road under Chinese BRI
It stresses the status of China as an independent player in the region with Russia
opting for investments into its northern transport and logistics infrastructure. How-
ever, Moscow and Beijing have to meet halfway. With the NSR still ice-covered,
China has to recognize Russia’s status quo in the region. In its turn, Russia has to
take into consideration China’s strive for greater and less stringent regulation of
transit flows via the route.

The chapter, “Landline Rail Connectivity of Russia in the Artic Zone: Devel-
opment Under the Belt and Road Initiative,” by Kobilzhon Kh. Zoidov, Alexei
A. Medkov, and Zarina A. Dadabayeva focuses on investigating the potential of
bridging the NSR with a reliable inland rail system. The authors suggest that the
conjunction of the NSR with Cold Silk Road (another term for the Polar Silk Road
under the BRI) through a rail landline might inclusively exploit the transit
potential of Russia as a part of the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU). Overall,
such a vision coincides with the concept of transit economy and its implications
for the EAEU.

The technical side of shipping via the NSR has been thoroughly investigated by
scholars from Saint Petersburg State Marine Technical University (SMTU) in the
following three chapters.
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In chapter “Gas Turbine Units as Development Drivers for the Northern Sea
Route,” Leyla E. Mamedova, Maria E. Gogolukhina, and Taras M. Grigorev justify
the necessity of greater use of gas turbine generators in shipbuilding for the needs of
the NSR. The authors quantitatively proved the economic feasibility of using gas
turbine elements, that is, blades, that now could be repaired using additive technol-
ogies instead of simple replacement.

The chapter by Maria E. Gogolukhina, Leyla E. Mamedova, and Taras
M. Grigorev, “Northern Sea Route Infrastructure and Shipbuilding Development:
Ecological Norms,” is devoted to distinguishing the impact of the existing types of
fuel on environment when shipping via the NSR. In this essence, ammonia turns out
to be the most eco-friendly and optimal type of fuel for the needs of the NSR.

“Northern Sea Route Development: Sustainability Issues” by Julia N. Solovjova
and Maria E. Gogolukhina applies the triple bottom line approach to measuring the
sustainability potential of the NSR. There has been an attempt to assess the contri-
bution the NSR may make to the sustainable development of the region and list the
related limitations and risks.

Apart from discussing the potential of the NSR as an ITC, it is worth looking at its
unique, Russian-tailored historical function — effecting the delivery of all the essen-
tials to the northern territories by sea and river under the framework of Northern
delivery — presented in the following two chapters.

The chapter by Mariya V. Voropayeva and Leyla E. Mamedova, “Optimization of
Northern Delivery Economic Mechanisms,” focuses on the specifics of Northern
delivery with the Republic of Sakha (Yakutia) as a case study. Quantitative tools
applied have made it possible to assert that river-sea class vessels of “Kaliningrad”
type are the most appropriate for the delivery of cargo in terms of speed both loaded
and empty-run.

Finally, Tautginas Sankauskas and Andrey M. Golubchik in their chapter,
“Revisiting the Logistics of the Arctic: Case of Chayanda Field,” question the
potential of inland waterway transport of Siberia (i.e., the Lena River) in servicing
the material flows for the needs of Siberian oil and gas fields with the Chayanda field
operated by PJSC Gazprom as a case study. The authors admit that river infrastruc-
ture is severely outdated and cannot sustain the rising volumes despite the fact that
there is great demand for freight capacities. Thus, it is the state that can finance these
innovations taking after positive Soviet expertise in organizational patterns of
running river shipping companies on the Siberian rivers.

Third, the ongoing shift of global economy toward greening represent an inter-
esting puzzle for the Arctic Zone to look into. On the one hand, exploring region’s
profound energy resources may contribute to global and regional economic growth,
and on the other, states and businesses (mainly extracting companies) are being
forced to carefully consider global ecological agenda. Thus, the following three
chapters address such agenda under the framework of Part VIII, Ecology.

“Environmental Aspects of Arctic Development” by Natalia S. Zagrebelnaya
admits and classifies the looming environmental problems over the region. It has
been argued that ecological clusters implying international organizations, national
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authorities, businesses (including oil and gas companies), waste processing plants,
and experts might be an inclusive tool for losing the environmental burden.

The chapter by Bulat Z. Akhmetzyanov, Vladimir S. Osipov, and Ramilya
G. Novikova titled “Wicked Problem of Waste Management in the Arctic Region”
goes into detail of the problem of microplastic accumulation in the Arctic. However,
it turns out to be a sine qua non of flows within the world ocean. In this essence,
Russia with its longest coastal line of the Arctic seas is vulnerable enough. The
authors come up with the idea of modeling movements and places of accumulation
of microplastic in the Arctic Zone of Russia.

“Global Arctic Issues in Bilateral Cooperation for Environmental Management
Protection: Russian-Chinese Case” by Nadezhda K. Kharlampieva, Marina
A. Ermolina, and Anna S. Matveevskaya traces global ecological problems from
Sino-Russian perspective with both parties displaying concern. Education, scientific
and technical cooperation, and eco-tourism have been named as the most promising
areas of bilateral interactions in tackling global environmental agenda.

Fourth, given the ascendancies of sustainable development concept, the volume
provides comparative analysis of state policy on sustainability with cases of
Russian Arctic Zone and Alaska, and corporate one — of companies operating in
the AZRF — in the following five chapters building up Part IX, Sustainable
Development.

The chapter by Inna V. Andronova and Andrei G. Sakharov, “Sustainable Devel-
opment in the Arctic: Case of Alaska,” touches upon the USA formulating its own
sustainable strategy for development of its Arctic region, that is, Alaska. Having
critically reviewed major socio-economic indicators of Alaska, the authors conclude
that they do not look sustainable enough. Declining natural population growth
coupled with volatility of world energy prices might lead Alaska into a systemic
employment crisis undermining its sustainable prospects.

The chapter, “Sustainable Development of the Arctic Zone of the Russian
Federation: Opportunities and Challenges,” by Mikhail E. Kuznetsov and Natalya
A. Samsonova bridges the UN sustainable development goals applicable to the
Arctic at large and national priorities of Russia applicable to the AZRF. The research
embarks on measuring the socio-economic effect of projects in fossil extraction and
processing in the Russian part of the Arctic at the platform of information and
analytical system “ArcticLabs.”

The chapter, “Sustainable Development and Corporate Social Responsibility in
the Arctic Zone,” by Elena B. Zavyalova and Anastasia I. Kuzmenkova initiates the
discussion by first diverging two terms — sustainable development and corporate
social responsibility. The comparative analysis has been carried out on the examples
of oil and gas companies of Russian, Norwegian, and US origin operating in the
Arctic. The authors capture the increasing presence of sustainable development
goals in the strategies of studied companies.

The chapter, “Energy Development of the Russian Arctic and Sustainable Devel-
opment,” by Natalia S. Zagrebelnaya, Valery I. Salygin, and Maria 1. Riabova lays
out a corporate perspective of the world’s leading oil and gas companies
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(i.e., Rosneft, Gazprom Neft, Novatek, TotalEnergies, Shell) on sustainable devel-
opment and comparatively reviews them in terms of environmental protection, social
support, and economic incentives for the local population.

In their chapter titled “Transport Planning and Sustainable Development in the
Arctic Region,” Nadezhda A. Filippova, Vladimir M. Vlasov, and Veniamin
N. Bogumil look into road transport as a promising mode in making transport system
of the Russian North sustainable. The authors have quantitatively justified that road
transportation in the AZRF generally decreases costs, increases reliability, and
requires fewer servicing personnel.

Fifth, social issues stand for an integral part of Arctic-related topics with social
security, demography, housing, and product quality being the focus of Part X, Social
Issues, containing the following five chapters.

In their chapter titled “Human Security in the Arctic,” Alexander A. Sergunin,
Valery N. Konyshev, and Maria L. Lagutina pioneer a nonmilitary approach to
security issues by introducing the term social security. This phenomenon is broken
to the following segments: economic security, food security, health security, envi-
ronmental security, personal security, community security, and political security. It
has been argued that neoliberal and globalist paradigms within the existing realm of
IR are the most appropriate ones for conceptualization of this phenomenon. The
contributors conclude that the Arctic states do generally address the human security
problematique, yet it is poorly coordinated regionally with major attention given to
economic and environmental segments. Overall, there still has been a shift from
survival to proactive social strategy.

The chapter, “Demographic Development and High North Communities in Eight
Arctic States,” by Alexey I. Andreev, Alexey G. Kazanin, and Marina A. Kazanina
scrutinizes the demographical tendencies in the Arctic regions of the Arctic Council
members. Despite the fact that life expectancy among the indigenous groups in the
Arctic regions of the states in question has risen, this indicator is far from compatible
with that of their non-Arctic territories’ inhabitants. Thus, higher energy revenues do
not guarantee better living conditions for the local population.

Following this vein, Natalia G. Sidorova, Anastasiia R. Druzhinina, and Maksim
A. Nedostup in their chapter titled “Housing Infrastructure Development in the
Arctic: ‘Smart House’ Systems” have empirically tested the prospects of construc-
tion of smart houses in the Arctic regions of Russia. From the technical side, these
buildings are easy to mount enough but meet the criteria of harsh weather conditions.
Overall, they turn out to be financially affordable for a target audience — a three-
member family — cutting down the energy consumption by roughly half and with
payback period of less than 2 years.

An interesting snapshot on weather conditions and their implications on con-
struction dynamics in the region has been presented in chapter “Construction Risk
Management in the Northern Climatic Zone” by Vadim O. Evseev. Applying the
simulation analysis enabled the author to come up with solutions in construction,
such as optimization of management and reduction in related cost and risks. The
model empirically proved the possibility of managing construction risks making it
possible to minimize deviations from the standard indicators of construction.
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“Methods of Product Quality Assessment for the Arctic Population” by Svetlana
A. Shchegoleva and Pavel L. Titov has quantitatively revisited a tree-graph model of
technological process in manufacturing for the needs of Arctic population. Such an
approach has all the chances to improve the quality of products consumed in these
territories.

Sixth, the book also touches upon the research and education dimension of Arctic
exploration with several regional patterns, that is, Canadian and Russian, depicted in
Part X1, Research and Development.

The chapter by Ekaterina V. Serova and Ivan R. Skripka under the title “China’s
Soft Power Policy in Finland, Sweden, and Norway: A Cross-Country Analysis”
represents a brave, albeit critical, attempt to delve into the specifics of China’s soft
power instruments to the region broken down to four domains: education, research,
language, and media. Given the overall geopolitical agenda, the authors capture a
relatively politicized perception of China in the three with Swedish discourse being
predominantly hostile, whereas Norwich and Finnish more pragmatic but still on
alert.

“Research Policy and Cultural Specifics in the Arctic Region: Case of Canada” by
Petr 1. Kasatkin and Marina D. Krynzhina takes a neat look on the culture-induced
specifics of research in bilingual Quebec. It has been noted that prevailing French
(not English as elsewhere) as a language of research in Quebec has led the region to
its peripheral status, resulting in lower citations and impact factor of scientific
journals. As a matter of fact, local French-speaking academic institutions lag behind
the English-speaking ones in the number of graduates, that is, scientists and engi-
neers. Thus, the authors refer to Quebec as separate scientific field and capture the
French-speaking scientists opt for public service instead of doing research.

The chapter, “Personnel Training for Sustainable Development in the Arctic:
Project-Based Approach in Formal, Non-formal, and Informal Russian Education,”
by Natalya Ye. Ryazanova shows how Russian academic bodies disseminate and
shape the national agenda for the development of the national part of the Arctic in
formal, non-formal, and informal types of education. For instance, it delves into two
Arctic-related cases, which the author has already implemented into the education
process.

Finally, the book contains a solid share of chapters devoted to the Arctic Zone of
Russian Federation presented in Part XII, The Arctic Zone Russian Federation.
Russia is the largest Arctic state and logically plays a vital role in its political,
economic, and social feasibility. However, there is an existing gap in the Russian
multidisciplinary perspective on the region both among national and foreign
scholars. So, the research aims at covering it in the following nine chapters.

The chapter by Lenka Fojtikova, Eva Jancikova, and Petra Dolezelova titled
“Russian Participation in Global Value Chains: Role of the Northern Sea Route”
pictures peculiarities of Russia’s participation patterns in global value chains. More
specifically, the authors point at a relatively increasing role of China in Russia’s
backward participation pattern. And it is the NSR that might contribute to greater
connectivity between Moscow and Beijing given the prospects of bridging the
EAEU with BRI
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In their joint research on “Northern Sea Route’s Development Potential and
Resource Extraction in the Arctic Region of the Russian Federation,” Irina
B. Repina and Valeriya V. Nemtsova undertake a theoretical and juridical approach
to the analysis of the existing regulatory and developmental strategies of the AZRF.
It has been unveiled that these policies contain embedded stumbling points. Yet,
should they succeed, the region might experience greater economic, including
extracting, social, and carbon-neutral effects.

“Residents of the Russian Arctic Zone: Economic and Legal Aspects” by Dinara
N. Mukhamadieva, Julia A. Khudyakova, and Andrei A. Chirkin unveils a juridical
approach to the analysis of entrepreneurial activities in the Russian part of the Arctic.
Thus, the authors have thoroughly studied major economic and legal aspects of
obtaining a resident status in the Arctic under the existing national regulation, as well
as identified promising areas of business.

In the chapter titled “Environmental Protection and Indigenous Peoples in the
Russian Arctic: Legal Aspects,” a group of authors comprising Anna V. Kukushkina,
Tatyana A. Shishkina, Vladimir N. Shishkin, Valery 1. Salygin, and Renat A. Perelet
continues the juridical approach to the region and looks into the securitization of the
indigenous peoples’ rights on the region’s stable environment and ecosystem at large
when implementing the developmental programs in the Russian part of the Arctic.

The chapter by Ksenia Yu. Proskurnova and Vladimir S. Osipov titled “Spatial
Development Institutions of the Russian Arctic Zone” captures a greater role of
informal institutions in settling regional processes in the Russian part of Arctic rather
than that of formal ones of both regional and federal origin. So, it has been stressed
that focusing on informal institutions that are already embedded in regional eco-
nomic and behavioral patterns can lead to a more effective spatial development of
the region.

In their joint research under the title “State Policy Implementation in the Arctic:
Reputational Potential and Risks of the Russian Government,” Nina N. Rozanova
and Yulia V. Gnezdova undertake a reputation-based approach to measuring the
efficiency of existing regulation in the territories under the umbrella of the AZRF.
The contributors argue that despite the announced strategies and programs devoted
to the development of the region, such benevolent goals are outweighed by the
aggravating demographic situation, shortage of professional personnel, and poor
development of social, transport, and communication infrastructure, including
places of traditional residence of indigenous peoples. To some extent is a direct
consequence of the complexity of priorities laying the grounds for a revised and
inclusive policy for the region.

The chapter, “Virtual Entrepreneurial Networks in the Russian Arctic: Design,
Management, and Assessment of Network Entrepreneurial Potential,” by Irina
N. Tkachenko and Marina A. Meteleva backed up with related methodology delves
into the essence of entrepreneurial capabilities of 450 companies operating in the
AZRF. Each company’ capabilities are broken down to three types of network
potential: source of venture capital, network capacity for innovation result, and
network capacity for innovation activity. The authors conclude that only two of
them (North West Phosphorous Company and Achimgaz) — far from being the pillars
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of the regional economy — possess the entrepreneurial capabilities in question. To be
more specific, these two are dynamic subsidiaries of large corporations that prioritize
innovation in their organization.

Nadezhda A. Filippova, Vladimir M. Vlasov, and Veniamin N. Bogumil in their
chapter “Freight Transport Management in the Arctic Zone of Russia: Natural and
Climatic Factors” with Yakutia as a case study estimate the full-fledged potential of
large transport projects in fostering the economic development of the AZRF. Harsh
climatic conditions and large distances between the points of destination generally
presuppose stance to multimodal solutions for the region pointing at transport and
logistics centers (TLCs) as one of the instruments. So, the authors provide economic,
organizational, and technical rational for setting these TLCs within the transport
network of Yakutia.

In her chapter, “Development of the Personnel System of Maritime Transport:
Case of the Arctic Zone of Russia,” Marina A. Kazanina links further development
of maritime transport in the Russian Artic with a related process of personnel
training. Shipping usually implies high risk to the health of seafarers which coupled
with relatively high deterioration rate of Russian vessels and harsh climatic condi-
tions poses a serious challenge for the policy-makers. With Russia paying heavy
attention to the development of its Artic Zone, it is high time to work out a new
strategy on related personnel training.

To sum it up, such an international, multilayered, and multidimensional research
containing 62 chapters might be of use for a broad audience of academics and
policymakers worldwide to satisfy their needs in comparative analysis of various
aspects, ideals, and realities of Arctic and non-Arctic states’, corporate and non-
governmental policies to the region. The book is also advisable for graduate and
postgraduate students in economics, politics, management, and technical disciplines
taking region-related courses at universities and other research bodies of Arctic and
non-Arctic states.

MGIMO University Egor V. Pak
Moscow, Russia
December 2022



Multilateral

» Agreement on Cooperation on Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response
in the Arctic (MOSPA) (2013)

* Baltic Marine Environment Protection Commission, The Helsinki Commission
(HELCOM) (1992)

» Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea (SOLAS) (1974)

 International Convention for the Prevention of Pollution from Ships (MARPOL)
(1973)

» The llulissat Declaration (2008)

* The International Code for Ships Operating in Polar Waters (2014)

* The Nuuk Declaration (1993)

* The Ottawa Declaration (1996)

* The Paris Climate Agreement (2016)

» The Rovaniemi Declaration on the Protection of the Arctic Environment along
with the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) (1991)

» The Svalbard Treaty (1920)

* The UN Sustainable Development Goals (2015)

* UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) (1982)

Denmark

* Digital Strategy 2016-2020: A Stronger and More Secure Digital Denmark
(2016)

* Kingdom of Denmark Strategy for the Arctic 2011-2020 (2011)

» Strategy for Denmark'’s Digital Growth (2018)

Canada

» Arctic and Northern Policy Framework (2019)
» The Northern Strategy of Canada (2013)

* Canadian Energy Strategy (2015)

China

* Belt and Road Initiative (2013)

» China’s White Paper “China’s Arctic Policy” (2018)

* National Security Law of the People's Republic of China (2015)

Xix
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Finland

 Digital Infrastructure Strategy 2025 (2018)

 Finlands Strategy for Arctic Policy (2021)

* National Hydrogen Roadmap for Finland (2020)

» Towards the Internet of Things Broadband Implementation Plan (2016)

Iceland
* A Parliamentary Resolution on Iceland’s Arctic Policy (2011)

Norway

» The Norwegian Government’s Arctic Policy (2021)

* Meld. St. 36 (2020-2021) Energi til arbeid — langsiktig verdiskaping fra norske
energiressurser [Report to the Storting (white paper) “Energy to Work — Long-
Term Value Creation from Norwegian Energy Resources”] (2021)

* Meld. St 9 (2020-2021) Mennesker, muligheter og norske interesser i nord
[Report to the Storting (white paper) “People, Opportunities and Norwegian
Interests in the North”’] (2021)

* Regjeringens hydrogenstrategi — pd vei mot lavutslippssamfunnet [The Govern-
ment’s Hydrogen Strategy — “Towards the Low-Emission Society”’] (2020)

» The Norwegian Development Programme to Combat Marine Litter and Micro-
plastics (2018)

South Korea
» The 9-BRIDGE Strategy (2017)

Sweden
* Sweden s Strategy for the Arctic Region (2020)

USA

* National Security Presidential Directive 66 (2009)

» The Implementation Plan for National Strategy for Arctic Region (2014)
» The National Strategy for the Arctic Region (2013)

Russia

» Comprehensive Plan for the Modernization and Expansion of the Main Infra-
structure within the Period up to 2024 (2018)

* Decree of the Government of the Russian Federation No. 2423-r on “Fundamen-
tals of State Policy in the Field of Environmental Development of the Russian
Federation for the Period up to 2030 (2012)

« Decree of the Government of the Russian Federation No. 358 of March 15", 2013
“On the Establishment of the Federal State Institution ‘The Northern Sea Route
Administration’” (2013)

» Decree of the Government of the Russian Federation No. 47 “On the Promotion
of Renewable Energy Sources in Retail Electricity Markets” (2015)

» Energy Strategy of the Russian Federation through 2035 (2020)
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» Federal Law “On State Support for Entrepreneurship in the Arctic Zone of the
Russian Federation” (2020)

» Federal Law “On the Territories of Traditional Nature Management of the
Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian
Federation” (2018)

» Federal Law of the Russian Federation “About Subsoil” (1992)

» Federal Law of the Russian Federation “On Environmental Expertise” (1995)

o Federal Law of the Russian Federation “On Guarantees of the Rights of the
Indigenous Peoples of the Russian Federation” (1999)

» Federal Law of the Russian Federation “On the Basics of Russia s State Policy in
the Arctic for the Period up to 2035 (2020)

» Federal Law of the Russian Federation “On the Territories of Traditional Nature
Management of the Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia and the Far East of
the Russian Federation” (2001)

o Federal Law of the Russian Federation No. 155 of 2013 “On Internal Waters,
Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone” (2013)

» Federal Law of the Russian Federation No. 193 “On State Support of the
Entrepreneurial Activity in the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation” (2020)

o Federal Law of the Russian Federation No. 258 “About Experimental Legal
Regimes in the Field of Digital Innovations in the Russian Federation” (2020)

» Presidential Decree “On the Land Territories of the Arctic Zone of the Russian
Federation” (2014)

* Presidential Decree of the Russian Federation No. 204 “On National Goals and
Strategic Tasks for the Development of the Russian Federation for the Period up
to 20247 (2018)

» Program for the Development of Shipbuilding and Technology for the Control of
Shelf Sites for 2013-2030 (2012)

» Program on Development of Domestic and Inbound Tourism in the Russian
Federation (2019-2025) (2019)

* Roadmap for Hydrogen Development until 2024 (2020)

» Spatial Development Strategy of the Russian Federation until 2025 (2019)

» State Program “Socio-Economic Development of the Arctic Zone of the Russian
Federation” (2021)

» State Program for the Development of the Fishery Economic Complex (2018)

o Strategy for Activities in Hydrometeorology and Related Fields for the Period up
to 2030 (2010)

» Strategy for the Development of Tourism in the Russian Federation for the Period
up to 2035 (2019)

» Strategy of Development of the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation and the
Provision of National Security for the period up to 2035 (2020)
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Abstract

This chapter pursues the following four aims: First and foremost, to conceptualize
the Arctic as a multifaceted region within a changing global context, which is
both affected by it and affecting it. Secondly, to examine the present-day world
discourse on the Arctic, including neorealist, neoliberal, globalist, and post-
positivist approaches. Thirdly, to describe the major drivers of the global Arctic
dynamics; namely, climate change, ecological changes, changes in resources
extraction practices and corresponding infrastructure development, including
urbanization, as well as changes in geopolitical configurations, and changes in
Arctic economies, societies and cultures. Finally, to define, analyze, and discuss
concrete ways to address these changes in the global Arctic, including mitigation,
adaptation, and resilience-building strategies.
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Introduction

The Arctic geoeconomic and geopolitical dynamics is a vexed question both in the
media and research literature. “Race for the Arctic” and the “New Cold War” are
common newspaper headlines when it comes to coverage of Arctic affairs. In
popular media, some think tank reports and even official documents, the Arctic is
often portrayed as a zone of potential conflict — with unresolved boundary issues,
rapidly changing sea ice cover and tempting natural resources forming a potentially
explosive political cocktail (Ball et al., 2014; Boulegue, 2019; Brady, 2019; Burke,
2020; Department of the Army, 2021, pp. 15-16; Sputnik, 2017). On the other hand,
the region possesses a strong track record of post-Cold War peace and cooperation
with a number of institutions that support this cooperative trend. There is a group of
experts who believe that the Arctic can avoid the coming of the “New Cold War” and
the region will retain its status of low tension, peace and stability (Finger &
Heininen, 2019; Heininen, 2016; Konyshev & Sergunin, 2019; Sergunin, 2021;
Sergunin & Konyshev, 2016).

Along with the “hot” debate on the Arctic’s conflict potential, there is a world-
wide discourse on the consequences of the global processes for this region. The
Arctic has become exposed to increasing globalization. In fact, the region has long
been “global” in the sense that Northern fishing grounds, whaling, fur trading, and
mining have connected the Arctic to markets around the world. Today, however, the
forces of globalization are boosted by climate change and the Arctic is becoming
increasingly integrated into the global economy. As indicated above, there is grow-
ing interest in the Arctic sea routes and natural resources that become available as the
sea-ice melts.

A significant share of the world’s as-yet unexploited oil and gas resources is at the
bottom of the Arctic Ocean. As the sea ice melts, coastal states and energy compa-
nies view these northern resources with great interest. However, using them would
create emissions and accelerate climate change. A debate has started about whether
the new Arctic oil and gas reserves should be utilized or left untouched. At the heart
of the Arctic discourse lies the question of exploiting new Arctic oil and gas
resources at a time when humankind needs to reduce emissions.

Thus, along with the various global issues, new ethical questions have emerged
that relate to Arctic oil and gas. They concern the “Arctic Paradox”: The faster we
use fossil fuels, the sooner we get access to new oil and gas resources (Palosaari,
2019). Fossil fuels contribute to climate warming, which makes the Arctic sea-ice
melt, making new oil and gas resources available. Using those resources then further
accelerates climate warming. This makes Arctic oil and gas development unavoid-
ably an ethical issue. Is it acceptable to explore and exploit new oil and gas in the
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Arctic at a time when humankind needs to reduce its carbon emissions? To drill or
not to drill, that is the question.

The key questions of the global climate change ethics debate — such as moral
responsibility and distribution of burdens and benefits — have lately found their way
into Arctic politics. There are conflicting views that range from supporting unlimited oil
and gas development to proposing a drilling ban. Some have stressed economic growth
and the right of indigenous peoples and other local population to benefit from natural
resources, whereas others have highlighted the environmental risks of the mining and
fossil energy industry. There are also varying views regarding the extent to which
Arctic states, companies, and people have responsibility to mitigate climate change.

In the Arctic case, there are differences in how the actors perceive and promote
the oil and gas development. To some it is an ethical problem, to some it is a question
of technical standards, and to others it is not a problem at all. The causal interpre-
tations also differ: Some see a connection between Arctic oil and gas extraction and
climate change, while others refuse to do so. This is arguably a question of differ-
ences in how the issue is framed. In the context of global climate ethics, it is
interesting to analyze what ethical arguments, if any, are presented in order to
build legitimacy for future treatment recommendations regarding Arctic oil and gas.

The Arctic is currently in the midst of an ongoing process of interaction, inter-
pretation, and contextualization due to the political, social, and economic impacts of
climate change. The debate is rife with dynamics such as cooperation versus conflict,
environment versus extraction, globalization versus periphery, and indigenous peo-
ples’ economic growth versus their traditional livelihoods.

This chapter offers a theoretical interpretation of the Arctic as a geographical,
geoeconomic, geopolitical, and ethical phenomenon. More specifically, this study
aims to discuss different meanings of the concept “Arctic,” to examine various
theoretical approaches to the region, as well as to explore drivers of change in the
High North and discuss concrete ways to address these changes in the global Arctic,
including mitigation, adaptation, and resilience-building strategies.

What Is the Arctic? Definition of the Concept

It is well-known from international relations history that naming geographic loca-
tions is not only about geography, but also about geopolitics. In the case of the
Arctic, this is, for example, shown by the two passages: The Northeast Passage was
renamed to the Northern Sea Route in the late 1910s, when navigation and other
commercial use of this seaway started. The Canadian Federal Government renamed
the Northwest Passage in 2010 to the Canadian Northwest Passage to state that it is a
fundamental part of the Canadian internal waters. This is nothing exceptional, since
so many names in the world, particularly in peripheries, are so-called geo-names.
This means that conquers, colonialists, and other outsiders have given their names to
geographical places, such as mountains, rivers, lakes, and even continents which
they have “discovered.” This is the case with the name of the Arctic coming from the
Greek word Arctos (meaning a bear).
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There are several geographical, political, and cultural geo-names and terms to
describe, and many definitions to define, the northernmost regions of the globe. The
mainstream definitions of the Arctic region are either based on geography or physical
and natural sciences. The Arctic’s common geographical definition is the areas north
ofthe Arctic Circle (66 degrees and 32 min of Northern latitude). Vegetation zones and
a tree-line and tundra boundaries are used as physical and environmental definitions.
From climatic point of view, there is the 10°C July isotherm defined as the southern
border of the Arctic. Concerning Arctic marine areas, there is the extreme border of the
multiyear sea ice. Rapidly warming climate has, however, meant that definitions based
on climate are not anymore so exact in the Arctic.

Some social scientists and publicists believe that the Arctic is a historical and
spiritual concept, and it is closely related to the concept of “Northernness”
(Nordicity) and includes all those territories where peoples with a special “northern
spirit” live. In Russia, the most prominent representatives of this point of view are
the famous philosophers and publicists Alexander Dugin (1993 and 2008) and
Alexander Prokhanov (2007), who believe that Russians are the “northern people”
and that it is through the development of the Arctic potential that Russia’s spiritual
and geopolitical revival will take place.

There are also both internal and external images depending on what is your
perception. Some of them are competing, even controversial, when some others
are more shared and common, for example, by people(s) living in the North, since
images are shared among northern people(s) naturally, or by scholars working on
Arctic issues, or by those who are enthusiasts of the North. There is also self-
perception as an important way to define a region, such as the idea of “the North
as a state of mind,” and that remapping and renaming of places has started, for
example, in the Canadian North.

The Arctic is not always used in Northern languages like, for example, in the
Finnish language the Arctic Ocean is Pohjoinen jéidmeri (The Northern Ice Sea). The
same is true for the Russian language, where the Arctic Ocean is called Northern Icy
Ocean (Severnyi Ledovityi Okean).

The Arctic is, however, a very powerful geo-name and most of the Arctic states
use it in their national strategies and state policies: Canada’s “Arctic and Northern
Policy Framework” (2019); “The Kingdom of Denmark’s Strategy for the Arctic
2011-2020” (2011); “Finland’s Strategy for the Arctic Region” (2013); “A Parlia-
mentary Resolution on Iceland’s Arctic Policy” (2011); “The Norwegian Govern-
ment’s Arctic Policy” (2021); Russia’s document “On the Strategy for the
Development of the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation and Ensuring National
Security up to 2035” (2020); “Sweden’s strategy for the Arctic region” (2020); and
the US “National Strategy for the Arctic Region” (2013).

In Russia, this term is of strategic (in different senses, from economy to military
affairs) nature since 1926, when the Resolution of the USSR’s Central Executive
Committee Presidium “On the announcement of the lands and islands located in the
Arctic Ocean the USSR s territories” was adopted. Nowadays, the Arctic Zone of the
Russian Federation (AZRF), a synonym to “Russian Arctic,” is in the spotlight of
Russian political and economic agenda. The last time the land territories of the
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Russian Arctic were defined according to the Decree of the President of the Russian
Federation dated May 2, 2014, no. 296, which was amended in 2017 and 2019
(Putin, 2014, 2017, 2019). As a result, along with the territories located beyond the
Arctic Circle, cities and regions belonging to the subarctic zone were included in the
AZRF: the Murmansk Region, Nenets, Yamalo-Nenets and Chukchee Autonomous
Districts, Russian archipelagos and islands in the Arctic Ocean, as well as some
parts of the Arkhangelsk Region, Krasnoyarsk Province, Republics of Karelia, Komi
and Yakutiya (Sakha).

There are also two other terms challenging the Arctic: The Circumpolar North is
much used in North America, particularly in Canada; there is, however, a slight
change toward to use the term Arctic, as Canada’s recent Arctic strategic
documents show.

Correspondingly, the High North is recently much used in Norway: The Norwe-
gian 2009 “High North Strategy” claimed that the term of the High North is “really a
Norwegian perspective.” The term was also used in the “Iceland in the High North”
report (2009) but not any more in a “Parliamentary Resolution on Iceland’s Arctic
Policy” (in 2011). Also, the European Parliament’s report on a sustainable EU policy
for the High North uses the term, unlike the EU Commission’s communication
(2008) and its follow-up (in 2012) use the “Arctic.”

As a result of definitions and attempts, both from outsiders and northerners, there
are also other geographical names and terms for the Arctic region such as Ultima
Thule, the Far North and Lapland: The first one is an old term used by the ancient
Greeks, and nowadays it is used as a name for exhibition and institute. In Russia, the
Far North (Krainiy Sever) is sometimes used to define the northernmost territories of
Russia in a specific Russian legislation to indicate a welfare policy and provide some
benefits, such as monthly allowance to the salary, additional leave, to (economically
active) population of the regions with severe environment conditions. Finally,
Lapland is a traditional name for the North Calotte, though nowadays it is mostly
used as the name for Finland’s northernmost county.

However, when it comes to the Arctic as an international region, it is generally
accepted to define it as a geographical area that includes, in addition to the Arctic
Ocean, parts of the North Atlantic and the Bering Sea, also those territories of the
eight Arctic Council (AC) member-states that are located above the Arctic Circle.
This definition has been adopted in the AC and other intergovernmental and
nongovernmental organizations, as well as at the expert level. We will also adhere
to this definition in our study, but at the same time we will take into account national
specifics in defining by each northern country of its Arctic zone.

Theoretical Debate on the Arctic

The world theoretical discourse on the Arctic can be reduced to the fighting between,
on the one hand, normativists and pragmatics and, on the other, alarmists (security-
oriented thinkers) and nonalarmists (proponents of the desecuritized approach).
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The first debate is manifested by the clash between the value- and interest-based
approaches to the Arctic:

Value-based approach is mostly shared by the International Relations
(IR) paradigms of neo-liberalism and globalism. According to this approach, the
Arctic (particularly, its natural resources and sea routes) is a common humankind’s
heritage/asset that should be exploited together with other countries and in a very
careful way (Dodin, 2005; Finger & Heininen, 2019; Heininen, 2016; Kharlampieva
& Lagutina, 2011; Zagorsky, 2011). The neoliberals and globalists believe that
subregional institutions such as the AC, Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC),
Nordic institutions are parts of the global and regional governance systems and
should be designed and function accordingly. For them, the AC and BEAC should
avoid discussion of security issues; rather, environmental issues and the “human
dimension” (indigenous people and other residents of the Arctic regions) should be
their main priorities.

Interest-based approach is developed by the neorealist IR paradigm. According
to the neo-realist perspective, regional players’ principal interest is to turn the Arctic
into the main “strategic resource base” and other policy considerations should be
subordinated to this over-arching goal. Both Arctic states’ domestic policies and
international strategies should be oriented to the protection of its national interests in
the region (Ball et al., 2014; Boulegue, 2019; Brady, 2019; Burke, 2020; Huebert,
2010; Oreshenkov, 2010; Voronkov, 2012). Against this background, it is especially
important to secure Arctic countries’ economic interests in the region. A variety of
various instruments ranging from diplomacy and international arbitration to a mod-
est military buildup and creation of capabilities to effectively prevent poaching and
smuggling are suggested.

In contrast with the neoliberals, the neo-realists are quite pragmatic as regards the
international institutions such as the UN, AC, and BEAC. They do not believe that
these international fora are the components of the global or regional governance
system whose existence is sharply denied by them. They suggest using these bodies
first and foremost to protect Arctic countries’ national interests in the region rather
than promote some abstract universal values.

Another division line emerged from the debate on Arctic security. In this sphere,
two approaches can be distinguished as well:

Securitization approach. This approach is developed by the alarmist-type ana-
lysts (mainly from the geopolitical and neorealist IR schools) who tend to see every
Arctic problem from the national security point of view — be it ecological problems
and fisheries or territorial disputes and control over the sea routes.

The radical version of this school views the Arctic as a manifestation of the
perennial geoeconomic and geopolitical rivalry between the Arctic states, especially
between Russia and the West (Ball et al., 2014; Boulegue, 2019; Brady, 2019; Burke,
2020; Huebert, 2010). In contrast with the past, the West prefers economic rather
than military instruments for putting pressure on Russia. The aim of the Western
policies is to secure Russia’s status of the West’s “younger partner” and a source of
cheap natural resources and labor force.
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Contrary to what has been stated in the Western and Russian official Arctic
doctrines, the mutual perceptions of each other as the main threats to the Arctic
states security are still alive in large parts of the Russian and Western political,
military, and expert establishments. Military and diplomatic activities of the key
regional players in the High North are routinely perceived by both sides as being of
an “offensive character.” For example, the former Director of the US National
Intelligence Daniel Coats stated in his testimony to the US Senate Intelligence
Committee in May 2017: “As the Arctic becomes more open to shipping and
commercial exploitation, we assess that risk of competition over access to sea routes
and resources, including fish, will include countries traditionally active in the Arctic
as well as other countries that do not border on the region but increasingly look to
advance their economic interests there” (Sputnik, 2017).

The 2021 US Army Arctic strategy identifies four drivers of great power com-
petition in the Arctic: (1) military developments, (2) energy resources and minerals,
(3) transportation, and (4) food security (Department of the Army, 2021, p. 15).

The regional security situation is complicated by the intervention of non-Arctic
states into the regional affairs. Some Western countries (particularly, the USA,
Canada, Denmark, and Norway) are seriously concerned by the so-called Chinese
expansion in the High North. For example, they are wary of the Chinese Polar Silk
Road doctrine and Beijing’s attempts to invest in strategically important sectors of
the Russian, Greenlandic, Icelandic, and other northern countries’ economies.

They are particularly concerned about the Sino-Russian rapprochement in the
Arctic. Western countries are afraid that Sino-Russian cooperation will not be limited
only to the economy and will spill over to the military sphere. Recent US strategic
documents explicitly state that Russia and China pose a threat to US national
interests in the Arctic. For example, the 2021 US Army Arctic strategy notes:
“...America’s great power competitors — Russia and China — have developed Arctic
strategies with geopolitical goals contrary to US interests. Russia seeks to consoli-
date sovereign claims and control access to the region. China aims to gain access to
Arctic resources and sea routes to secure and bolster its military, economic, and
scientific rise” (Department of the Army, 2021, pp. 15-16).

The extreme (nationalistic) version of this approach (which is especially popular
in the geopolitical school) sees the Arctic above all as a crucial element in shaping
the Arctic countries’ “Northern identity” and elevating their international statuses in
the High North politics.

The first Canadian Arctic doctrine which was pathetically entitled “Canada’s
Northern Strategy: our North, our Heritage, our Future” stated: “The Government
of Canada is firmly asserting its presence in the North, ensuring we have the
capability and capacity to protect and patrol the land, sea and sky in our sovereign
Arctic territory. We are putting more boots on the Arctic tundra, more ships in the icy
water and a better eye-in-the-sky” (Minister of Public Works and Government
Services Canada, 2009).

Former Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper repeatedly noted that the first
rule of Arctic sovereignty is “use it or lose it” and his government “intends to use it,
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because Canada’s Arctic is central to our identity as a northern nation: It is part of our
history and it represents the tremendous potential of our future” (cited in Chase,
2014). To this end, Canada started annual summer military exercises entitled “Oper-
ation Nunalivut” in its northern territories, which are explicitly designed to project
Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic.

The Russian geopoliticians believe that Moscow’s assertive policies in the Far
North can help in reviving Russia’s great power status and are therefore focused on
geopolitical competition with the West, and in particular with the USA. For example,
in his book titled The Arctic Battle: Will the North be Russian? Artur Indzhiev has
announced the onset of a sort of the Third World War in which a weakened Russia
will have to prove its heroism in order to safeguard its rights in the Arctic against
aggressive Western powers (Indzhiev, 2010). Alexander Dugin, another geopolitical
pundit, suggests that nowadays the eternal competition between the sea and land
powers has been transformed from the geostrategic rivalry to the geoeconomic one
(geopolitics of natural resources) (Dugin, 1991, 1993, 2002).

Other authors put forward a more spiritual view of the role of the High North in
the construction of Russian identity and the pursuit of its traditional messianism. For
instance, in his The Mysteries of Eurasia, Dugin (1991) elaborates a cosmogony of
the world in order to make Siberia, the last “empire of paradise” after Thule, the
instrument of his geopolitical desire for a domination of the world, justified by
Russia’s “cosmic destiny.” This group of theorists claims that the North is not only
Russia’s strategic resource base (as stated by the Kremlin) but also its territory of the
spirit, of heroism, and of overcoming, a symbolic resource of central importance for
the future of the country (Laruelle, 2014, pp. 39—43).

In both cases, the Arctic is presented as Russia’s “last chance” and as a possible
way to take “revenge on history.” The Arctic is presented as rightful compensation
for the hegemony lost with the disappearance of the Soviet Union.

De-securitized (technocratic/instrumentalist) approach. The proponents of
this approach believe that most of the Arctic problems can be solved beyond the
security context, in a “normal way.” In case of a conflict, this school suggests using
negotiations to realize positions of the opposite party and find a compromise that
could satisfy both contending sides. To this group of analysts, the work on the
technical/instrumentalist level has a consolatory effect on the conflicting parties and
creates an interdependency mechanism that additionally contributes to the problem-
solving process (Finger & Heininen, 2019; Heininen, 2016; Kharlampieva &
Lagutina, 2011; Zagorsky, 2011).

The proponents of this approach (mainly from the neoliberal and globalist
schools) point out that the military significance of the North has dramatically
decreased in the post-Cold War period. The region is, in their view, unable to play
the role of the great powers’ military outpost. The neoliberals and globalists hope
that the Arctic will be further opened up for international cooperation to become a
“gate-way” region that could help Arctic countries (including Russia) to be better
integrated in the world economy and multilateral institutions. They believe that due
to its unique geoeconomic location, the Arctic has a chance to be a “pioneer”/pilot
region for an enhanced multidimensional international cooperation (Finger &
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Heininen, 2019; Heininen, 2016; Kharlampieva & Lagutina, 2011; Vasilyeva &
Chen’sin, 2011; Zagorsky, 2011).

It should be noted that there are not only differences between various IR schools,
but also some consensus between them exists. For instance, they tend to agree upon
the growing significance of the Arctic both for the regional players and the world at
large. They also agree that their countries have to have sound Arctic strategies,
which should clearly describe these states’ national interests and policy priorities in
the region, including both opportunities and limits for international cooperation. The
IR theorists would like to have flexible Arctic strategies that make a distinction
between countries’ long-, mid-, and short-term goals in the region and which are able
to quickly adapt to change.

To sum up, the world theoretical discourse on the Arctic cannot be reduced to the
neorealist and geopolitical paradigms albeit they are still dominant in the Arctic
countries’ foreign policy thinking. This discourse has gradually grown diverse and
creative. Now, in terms of expertise, the Arctic states’ political leadership faces
diversity rather than uniformity and has the option of choosing among different
views and options. And the Arctic countries’ choice for soft power instruments in
their foreign policies demonstrates that the neoliberal and globalist argumentation
has been heard by the decision-makers.

Global Drivers of Change in the Arctic

It became trivial to say that climate change is the main reason and a trigger for the
recent significant changes in the Arctic region. Indeed, climate change (first of all,
polar ice retreat) can exacerbate existing drivers of instability in the Arctic and may
lead to disputes over trade routes, maritime zones, and resources previously inac-
cessible. This competition may lead to security threats for particular countries of the
region and overall international instability. There are a number of areas where rather
significant security challenges can be met.

In fisheries, climate change might bring increased productivity in some fish
stocks and changes in spatial distributions of others. New areas may become
attractive for fishing with increased access due to reduced sea ice coverage. For
some of the Arctic high seas waters, there is not yet an international conservation and
management regime in place. This might lead to unregulated fisheries and, hence,
conflicts because of that.

For example, fisheries have become a bone of contention between the EU and
Iceland on the accession negotiations because Reykjavik feels uneasy to provide EU
member states with an access to its exclusive economic zone. Besides, Brussels
insists on stopping whale hunting in which Iceland is involved (along with Norway
and Japan).

The Russian-Norwegian bilateral tensions are one more example of fishery-
driven conflict. Particularly, the Russian fishery lobby is discontent with the
Russian-Norwegian treaty on maritime zones delimitation of 2010 because it
believes that Norway got the maritime zones which are richer in fish than the
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Russian ones. For the same reason (the Norwegian “part” of the Barents Sea is
getting richer in fish because of the climate change), Oslo insists on the revision of
the Paris Treaty on Svalbard of 1920, which establishes an international regime for
economic activities on the archipelago while Russia and other treaty signatories are
against it. In reality, there are repeated conflicts between Russian trawlers fishing
around the Svalbard and the Norwegian coastal guard that tries to arrest them.

In the sphere of hydrocarbons extraction, retreating ice opens up new commer-
cial opportunities for gas and petroleum activities. This may increase competition
between the five coastal states for control over continental shelf and maritime zones
as well as invite another conflict — between the Arctic-5 (Canada, Denmark, Norway,
Russia, and the USA) and noncoastal states (such as Finland, Sweden, UK, China,
Japan, South Korea, India, etc.) who would like to participate in exploitation of the
Arctic natural resources. The role of international legal regimes (especially UN
Convention on the Law of Sea) and bodies (UN Commission on the Limits of the
Continental Shelf, CLCS) are particularly important in this regard.

For example, the Lomonosov ridge which is allegedly rich in oil and gas has
become an apple of discord between the three coastal states — Canada, Denmark, and
Russia. Each country claims that this ridge is a part of their continental shelf. These
countries worked hard to prepare their submissions to the UN CLCS to justify their
claims on this part of the Arctic. A series of expeditions have been organized to get
scientific evidence that the Lomonosov ridge (and the Mendeleev one) is a continu-
ation of either of the Siberian or North American (Canadian or Greenlandic) conti-
nental platforms. Denmark, Russia, and Canada filed their submissions to the UN
CLCS in 2014, 2015, and 2019, respectively. The CLCS’ decision remains to be seen.

In transportation domain, retreating ice opens up new opportunities for shipping
as well with a more intensive use of the Northern Sea Route and North-West
Passage. This may increase competition between coastal and noncoastal states for
the control over these passages and, at the same time, emphasize the need for new
legal regimes and transport and search and rescue (SAR) infrastructures. China,
Japan, and South Korea (the nations that are most interested in exploitation of these
sea routes) insist that the NSR and NWP are the humankind’s assets or global
commons and should be available for everyone and, hence, internationalized. The
USA also believes that the freedom of navigation is the basic principle of the
international law order. On the contrary, Russia and Canada believe that they have
priority in these areas because of their geographic proximity and historical reasons.
Both Moscow and Ottava plan to develop these routes and provide them with more
advanced infrastructures and increased safety.

Climate change could expand opportunities for the development of the tourism
and recreation industry. On the other hand, it is important that both individual
countries and international organizations should continue to support sustainable
Arctic tourism, welcoming the efforts made to minimize its environmental footprint.
Protection of the environment and benefits to local coastal communities should be
primary considerations. The safety of tourist shipping is one more area of concern.
To cope with this challenge, the AC started to work on a legally binding document to
regulate tourist shipping in the region.
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Climate change leads towards significant change in population flows. It caused
increased migration of both indigenous population (because of the radical
restructuring of its economy and way of life) and work force (which is occupied in
the gas/petroleum and mining industries, transport and military sectors). The migra-
tion flows are especially intense in the Russian sector of the Arctic because the
growing economic activities in this region attract labor migrants not only from other
parts of Russia but also from various post-Soviet republics. These developments
dictate the need for large-scale socioeconomic programs to adapt both the local
population and newcomers (migrants) to such radical changes.

Climate change entails not only socio-economic but also military challenges to
the Arctic region, thus might hypothetically lead towards the remilitarization of the
region. The increasing competition for trade routes, maritime zones, and natural
resources has already led and continues to lead to a military buildup of particular
coastal states and intensification of NATO military activities in the region. In contrast
with the Cold war era, the current military efforts aim at protection of economic
interests of the Arctic states and assertion of their national sovereignty over the
maritime zones and trade routes rather than global confrontation between two
superpowers or military blocs.

To give some examples of military buildups in the region, for instance, Canada
created a 5000-strong ranger unit in its North and builds new ice-class patrol frigates.
Ottawa also plans to renovate its Air Force fleet with fifth-generation fighters. The
USA and Canada are modernizing the NORAD system. Besides, the USA is
strengthening its Alaska Command and deploying the Ballistic Missile Defense
systems in the Arctic region (in Alaska and sea-based in the Greenlandic and
Norwegian seas). The USA also plans to modernize its strategic submarine fleet.

Norway is engaged in a quite impressive program to modernize its Coast Guard
(including five new frigates’ acquisition). According to the so-called Stoltenberg
Report of 2009, the five Nordic nations (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and
Sweden) decided to create joint military units as well as air monitoring system and
SAR infrastructures, which are specially designed for the Arctic. They also plan to
create a space group of three satellites to enhance the above structures’ capabilities in
communications and navigation.

Russia has resumed its strategic aviation flights over the North Atlantic and
Arctic, developed its Northern Fleet (including its nuclear component), and created
a special Arctic brigade to increase its military capabilities on the Kola Peninsula.

These developments affect the international security regime in the region in a
negative way and increase mistrust between the regional players.

In Lieu of Conclusion: What Should Be Done?

Since neorealists and geopoliticians do not favor a cooperative agenda in the Arctic,
most of the suggestions on how to improve the situation in the region come from the
neoliberal and globalist schools.
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First of all, these schools believe that it is very important to guarantee that the
Arctic players should interact with each other on the basis of the following political
and legal principles:

» Preserving peace, predictability, and stability in the Arctic region

* Ensuring sustainable management and development of natural resources

* International cooperation to meet common challenges in the Arctic

* Developing national and international legal mechanisms to promote Arctic
governance

They think that a priority should be given to the issues that unite rather than
disunite regional actors-climate action (including climate change mitigation, adap-
tation, or geoengineering), trade, cross-border cooperation, transport infrastructure,
maritime safety, Arctic shipping (including the Polar Code implementation), envi-
ronment, health care, Arctic research, indigenous people, people-to-people contacts,
and so on. In this respect, they view the Northern Dimension partnerships as well as
AC, BEAC, and Nordic institutions’ programs as a helpful framework for such
cooperation.

It should be noted that all the AC member-states acknowledge the importance of
issues related to climate change, discuss them, and prioritize them in their Arctic
strategies. The Arctic states fully understand that the main responsibility for solving
climate change-related problems lies with them rather than with international
institutions.

As far as the multilateral level is concerned, the Arctic states were the key
cosponsors of the 2015 Paris UN agreement on global climate change. They support
both the UN specialized agencies and regional institutions, such as the AC and
BEAC, in their efforts to build an efficient climate change mitigation and adaptation
strategies.

However, it is clear that there is still a long way to go to create an efficient
multilateral governance system to both adapt the region to the ongoing climate
change and prevent climate change-related conflicts between various international
actors in the Arctic. Various international actors, which differ by their background,
status, and size and range from powerful states to small NGOs, should first harmo-
nize their approaches to the problem of climate change in order to develop common
legal regime and institutional mechanisms that could be capable to successfully cope
with this fundamental challenge.

Many experts believe that a special arms control regime for the Arctic should be
negotiated and it should cover not only land-based forces and weapon systems but
also the Arctic seas.

The proposals to develop a system of confidence- and security-building measures
in the region are made by the international expert community as well. The regional
CSBMs could be based first and foremost on the 1994 OSCE Vienna Document,
which proved to be efficient in Europe. In addition, the following measures could be
suggested:
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* Given the specifics of the region, CSMBs should cover not only land but also
naval military activities.

* Along with spatial limitations, temporal limitations on Russian, NATO, and EU
military activities in the region could also be established.

» Military-to-military contacts, joint exercises, exchanges, and visits should be
further encouraged.

* The countries of the region should intensify exchange information on their
military doctrines, defense budgets, as well as on major arms export/import
programs.

* Not only regional but also bilateral CSBMs should be further encouraged.

* An idea of establishing a limited nuclear weapon-free zone in the Arctic (say, in
Central Arctic) can be discussed. For example, Russia and USA could consider
Canada’s initiative to ban nuclear weapons in the region. Russia has responded
positively to this initiative (Moscow raised a similar idea under Mikhail Gorba-
chev), but it has questions about the geographical scope of such a zone. Russia
supports making the Arctic a nuclear weapon-free zone, provided this would not
affect the Kola Peninsula which is a home to two-thirds of the Russian strategic
nuclear submarines.

Moscow also considers the field of civil protection as a promising venue for the
Arctic regional cooperation. For example, according to the EU-Russia 2005
roadmap to the Common Space on External Security, one of the strategic objectives
of Brussels—Moscow cooperation is to strengthen EU-Russia dialogue on promoting
common ability to respond to disasters and emergencies, specifically including crisis
management situations. The positive experience accumulated in this area could be
replicated to the Arctic regional cooperation. The Arctic already has a positive SAR
experience under the BEAC and AC auspices (two agreements on SAR and pre-
paredness for fighting oil spills were signed in 2011 and 2013, respectively). The
priority areas for civil protection cooperation could be as follows:

» Strengthening coordination of the Arctic states’ agencies responsible for civil
protection. This requires hard work on implementing the existing arrangements
between the Operations Centre of Russia’s EMERCOM (Ministry for Emergency
Situations) and its foreign counterparts. More specifically this means exchanging
contact details for keeping in touch on a 24-h basis; exchanging templates for
early warnings and requests/offers for assistance; exchanging information during
an emergency, where appropriate; conducting communications exercises on an
agreed basis; and enabling operation staff to spend some time in the operational
center of the other partner’s service in order to gain practical experience.

» Exchanging information on lessons learnt from terrorist attacks.

+ Inviting experts, on a case-by-case basis, to specific technical workshops and
symposia on civil protection issues.

» Inviting observers, on a case-by-case basis, to specific exercises organized by the
partner countries.
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» Facilitating mutual assistance in search and rescue operations for submarines,
ships, and aircraft in emergency situations.

» Cooperation between the coast guards in the framework of the Arctic Coast Guard
Forum.

With the beginning of a new round of the Ukrainian crisis in 2022, doubts arose
about the possibility of implementing these proposals in the field of CSBMs and civil
protection in the foreseeable future. However, after the normalization of the situation
around Ukraine, the Arctic players will somehow have to return to a cooperative
agenda in the region.
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Abstract

The Arctic is a significant part (about a sixth) of the Earth. It is located between
the North Pole and the extreme northern parts of three continents — Europe, Asia,
and North America — and includes almost the entire Arctic Ocean (the smallest on
Earth, accounting for only 4% of the World Ocean area) with its islands (except
for the coastal Norwegian islands) and many adjacent areas of the Atlantic and
Pacific Oceans. Taking into account the spatial criterion, the Arctic includes three
interrelated parts: continental, coastal, and oceanic. All these parts are rich in
mineral resources and, simultaneously, imply regional and global struggle. Thus,
the chapter critically positions this region in the existing realm of International
Relations.

Introduction

The exact area of the world Arctic has not been calculated yet due to its irregular
shape (lack of clear rounded outlines) and is estimated differently. The following
three different techniques are most often used: (1) along the southern border of the
tundra (when using this technique, the area of the Arctic is close to 27 million
kilometers squared, which is approximately 5.3% of the total surface of the Earth),
(2) taking into account the isotherm +10° of the warmest month (in this case, the
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Arctic area is approximately 25 million kilometers squared or 4.9% of the total
Earth’s surface), and (3) the Arctic ends in the south at the Arctic Circle (in this case,
the Arctic area is approximately 21 million kilometers squared or more than 4.1% of
the total Earth’s surface). By the way, in accordance with the international legal
doctrine, the Arctic is recognized as a part of the Earth, the center of which is located
at the Northern Geographical Pole and the marginal border — the Arctic Circle
(66°33' north latitude).

The total land area of the world Arctic, on which, according to some data, people
have been living for about 40 thousand years, exceeds 13 million km?. Today, 5.4
million people live there (Smirnov, 2020). In comparison with the Arctic countries,
the population of the world Arctic is more mobile, has a higher degree of urbaniza-
tion, and is represented mainly by young men.

The processes of exploring the Arctic (determining its borders, the borders of
continents, establishing all the islands, and measuring the depths of its water
resources, etc.) have just begun.

Despite the fact that the Arctic is still one of the most unexplored territories of the
world, the latest research already indicates that it is one of the richest regions in the
world. Besides significant forestry, fishing, fur, water resources, its minerals have
been formed throughout Earth’s history, keep about 22% of the world’s hydrocarbon
resources, including 13% of oil reserves and 30% of gas as well as coal, iron ore,
nonferrous, precious, rare-earth metals, diamonds, phosphates, etc. For example, the
share of global palladium production in the Arctic regions was 40%, diamonds —
21.1%, platinum — 14%, nickel — 10%, cobalt — 6.6%, zinc — 4.5%, titanium — 4.4%,
silver — 3.4%, gold — 2.7%, and copper — 1.8% in 2017 (Volkov, 2019). Significant
reserves of pure freshwater are stored here in solid form and in several million lakes.

All this is supposed to be located approximately equally in different regions of the
Arctic, but it requires exorbitant costs and efforts for its extraction and processing.

Arctic in the Existing Realm of IR

International relations that are formed to solve various problems related to the Arctic
and its economy include all components of social relations, first of all, economic,
political, military-political, legal, social, class, national, ethnic, ethical, religious,
national, and other aspects of human relations (Torkunov, 2019).

The most noticeable objects that cause and complicate relations between different
global subjects when it comes to the Arctic are its natural resources, including land
plots (islands), water, underwater spaces, any other riches of the regions of the Far
North of the planet Earth and the Arctic Ocean.

The subjects of international relations regarding the Arctic and its riches are both
individual countries of the world economy and groups of states, as well as individ-
uals, the largest mono-national and multinational corporations with interests in this
region.

As for the states, the main subjects here should include Russia, Norway, Denmark
(which possesses Greenland and the Faroe Islands), Canada, and the United States,
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which have a great advantage in the development of the Arctic, since their territories
overlook the coast of the Arctic Ocean. They are followed by Iceland, Sweden, and
Finland, which do not have direct access to the Arctic Ocean, but are in close
proximity to the Arctic circle or have territories within it. The subjects of these
relations are also any other (non-Arctic) states with interests in the Arctic region,
among which socialist China, Japan, South Korea, individual NATO countries, the
EU (especially the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy), etc., have recently been
particularly active. The main interstate (intergovernmental) entities that enter into
international relations to solve the problem of the Arctic region were formed in 1996.
They include Arctic Council (Arctic Council, 1995), NATO, the EU, the UN, etc.

The Arctic Council (AC) includes the following subjects of Arctic relations: 8 of
the above-mentioned Arctic states, 6 organizations representing the indigenous
peoples of the Arctic, 38 observers, including international organizations, non-
governmental organizations, 13 non-Arctic states (Great Britain, Germany, China,
etc.), as well as observers with limited rights (EU and Turkey).

Many nongovernmental organizations are special actors — participants in inter-
national relations when it comes to the Arctic region. We can name 11 of them that
are members of the AC: the Advisory Committee for the Protection of the Seas, the
Arctic Institute of North America, the Association of Reindeer Herders of the World,
the Union for the Conservation of the Circumpolar Region, the International Arctic
Scientific Committee, the International Arctic Association of Social Sciences, the
International Union of Health in the Circumpolar Region, the International Working
Group on Indigenous Peoples, the Northern Forum, the University of the Arctic, and
the World Wide Fund for Nature. The main activities of these organizations include
lobbying for their joint interests, promoting all types and results of their activities in
the Arctic region, collecting and exchanging various information, and providing
other services to any entities related to this region and the world economy as a whole.

International Arctic relations can manifest themselves in the form of cooperation
between the relevant actors as well as the rivalry between them, up to prewar
conflicts. Cooperation was most noticeable in the first periods of Arctic exploration,
especially during search and rescue operations. Today, the statements about cooper-
ation in the development of the Arctic can be found in almost all official interstate
documents, but rivalry still prevails.

At the same time, an example of such cooperation can be recognized as the
cooperation of the United States with Norway or Canada during military exercises
near the Russian border in the Arctic. An example of rivalry is the refusal of the
members of the Arctic Council from the proposal of the NATO leadership to take
over the provision of search and rescue in the Arctic (NATO, 2009), which, as the
Council members rightly believed, would undermine other regional institutions in
the Far North.

Besides, almost all forms of relations are antagonistic in nature due to the
predominance of the capitalist (albeit mixed) system of social management in the
modern world. Perhaps, the maximum surge of antagonistic international relations
over the Arctic began during the Second World War (1914—1918), that is, when the
world already divided between the capitalist powers was redistributed, when there
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was no more free land left, they had to divide and colonize the lands of the Arctic. It
was during this period that the general relative indifference to the issues of political
rights to the polar spaces began to be replaced by fierce disputes and struggles. The
confrontation between the UK and the United States sharply intensified in connec-
tion with the intentions of the United States to declare the North Pole to them (1924).
The UK and the United States tried to seize the islands of the Siberian part of the
Arctic Ocean (1923-1924); there were conflicts between the United States and
Canada and between Canada and Denmark over the rights to land and islands in
the adjacent polar waters. There was also a conflict between Denmark, which
occupied the east coast of Greenland, and Norway over the rights to no-man’s
Greenland, symptomatic rumors appeared about the fact that US President
G. Truman offered Denmark to sell Greenland to the United States for $100 million.
In response to this, England undertook a number of maneuvers aimed at separating
Iceland from Denmark. In other words, the “Danish inheritance” was the object of a
struggle between the largest imperialist powers — England and the United States
(Pryanishnikov, 2021).

Perhaps the main problem that complicated international relations is the ambig-
uous assignment of a significant part of the Arctic territories to its official owners.
For example, in accordance with international law, the width of the exclusive
economic zone should not exceed 200 nautical miles (370.4 km) measured from
the baselines, and if a State proves that a certain part of the seafloor is a continuation
of'its continental platform, it can claim to expand its exclusive economic zone. This
gives the largest capitalist states the right to dictate their conditions of behavior in the
Arctic to other countries, including the Arctic ones.

Despite the fact that the United States, as a migrant colony, appeared in the world
economic system less than 300 years ago and, of course, did not play a significant
role in discoveries and research in the Arctic, in modern conditions it has become,
perhaps, the only state aimed at taking on a decisive role in the system of interna-
tional Arctic relations, as well as in the global economic system.

It is important to recall that the United States turned into an Arctic state only in
1867, thanks to the sale of this country by the Government of the Russian Empire for
$7.2 million. Alaska, whose area exceeds 1.7 million kilometers squared, which is
10% of the total area of the territory of modern Russia and about 18% of the total
area of the territory of the modern United States. Meanwhile, according to its former
governor (2009-2014), Sean Parnell, “Alaska is a kind of storehouse of natural
resources, where traditional and renewable energy sources are represented in stag-
gering volumes, which can significantly reduce the volume of oil and gas imports
from abroad. Gold, zinc, coal, natural gas and oil-together these minerals are of vital
importance for the energy security of the United States” (Strategic Importance of the
Arctic, 2009). But if we take the Arctic zone, that is, north of the Arctic Circle, not all
of Alaska is located there, as is commonly believed, but only 27% of it (Terebov,
2019) and, consequently, the share of the US Arctic Zone from the total area of the
Arctic land does not exceed 4%.

The Arctic is not of such strategic importance for the United States as, for
example, for Russia or Canada, which have Arctic zones many times larger, so the
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US leaders considered the Arctic mainly as one of the possible theatres of military
operations during the Cold War and, unlike other countries, did not show much
priority interest in the Arctic for a long time. They were passionate about creating a
“new American people,” which required a significant expansion of the state’s
territory by seizing foreign lands, pushing back, expelling and destroying the
indigenous peoples of North America. This interest was also restrained by the
economic crises of overproduction, especially the Great Depression, the First and,
especially, the Second World War, thanks to which the United States dramatically
increased its wealth, as never before in its history, the forced competition of the
United States with the USSR and the socialist system as a whole, which required
paying more attention to socio-economic, scientific, and technological development.
The US interest began to fade completely to the Arctic region after the collapse of the
USSR and most of the socialist system when the new Russia practically gave up
competing for the Arctic. At that time, they were very busy introducing their
democracy in the former Yugoslavia, Iraq, Libya, Syria, Afghanistan, Georgia,
Ukraine, and other postsocialist countries.

However, the United States began to increase its attention to the Arctic and
international relations defining the use of its advantages and riches in the 2000s.
First, each of the presidents (J. Bush, B. Obama, D. Trump) one after another
proposed their “directives” concerning the Arctic and national security, and since
2013, different versions of strategies for the Arctic region have been published in the
United States. The US Army, Navy and Marine Corps, Coast Guard, and other
military units published their strategies.

On January 19, 2021, an updated version of the 2019 strategy appeared under the
title “Regaining Arctic dominance, 2021.” It was signed by the Chief of Staff of the
US Army, General Jameson K. McConville, and Secretary of the Army Ryan
D. McCarthy. This document, as all previous ones, set the same goals and objectives:
strengthening its global dominance in the Arctic region (domination); strengthening
the US military contingent in Alaska; modernization and accumulation of the
icebreaking fleet, unmanned aircraft, ground and underwater systems, space sys-
tems, sensors and other systems to achieve and maintain awareness in the maritime
field, build relations with Russia and China as opponents of the United States,
promote US interests in the Arctic Council, and seek free action — free movement
of aircraft, floating vehicles, as well as commercial and scientific expeditions in all
regions of the Arctic; and accession to the 1982 Law of the Sea Convention.

By the way, the United States constantly declares its accession to this Convention
but does not join it, since, according to some analysts, “the United States occupies
the most convenient position, without binding itself to any obligations arising from
it, but enjoys the advantages provided by it. Such positioning is potentially
destabilizing, in particular, leaving the United States the opportunity to openly
ignore any decisions of the bodies established in accordance with the Convention”
(Terebov, 2019). This gives them the opportunity to expand the Arctic shelf as much
as possible relying on national legislation. According to other scientists, the United
States is likely to join this Convention, but only after it is fully confident in its
dominance both in the oceans and in the world as a whole.
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The US directives, strategies, and other official documents constantly emphasize
the desire of their hosts to participate in international relations regarding the Arctic
within the framework of international law and to improve the international cooper-
ation and international institutions on cooperation between the Arctic and non-Arctic
states. However, practice shows that US relations with all countries regarding the
Arctic are implemented exclusively on the principle of “USA first,” most often as
dictatorial and antagonistic.

Suffice it to say about their problems with Canada, which, by the way, is the
closest state not only in terms of territory but also in terms of spirit: Since 1958, the
United States and Canada have had an agreement on the creation of a joint North
American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) and Canada is a member of
NATO, the “Big Seven,” the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA)
between the United States, Canada, and Mexico. Canada dutifully participates in
joint military exercises with the United States in the Arctic on its own territory.
Canada always supports the United States and follows it. According to the US
President, J. Biden, “the United States has no closer friend than Canada” (Biden,
2021). At the same time, the relations between Canada and the United States cannot
be called rational and mutually beneficial.

For example, these countries have been continuing difficult disputes over
the shortest natural route of the Northwest Passage (NWP) which passes through
the Canadian Arctic Archipelago and includes a number of water routes connecting
the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans for more than 50 years. At the same time, Canada
recognizes its territories of the Arctic from its coastal border to the North Pole as this
is an objectively established, accomplished, and recognized by the Arctic states
historical fact. This is what gives it the right to resolve possible territorial Arctic
disputes with neighboring countries through bilateral regional agreements without
the participation of non-Arctic states and international organizations. Due to the fact
that all the routes of the NWP pass through the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, the
Canadian administration, but especially its public, considers it the “Canadian North-
west Passage,” and therefore, there can be no disputes on this issue.

The fact that NWP was officially transferred to Canada in 1880 is another
important argument for this. The UK has the right to the Canadian Arctic Archipel-
ago, where British expeditions made many discoveries for more than three centuries.
For example, they proved the presence of the NWF (Robert McClure, 1853) and
conducted research within it. Besides, Inuit people have been living and farming in
the Arctic region of Canada for many millennia. They are one of the three groups of
indigenous peoples recognized by the Canadian Constitution. This is also recognized
as an important argument in Canada’s recognition of its NWF (Byers, 2011), as well
as its entire territory in the Arctic.

Canada does not prevent the movement of floating funds belonging to other
countries through the NWF but is subject to obtaining a special permit from the
Canadian authorities for this, and being within the framework of the NWF, they are
in the Canadian jurisdiction.

However, according to the US authorities, the NWF meets the legal criteria of an
international strait, since it connects two parts of the open sea (the Arctic and
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Atlantic Oceans) and is intended for international navigation. In this regard, the
waterway is considered a Canadian territory, but any foreign vessels have the right of
free passage through it (Byers, 2011). The United States does not only aggressively
hold its ground in this dispute, but also, in fact, provokes it by conducting its
submerged and underwater vessels through the NWF without any permission.

The Prime Minister of Canada J. Trudeau and the US President J. Biden held their
first meeting on February 23, 2021, where they agreed not to resolve disputes
between themselves, but to launch an expanded dialogue on the Arctic, on the
modernization of NORAD/NORAD, on a joint struggle for democratic values
around the world and confrontation with hostile powers (Biden, 2021). It is easy
to assume that the desire to jointly implement these tasks should strengthen the long-
established relations between the US and Canadian masters aimed at confrontation
with hostile powers, increasing militarization in the Arctic region, and weakening or
even Canada’s giving up its positions in disputes over the NWF. Under these
conditions, US-Canadian relations are becoming an instrument of the United States
to increase its presence in the Arctic region. J. Trudeau is probably right when he
claims that “(the world) has been very lacking the US leadership” (Biden, 2021).

The United States has been developing special relations with Denmark over its
administrative unit located in the Arctic. Greenland is the largest island in the world
with an area of 2,131,000 kilometers squared (for comparison, the area of Denmark
is 42,394 kilometers squared). The island strongly attracts the owners of the United
States not only by its location that can be used for military-strategic purposes (the
largest US military facilities have been located in Greenland in the Thule Air Base
since the 1950s), but also for its rich reserves of freshwater, oil, uranium, and rare
earth metals. Therefore, in 1946, following president T. Jefferson, who bought
Louisiana from France for $15 million, A. Johnson, who bought Alaska, President
Truman offered Denmark $100 million for Greenland. President D. Trump must
have been guided by the same thoughts, so he tried to purchase Greenland in 2018.
And when the deal failed this time, and the aspirations to implement it were called
“absurd” by potential sellers, the US pressure on the Danes took a new form: It
turned out that Denmark had been paying only half of NATO membership fees
since 1949.

Russia’s international policy regarding the Arctic and its riches is extremely
important for the socio-economic, military-strategic, humanitarian, and other areas
of the country’s development, and, according to Vladimir Putin, not for decades, but
for centuries to come (Transcript, 2021). Economic history shows for certain that
these relations began to take shape since 1648 when Russian navigators led by
F. Popov and S. Dezhnev laid the first route along the entire coast of the Chukchi
Peninsula and went to the Pacific Ocean on a sailing and rowing vessel.

It should be particularly noted that throughout history, the international relations
of'tsarist Russia, the Soviet Union, and now the new Russia with other Arctic, as well
as with non-Arctic, countries have developed in different and ambiguous ways. In
our opinion, in pre-Soviet times, they manifested themselves in the form of classical
relations peculiar to the capitalist form of management and, accordingly, to capitalist
countries, where the main goal is to extract profit at any cost, by any means, no
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matter what; in the Soviet (1917-1990) years, especially since the 1950s, when the
world system became bipolar (with the dominance of the socialist countries led by
the USSR and the capitalist world led by the USA), they were largely competitive,
which became an important factor in activating global economic growth and devel-
opment; in 1990, with the collapse of the USSR and the main part of the socialist
countries, when the world at once became unipolar (under the auspices of the United
States), and the leadership of the new Russia for unknown reasons began to play
“giveaway,” with Western states, Russia’s international relations became largely
flawed; since the 2000s, when the new leadership of Russia began to resist the
excessive interference of individual states in the internal affairs of other countries,
especially the CIS countries, international relations returned to the classic capitalist
channel, but began to be predominantly more aggressive.

It should be particularly noted that when dealing with the Arctic, international
relations were formed mainly between economic entities and private individuals for
quite a long time. The passivity of the Russian state in the Arctic region is indicated by
the statement of the Swedish-Norwegian Kingdom in 1871 that it was intended to
annex Svalbard. Russian international policy regarding the Arctic began to manifest
itself more and more noticeably only during the Soviet era. In 2019, the USSR
unilaterally demarcated the borders of the Soviet part of the Arctic within the following
framework: from the Norwegian Svalbard in the west to the Bering Sea in the east and
from the North Pole to the southern coast of the Barents and Kara Seas, the Laptev Sea,
the East Siberian and Chukchi Seas in order to ensure and strengthen its presence in the
world Arctic and protect national interests. In the early 1920s, the government of Soviet
Russia organized northern expeditions at the expense of the state, large-scale research
and transport and fishing development of the Arctic regions began, and work was
intensified to create objects of strategic importance: the Northern Navy, its coastal
infrastructure, and large-scale and systematic development of the Northern Sea Route,
which then transported up to 7 million tons of cargo per year and turned out to be the
safest route for cargo transportation during the Great Patriotic War.

In the 1920s and 1930s, such port cities as Murmansk, Norilsk, Naryan-Mar,
Igarka, Dixon, Tiksi, Ust-Port, New Port on the Ob, Port of Providence Bay;, etc., were
created and began active work on cargo transportation as part of the Northern Sea
Route. Today, 135 out of 415 settlements on the territory of the World Arctic with a
population of more than a thousand people are Russian (Fauser & Smirnov, 2018).
And the largest city in the Arctic by population (352.1 thousand people) is the
Russian Arkhangelsk. And this is even though since the 1990s, when the revolution-
ary transformations took place in the country, the number of people in this Russian
region has sharply decreased. For example, if we take the Chukotka Autonomous
Okrug, an array the size of three Great Britains, according to official data, the
population decreased from 180,000 people in 1990 to 48,500 people in 2021.

In 1935-1936, successful high-latitude voyages were carried out on the ice-
breakers “Sadko,” “Sedov,” “Malygin,” and “Krasin.”

In the 1970s, the implementation of a large-scale state project for the development
of rich natural resources in sparsely populated regions of the North, Siberia, and the
Far East began. It involved the construction of the Trans-Siberian and Baikal-Amur
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highways to connect the center of Russia with these regions as well as the construc-
tion of more than a dozen large territorial-industrial complexes, including industrial
enterprises, research centers, power plants, social infrastructure. Some things have
already been created, but due to the lack of interest in this project and the Arctic
region as a whole among the new managers of the new Russia, the implementation of
this project was interrupted; only the ghost towns and other ghost objects in the
Minusinsk basin of Siberia are evidence of this.

There have been many stages in Russia’s relations with the United States, as well
as with other Arctic states, when discussing the Arctic. The most notable of them, in
our opinion, were associated with the following historical events:

1. Russia sold Alaska to the USA in 1867.

2. A special diplomatic note (Note, 1916) sent by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
the Russian Empire on September 20, 1916, to foreign states, including the
United States, which listed the vast lands and islands included in the territorial
composition of Russia, located near the European coast of the country, as well as
along the northern coast of Siberia, which were discovered by the Russian
B.A. Velkitsky in 1913-1915.

3. The memorandum of the Government of the USSR to the Government of the
United States, which stated that in accordance with the Agreement concluded
between Russia and the United States regarding the cession of Russia’s posses-
sions in North America dated March 30, 1867, all the named islands and lands are
located in the waters that wash the Northern coast of Siberia, and are located to
the west of the line defining the border, to the west of which the United States
pledged not to make any demands (Memorandum, 1924) (by the way, neither the
diplomatic note nor the Memorandum was disputed by the world community).

4. The Arctic Council created in 1996.

5. The Russian flag was planted at the bottom of the Arctic Ocean near the North
Pole in 2007 during the expedition “Arctic-2007” under the leadership of
A.N. Chilingarov.

The last event was perhaps the most noticeable one for the USA and their wards in
NATO, which increased the tension in international relations over traditional prob-
lems and paved the way for new disputes and conflict situations related not only to
the Arctic. Responding to this event, Cohen Ariel, the head of the Center for Energy,
Natural Resources and Geopolitics of the Institute for Global Security Analysis of
the United States, qualified Russia’s actions as an “attempt at territorial seizure” and
called on the US government to “react decisively” (Cohen, 2010). After that, the US
State Department said that the flag hoisted by Russian polar researchers did not add
any legal weight to Russia’s application for the territory of the sea shelf.

We are talking about one of the main disputes that unfolded primarily between
Russia, Denmark, and Canada (with the active participation of the United States)
around the Lomonosov underwater ridge, discovered by Soviet high-latitude expe-
ditions in 1948, with a length of 1.8 thousand km and an average width of 200 km.
The ridge runs in the Arctic Ocean from Russia to Canada and is a continuation of
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the Russian continental shelf. Russia has submitted a repeated application to the UN
Commission on the Limits of the Shelf, including a deeper scientific justification that
the Lomonosov Ridge is a continuation of its continental shelf in terms of its
geological structure. Similar applications that have been submitted by Denmark,
Canada, and other countries can also do the same. The Commission’s recognition of
the Russian materials as justified will allow Russia to get the right to expand its
exclusive economic zone by 1.2 million km?.

Another unresolved problem for Russia in the Arctic is, perhaps, the tensions with
the United States and some other Arctic countries about the Northern Sea Route
(NSR, North-Eastern Passage, Sevmorput) — one of the most important and prom-
ising objects in the Arctic for Russia and for the world economy as a whole.

The NSR runs along the northern coasts of Russia along the seas (Barents, Kara,
Laptev, East Siberian, and Chukchi) of the Arctic Ocean and part (Bering Sea) of the
Pacific Ocean. It forms a single transport system of Russia, connecting more than
50 of its European and Far Eastern ports, as well as the mouths of many navigable
Siberian rivers, which today are the only means of communication between the NSR
and the Trans-Siberian Railway. Currently, the entire NSR is conditionally divided
into two sectors — the western one, located between Murmansk and the port
of Dudinka (Dubinsky seaport on the Yenisei is the northernmost international
port of Russia and the largest in Siberia), and the eastern one, located between the
port of Dudinka and Chukotka. The total length of the NSR, taking into account its
modern official borders, from the Kara Gate Strait (connecting the Barents and Kara
Seas) to Providence Bay (Chukchi Peninsula), is 5600 km.

Despite the fact that in modern conditions, the navigation period of the ice-bound
NSR without the use of icebreakers does not exceed four months, we can safely talk
about its significant economic and strategic advantages compared to the one widely
used Suez Canal, which today provides about 7% of the world’s sea cargo turnover.
For example, the length of the route from St. Petersburg to Vladivostok via the NSR
is shorter by more than 60%, while the one between European and Chinese,
Japanese, and South Korean ports is shorter by about 30—40%. Hence, the cargo is
moved faster, the cost is reduced, and the time, effort, and money are saved. Besides,
when moving through the NSR, there are no risks associated with piracy, which are
characteristic of transit through the Suez Canal. It is also important that the NSR is
the only transport highway that provides access to the natural resources of the North,
Siberia, and the Far East, whose reserves, according to experts’ estimates, will
become almost the main raw material base of the planet in the twenty-first century.

Cargo transportation on the NSR, which began in 1935 (moving two timber
carriers from Leningrad to Vladivostok have been increasing sharply in recent
years: in 1986 they amounted to 6.4 million tons, in 2019 it was 30.5 million tons,
and in 2035 it is planned to transfer 90 million tons (Presidential Decree, 2020).

Meanwhile, the United States, more precisely, the US Armed Forces, referring to
some provisions of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea taken out of context,
believe that the NSR is an international transport corridor, within which not national,
but international legislation should operate (we recall that in accordance with the US
Constitution, their priority belongs not to the international, but to the domestic law).
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Therefore, in their opinion, any surface, underwater and lethal, including military,
means should move freely along the NSR. In other words, they, in fact, recognize the
NSR as a “no-man’s territory” and are strenuously striving to consolidate this status
in international law.

However, the established historical practice shows that the NSR is located in the
areas that fall under the Russian sovereignty or jurisdiction, since it does not have a
single and fixed route and in cases of increased ice conditions moves for significant
distances in the latitudinal direction. In 1999, the Code of Merchant Shipping of the
Russian Federation (Article 5.1) (Code, 1999) gave the following definition of the
water area of the NSR of Russia: This is “the water space adjacent to the northern coast
of the Russian Federation and covering the internal sea waters, the territorial sea, the
adjacent and exclusive economic zone of the Russian Federation and bounded on the
east by the maritime boundary line with the United States, on the west by the meridian
of Cape Desire, the eastern coastline of the Novaya Zemlya archipelago and the western
borders of the Matochkin Shar, Kara Gate, Yugorsky Shar Straits.”

Besides, the Russian legislation defines the NSR as “a historically established
national transport communication line of the Russian Federation,” navigation in the
waters of which is carried out in accordance with generally recognized norms of
international law, international treaties of Russia, and the provisions of its national
legislation (Federal Law, 2012). This law must apply to both commercial and military
vessels of foreign countries. This norm, on the one hand, is based on historical legal
grounds, since Russia has always considered the Straits of Vilkitsky, Shokalsky, Dmitry
Laptev, Sannikov, and the Kara Gate, which are currently part of the NSR, to its internal
waters. It is enough to recall that the Moscow state confirmed its rights to the Arctic seas
and other Arctic objects in 1616 and 1620 (about 200 years before the United States and
400 years before Canada, Norway, and Finland-appeared), and there were the orders of
the emperors and decrees of the Senate in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the
Imperial Instructions of 1893, the Resolution of the CEC of the USSR of April
15, 1926, and Resolutions of the Council of Ministers of the USSR of 1984 and 1985
“On the declaration of lands and islands in the Arctic Ocean the territories of the
USSR.” Moreover, all these legal grounds have never been challenged by anyone.

On the other hand, this norm fully complies with the provisions of the UN
Convention on the Law of the Sea of 1982, which states that “. . .special rights are
granted to the circumpolar states in terms of managing various types of maritime use,
including navigation within their economic zone in the areas covered with ice for
most of the year” (Convention, Article 234, 1982).

Simply put, the NSR, like the North-Western Passage, was a historical fact that had
been established, accomplished, and recognized by the Arctic states but much earlier.

The Russian Government developed rules providing for a mandatory procedure
for the passage of swimming vehicles through the NSR (Government Decree) after
the naval activities of NATO countries in the Arctic region sharply intensified in
recent years, to ensure the safety of navigation and prevent, reduce, and keep marine
pollution under control.

In particular, the organization of navigation of ships on the NSR is entrusted to
the state corporation Rosatom, which forms the headquarters of maritime operations,
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which provides icebreaking wiring of ships and their wiring along the appropriate
routes in the waters of the NSR, develops navigation routes, and arranges icebreaker
ships taking into account the hydrometeorological, ice, and navigation conditions.

A permissive navigation procedure is introduced for ships, a list of documents
submitted is provided by the owner or captain of the vessel for obtaining a permit,
and specific start and end dates of the permit are determined. The annexes of this
resolution contain the criteria for the admission of vessels to the NSR water area, the
layout of the areas of the NSR water area, their description, etc.

Russia and Norway have argued on the Arctic region since 1814, that is, since the
Norwegian statechood was resorted. They lack full agreement on the maritime
borders in the Barents Sea and have been developing the Svalbard archipelago.
There were no designated borders between Russia and Norway until 1826, and in
1871, due to the passivity of the Russian state in the Arctic, the Swedish-Norwegian
Kingdom announced its intention to annex Svalbard.

This archipelago, which includes more than a thousand islands, was named
“Svalbard” by the Dutch navigator V. Barents in 1596. It was considered a no-man’s
land (terra nullius) until 1920, although England, then Denmark, Norway, and other
countries announced their rights to it. But Norway’s right to Svalbard was recog-
nized in 1920, at the Paris Conference, and all the parties who signed the treaty were
allowed to continue using the natural resources of the archipelago and there were no
contradictions about this.

Russia and Norway have always conducted their economic activities on an equal
footing in Svalbard, where a kind of dual power was preserved even in Soviet times:
One part of the archipelago (Longyearbyen) functioned according to the laws of
Norway, while the other (in Western Svalbard) according to the laws of the USSR,
but the contradictions on the shelf persisted until 2010.

However, in 2010, despite the sharp objections of many Russian scientists,
politicians, military, and diplomats, D. A. Medvedev (former Russian President)
and former Norwegian Prime Minister J. Stoltenberg (current NATO Secretary
General) signed an agreement on the delimitation of maritime spaces in the Barents
Sea and the Arctic Ocean between Russia and Norway. As a result, Norway received
about half (175 thousand kilometers squared) of the disputed territories (four times
the total area of the Moscow region), as well as full control over the 200-mile zone
around Svalbard, including the territorial sea and the continental shelf, the world’s
richest sources of land, and fish resources.

These circumstances, NATO exercises on the territory of Norway (in 2018, the
largest of them took place in all the postwar years), as well as the extension of
internal Norwegian rules to the behavior of Russian entrepreneurs in the Barents Sea
and the Arctic Ocean cannot but affect their relations with modern Russia. Therefore,
Russian fishermen who work in the waters of the Arctic have to cover the units of the
Russian Navy from the Norwegian fish protection forces. According to the Russian
Foreign Ministry, Norway is deliberately moving towards the role of a NATO
outpost on the Russian border.

In 2021, despite the protests of the Norwegians, the United States and Norway
signed an additional agreement on defense cooperation, which should increase the
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presence of the American Armed Forces on the territory of Norway, and according to
the US Secretary of State E. Blinken would strengthen NATO (Norway and the
United States, 2021).

As for Russia’s Arctic relations with the other Arctic and non-Arctic states, it
should be noted that China, India, Japan, South Korea, Finland, Sweden, Iceland,
and other countries are currently showing a growing interest in developing bilateral
mutually beneficial relations with Russia regarding the cooperation in the Arctic
space, including the green agenda (Arctic Policy, 2021; Piskulova & Pak, 2017).

The further development of international Arctic relations (in the form of coopera-
tion) is reflected in the state document “On the Strategy for the development of the
Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation and ensuring national security for the period up
to 2035.” Among the many measures that will contribute to the fulfillment of the main
tasks in developing international cooperation, such as the implementation of multi-
vector foreign policy activities aimed at preserving the Arctic as a territory of the world;
ensuring mutually beneficial bilateral and multilateral cooperation of the Russian
Federation with foreign states; international legal registration of the external border
of the continental shelf and maintaining interaction with the Arctic states in order to
protect national interests; ensuring the Russian presence in the Svalbard archipelago on
the terms of equal and mutually beneficial cooperation with Norway and other states
parties to the Svalbard Treaty of February 9, 1920, etc. (Presidential Decree, 2020).

Conclusions

In conclusion, we must say that when it comes to implementing Russia’s interna-
tional policy concerning the Arctic, the priority should belong to a rationally acting
state, which determines and encourages the participation of any other domestic and
foreign rationally acting entities. These relations should be accompanied not only by
preserving the corresponding territories in the Arctic, but also by actively developing
them in order to prevent their transformation into no-man’s land, and the develop-
ment of Arctic territories should be accompanied by the activation of the socio-
economic development of the Russian economy as a whole, as the main factor in the
development of Arctic territories, the improvement of international Arctic relations
as well as the improvement of public relations in the country.
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Abstract

This chapter examines historical evolution and the present-day structure and
activities of the Arctic Council. First, the author presents the historical develop-
ment of the AC that stretches from the so-called Rovaniemi Process and formal
establishment of the Council in 1996 until the present day. Second, the author
presents the current structure and operation of the AC. This has been gradually
strengthening over 25 years of its existence. As a result, the Council increasingly
resembles an international organization while retaining its formal status as an
intergovernmental discussion forum. However, with the start of the Ukrainian
crisis, even those member-states, which favored the Council’s transformation into
a full-fledged international organization and expansion of its agenda by including
the security problematique, now suggest retaining its current status and mandate
in order to avoid possible complications in the AC functioning. Russia’s role in
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the AC has been also examined, including the prospects of Moscow’s AC
chairmanship in 2021-2023.

Keywords

Arctic Council - International cooperation - Sustainable development - Russian
chairmanship

Introduction

Since its founding through the Ottawa Declaration in September 1996, the Arctic
Council (AC) has evolved to become the preeminent forum for international coop-
eration in the Arctic. The eight-member Council is the key intergovernmental body
for regional cooperation in addressing environmental and sustainable development
challenges in the circumpolar North and plays a vital role in conveying Arctic
perspectives to other international and global organizations. Although a high-level
“discussional and catalytic” venue rather than a political decision-making body
(Koivurova & VanderZwaag, 2007), the Council does excellent technical work
and informs and enables states to adopt progressive and environmentally and
socially responsible policies. The inclusion on the Council of formal status for six
organizations as Permanent Participants representing indigenous peoples — an inno-
vative development in international relations — enables the region’s original inhab-
itants to contribute their political perspectives, policy expertise, and traditional
knowledge to debates on circumpolar issues. The institute of the AC observers
allows to engage a number of non-Arctic countries with Arctic interests into regional
cooperation and pool their resources for studying, exploring, and developing the Far
North.

Despite different (sometime conflicting) interests in the High North, all Arctic
states repeatedly emphasized the need for multilateral diplomacy and a proper
governance system to solve numerous “soft” security problems in the region. This
explains why the Arctic countries believe that global (e.g., UN bodies), regional and
subregional (AC, Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), Nordic organizations, etc.),
and international institutions are crucial for the success of Arctic cooperation. No
doubt, the AC is seen by the Arctic players as both a centerpiece and cornerstone of
the regional governance system.

As compared with other regional and subregional organizations and forums (such
as the Nordic institutions, BEAC, Northern Forum, etc.), the AC is viewed by the
eight Arctic states as a more representative (in terms of its geographic scope),
multidimensional (in terms of areas covered by its activities), science-based and
efficient international entity. Despite the fact that seven other AC member-states
belong to Western institutions that do not include Russia (NATO, EU, Nordic
organizations), even Moscow feels itself comfortable in the Council because it
functions there on the equal footing and it is able to partake in the AC decision-
making. Russia’s current AC chairmanship (2021-2023) further elevates the
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Council’s role to the highest priority of Moscow’s Arctic strategy in the near- and
midterm future.

Based on the AC quarter-century history, this chapter aims at examining the
Council’s role in the past, present, and future Arctic governance system. More
specifically, this study addresses for research objectives: first, to trace the AC’s
historical evolution since its origins to the present, second, to describe the Council’s
current organizational structure and activities, and third, to discuss which challenges
the AC faces at the present moment and may face in the near future? Finally, Russia’s
ongoing chairmanship, including its major policy priorities, is analyzed.

The Arctic Council’s Brief History

The idea of establishing a special institution dealing with regional soft security
problems was inspired by the speech given by Soviet Secretary-General Gorbachev
on 1 October 1987 in Murmansk, in which he outlined a proposal for transforming
the Arctic into a “zone of peace.” This concept, which became known as the
Murmansk Initiative, comprised arrangements such as a nuclear-free zone in North-
ern Europe, restraints on naval activity in the Arctic seas, utilization of Arctic
resources based on peaceful cooperation, further scientific research on the region,
cooperation on environmental protection among the northern nations, and opening
the Northern Sea Route (NSR) to icebreaker-escorted shipping, including foreign
customers.

Although most of these ideas proved premature, two of them elicited response:
promoting international scientific study on the Arctic and cooperation on environ-
mental protection. The former led to the establishment of the International Arctic
Science Committee (IASC) in 1990. The latter laid the foundations for intergovern-
mental cooperation on the Arctic environment and finally resulted in the adoption, in
July 1991, of the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) prepared jointly
by the representatives of the Arctic countries and a wide range of observers (both
state and nonstate actors, such as international organizations and NGOs) (Arctic
Environmental Protection Strategy, 1991).

This document provided for the expansion of cooperation in the field of Arctic
research, environmental monitoring, assessment of human impact in the region, and
the implementation of measures to control and reduce emissions of major pollutants.
AEPS not only set primary directions for cooperation between the countries in the
region, but also laid the foundation for the institutionalization of a multilateral
cooperation mechanism.

AEPS made provisions for the establishment of multiple mechanisms, such as
Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP), Protection of the Arctic
Marine Environment (PAME), Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF),
Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response Working Group (EPPR), all of
which eventually transformed into the AC working groups. In March 1996, the
Arctic states decided to transform the Task Force on Sustainable Development and
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Utilization into the fifth working group (SDWG), thereby promoting a sustainable
development pillar in circumpolar cooperation.

Already in the early 1990s, it became apparent that there was a compelling need
for coordination, supervision, and communication between working groups and
governments, as well as routine preparation of ministerial meetings. To bridge this
management gap, the Arctic states decided to create a group of Senior Arctic
Officials (SAOs), which, however, had no formal mandate stemming from the
Rovaniemi Declaration or AEPS. The first SAO meeting was held in Copenhagen
in April 1992. Since then such meetings became a permanent fixture in the
Rovaniemi Process calendar and were held at least once a year or as many times
as necessary between ministerial conferences. One major task of the SAOs was to
review progress in implementing the objectives of the AEPS Action Plan (Graczyk
& Koivurova, 2015).

The AC itself was established in 1996 with the signing of the Ottawa Declaration
(Arctic Council, 1996) as a high-level intergovernmental forum to facilitate cooper-
ation, coordinated action, and interaction among eight Arctic states, involving
indigenous communities and other inhabitants of the Arctic to address common
problems of the region, especially in the field of sustainable development and
environmental protection.

Under the Canadian presidency, the initial priority was to establish the Arctic
Council as a full-fledged successor to the AEPS. There were three primary objec-
tives: development and adoption of the rules of procedure for the Council, definition
of its mandate, and effective transition of the AEPS into the AC.

The last conference under the AEPS auspices took place in June 1997 in Alta,
Norway, to conclude the Rovaniemi Process. In the Alta Declaration issued during
the meeting, the Arctic states decided that AEPS, its working groups, and its
programs would be integrated with and further developed within the AC.

At the Igaluit meeting in September 1998, which completed a period of Canadian
chairmanship, the ministers approved the Arctic Council Rules of Procedure. This
document set procedure of the Council and SAO meetings, affirmed the establish-
ment of working groups and task forces, as well as conferred the secretariat functions
to the presiding country. According to the procedure approved by the ministers, SAO
was to present a report on the activities of the Council during a two-year period to
each ministerial meeting. Also, representatives of the Arctic States noted the suc-
cessful integration of the AEPS structures into the Council (Sakharov, 2015).

At the Iqaluit meeting, the University of the Arctic, an international network of
universities and research centers of the northern states, engaged in research of
specific regional issues, was established. The aim of the organization is the devel-
opment of human capital in the region through cooperation in education and science.

During the American presidency, the Arctic Council Action Plan to Eliminate
Pollution of the Arctic and the Sustainable Development Framework Document
were adopted in October 2000. The AMAP and CAFF working groups prepared a
joint project to assess the impact of human activity on the Arctic climate — Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA). ACIA Steering Committee was established in
order to implement this project, which involved monitoring and evaluation of
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environmental change in the Arctic. The results of the ACIA research were presented
at the fourth AC meeting, as well as at the international scientific symposium held in
November 2004 in Reykjavik.

During the US presidency, the SDWG launched several projects on health
services (telemedicine), cooperation between children and youth of the Arctic states,
cultural and ecological tourism, and support to coastal fisheries.

The AC Finnish chairmanship (2000-2002) focused on the following priorities:
sustainable development, Arctic residents’ capacity-building, as well as the utiliza-
tion of traditional knowledge of indigenous peoples of the North. Also, for the first
time, the issue of gender equality in the Arctic region was raised by the Council. The
Finnish presidency also made efforts to establish cooperation with other interna-
tional institutions such as the BEAC, Conference of Parliamentarians of the Arctic
Region, the Nordic Council, Council of Baltic Sea States, as well as with the regional
authorities in the Arctic.

The Icelandic chairmanship (2002-2004) focused on issues such as human
capital development, including preparing the Arctic Human Development Report
(AHDR) initiative progress, expansion of scientific and educational cooperation
between the Arctic countries, intensification of cooperation between the AC and
EU in the framework of the EU Northern Dimension program, as well as the
preparation for the 2007—2008 International Polar Year (IPY).

Finally, under the Icelandic presidency, the Council decided to establish a Project
Support Instrument, which further promoted the institutionalization of the forum and
strengthened its financial basis (Sakharov, 2015).

The Russian presidency (2004—2006) retained the key priorities of the forum —
the fight against pollution, human capital development, climate change, as well as
the preparation for the 2007-2008 IPY. In additional to the traditional agenda, the
Russian chairmanship initiated a series of discussions on energy cooperation in the
Arctic.

The Norwegian presidency of 2007—2009, which started the so-called “Scandi-
navian cycle” in managing the AC, prioritized the following topics: climate change,
biodiversity, human capital development, emergency response, ocean environment
research, fight against pollutants, energy cooperation, the implementation of joint
monitoring programs, as well as the discussion of the IPY results. It was also decided
to set up the task force to develop and complete negotiations by the 2011 Ministerial
meeting of an international instrument on cooperation on search and rescue opera-
tions in the Arctic, and the Task Force on Short-Lived Climate Forcers (SLCF).

During the Danish Presidency (2009-2011), a draft Agreement on Cooperation
on Aeronautical and Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic was prepared and
signed at the May 2011 ministerial meeting in Nuuk (Greenland, Denmark) and
became the first legally binding instrument negotiated under the AC auspices. The
SLCF identified an initial priority of its activities in the researching black carbon
emissions as an initial priority of its activities due to the significant role played by
this type of pollutant in the Arctic region.

The establishment of an expert group on ecosystem management, the creation of a
task force for the organization and completion of the negotiations on an international
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instrument on cooperation on combating oil spills in the Arctic, the decision to
establish an AC permanent secretariat in Tromso, and the adoption of a set of criteria
for observer countries were among the most prominent accomplishments of the
Danish chairmanship.

The Swedish presidency (2011-2013) was able to adopt the Terms of Reference of
the Secretariat of the Arctic Council and sign an Agreement on Cooperation on Marine
Oil Pollution, Preparedness and Response in the Arctic, which provides for joint
measures to combat oil spills in the region, measures aimed at preventing such
incidents, as well as appropriate monitoring activities. Another important achievement
of the Danish chairmanship was the creation of two task forces: the Scientific
Cooperation Task Force (SCTF) and the Task Force to Facilitate the Circumpolar
Business Forum (which later led to the establishment of the Arctic Economic Council.

The second Canadian presidency (2013—2015) has partially coincided with the
Ukrainian and Syrian crises which have negatively affected the Arctic cooperation in
general and AC activities particularly. The USA and EU introduced economic
sanctions against Russia, including some offshore energy projects in the Russian
Arctic. NATO stopped all military-to-military contacts with Moscow. Search and
rescue (SAR) exercises under the auspices of the AC and BEAC were suspended for
a while (Konyshev et al., 2017). However, after some time, the work of the Council
more or less returned to its former course; Arctic cooperation was restored, and it
even began to expand.

Russia rather effectively collaborated with the USA in the Council. For example,
the USA sponsored two projects on environmental protection in the Russian Arctic.
The USA and Russia cosponsored eight projects. Russia cosponsored four projects
with Canada despite Ottawa’s most tough position on Moscow in the aftermath of
the Ukrainian crisis (Chater, 2016: 49).

The Council’s role in regional governance continued to shift as policymaking
continued during Canada’s leadership. The Council did not create any formal
agreements during Canada’s turn as chair, seemingly indicating that the institution’s
policy-making role has diminished or paused. However, institution-building was
continued under the Canadian chairmanship. For example, the Task Force on Arctic
Marine Oil Pollution Prevention created an informal agreement, with its mandate to
identify how best the AC can contribute to marine oil pollution prevention in the
Arctic, recommend a concrete plan of action, and, as appropriate, develop cooper-
ative arrangements to implement the Action Plan.

In contrast with gloomy prognoses on the possible failure of the Canadian AC
presidency, the 2015 Iqaluit ministerial meeting demonstrated that Ottawa’s chair-
manship was a rather productive one. For example, a key achievement during
the Canadian presidency was the establishment of the Arctic Economic Council, a
new independent forum of business representatives to facilitate Arctic business-
to-business activities in the region.

Other important achievements included: (1) the publication of a compendium of
best practices in promoting the traditional ways of life of Arctic indigenous peoples;
(2) recommendations on how to better use traditional and local knowledge in the
work of the Council to improve decision-making and research; (3) the publication of
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a guide on how to respond to oil spills in snow and ice conditions in the Arctic; (4) a
collection of work related to short-lived climate pollutants that will lead to local
health, economic, and climate benefits; (5) the development of the Arctic Marine
Strategic Plan (2015-2025), which aimed to provide a framework to protect Arctic
marine and coastal ecosystems and to promote sustainable development in the
region; (6) Arctic biodiversity work, including an action plan to implement recom-
mendations from the Arctic Biodiversity Assessment, and a detailed work plan to
protect migratory birds along key international flight paths.

As was expected, the ministers agreed to defer decisions on pending observer
applications and examine the roles and responsibilities of observers within the
AC. There was widespread agreement by the Council that the observer system
needed to be seriously revamped before more nations can be let in. In the specific
case of the EU, which also wanted its status in the AC upgraded and which was seen
as a promising candidate for observer status, the decision was postponed because
Canada and some indigenous peoples organizations were displeased with the
European ban on seal products that Inuit hunters say was ruinous to local economies.
Moscow joined the opposition to the EU observer application because of its dissat-
isfaction with sanctions imposed by Brussels in 2014-2015.

During the second US presidency (2015-2017), an Arctic Coast Guard Forum
was established in October 2015. Now the ACGF operates as an independent,
informal, operationally driven organization, not bound by treaty, to foster safe,
secure, and environmentally responsible maritime activity in the Arctic. All Arctic
countries, Canada, Denmark, Finland, Island, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the USA
are members of the forum. Chairmanship duties of the ACGF rotate every two years
in concert with the AC Chairmanship.

Notably, the USA and Russia cochaired the Scientific Cooperation Task Force,
which in July 2016 agreed a text of a third legally binding agreement negotiated
under the auspices of the AC, which was formally signed at the 2017 Fairbanks AC
ministerial meeting (Arctic Council, 2017). This development is particularly worth
noting considering that the USA cochaired the SCTF along with Russia at the time of
a general freeze in relations between the two countries following the start of the
Ukrainian crisis. The USA and Russia also initiated the discussion on the need to
develop a long-term strategic plan for the Council, the idea which was endorsed by
the SAOs at their meeting in October 2016.

As Smieszek and Koivurova note (2017), despite very serious tensions between
the former Cold War adversaries in other parts of the world and the sanctions
imposed on Russia by all other AC member states, it was the policy of the USA
during its AC chairmanship to diligently and consistently maintain the Council as a
platform of dialogue, collaboration, and engagement with Russia.

The Finnish presidency (2017-2019) prioritized the preservation of the Arctic’s
biodiversity, its unique and extremely vulnerable ecosystems, as well as prevention
of sea and ground pollution and improvement of practical cooperation among the
Arctic states as regards joint response measures, for example, further expansion of
coast guard cooperation within the ACGF framework. For example, the Arctic
states” Coast Guards took an active part in the multilateral Polaris exercise staged
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in the Gulf of Bothnia in late March and early April 2019. Finland also launched
initiatives in areas, such as enhancing the region’s resistance to global climate
change, minimizing man-made environmental impacts, preserving biodiversity,
developing the telecommunications infrastructure, and expanding the cooperation
with the Arctic Economic Council, which was seen as a promising venue for
attracting investment and promoting business and innovation.

Helsinki tried to make AC observers’ activities more efficient and better inte-
grated into the Council’s activities. Under the Finnish presidency, the International
Maritime Organization became a new AC observer. The Finnish chairmanship also
organized a separate session with observers as part of the 2018 Senior Officials
Committee plenary meeting, where they presented measures undertaken to fight
pollution in the Arctic and maintain its biodiversity. However, Helsinki was unable
to push an AC long-term strategic plan onto the Council’s agenda because of the
Trump administration’s resistance.

The program of the Icelandic chairmanship (2019-2021) included the promotion
of marine bio-economics and green shipping, mitigating marine refuse, including
microplastics, as well as ocean acidification. To the surprise of many, the Icelandic
presidency was able to push through the adoption of the AC Strategic Plan, which,
apparently, is explained by the coming to power of the Biden administration, which
took a more constructive position with regard to the Council.

To sum up the above historical analysis, in a quarter of a century of its existence,
the AC has gone from a rather amorphous entity with an uncertain mandate and areas
of activity to a leading regional institution, whose opinion is listened to by all Arctic
players. It is important to note that the AC member-states managed to “bracket out”
Arctic cooperation from Moscow’s tensions with the West caused by the Ukrainian
crisis. Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate various forms of AC member-states’ activities
from the first Canadian presidency to the second American one.

The Arctic Council’s Present-Day Structure and Activities

Established by a declaration instead of a binding treaty, the AC is not a formal
international organization in the traditional understanding of the term in international
law: It is a high-level intergovernmental forum for cooperation on a wide range of
circumpolar issues. Despite its rather informal character, the Council has certain
features, such as negotiated rules of procedure and permanent secretariat, which
allow it to be perceived as a coherent and organized entity.

The Arctic states have avoided demonstrating a deep commitment to cooperation
on certain issues within the AC. The forum has remained a body that, through its
working groups, produces technical recommendations, guidelines, and influential
scientific assessments. It has not become a regulatory body, although its recent
scientific assessments have been accompanied by policy recommendations, advo-
cating the development of legally binding agreements under the auspices of the
Council. In fact, the Council has started to serve as a platform for negotiating
Arctic-wide treaties such as the Agreement on Cooperation on Aeronautical, and
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Table 1 The number of delegates from the member states to attend the Council’s meetings

Country, number of delegates

Year Russia | Norway |USA | Canada |Finland | Denmark | Sweden | Iceland
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1998 6 10 7 16 9 9 5 4
1999 3 6 43 19 3 7 2 2
2000 5 7 33 23 6 8 2 1
2001 5 9 12 15 17 8 4 4
2002 3 6 19 16 14 6 3 3
2003 2 8 13 18 6 4 3 5
2004 5 11 13 17 3 5 3 4
2005 - 6 7 9 5 2 3 1
2006 - 24 17 11 14 12 12 5
2007 8 21 14 16 5 8 5 1
2008 7 15 10 8 2 4 4 1
2009 5 5 5 3 1 10 6 1
2010 6 18 9 10 3 10 3 2
March 2011 | 10 24 12 13 5 11 9 3
Nov. 2011 5 9 6 11 5 5 16 2
2012 6 9 10 10 5 8 9 2
2013 3 3 4 8 3 6 4 3
2014 1 5 4 12 3 5 3 2
2015 1 4 10 7 2 4 3 2
March 2016 | 1 5 10 8 3 8 7 3
Oct. 2016 1 7 7 9 7 6 6 3
March 2017 | 1 5 9 8 4 7 4 4
May 2017 12 12 12 10 12 12 10 7
March 2018 | 2 6 6 5 7 4 3 4
Nov. 2018 2 5 6 7 7 4 4 4

Source: compiled by the author based on Voronchikhina, D. (2019). The Arctic Council as an
international forum of the state cooperation: the participation of Russia. Ars Administrandi 11(2),
306-329. https://doi.org/10.17072/2218-9173-2019-2-306-329 (in Russian)

Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic, the Agreement on Cooperation on Marine
Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response in the Arctic, and Agreement on Enhanc-
ing International Arctic Scientific Cooperation.

Nonetheless, the primary function of the Council has been to conduct major
scientific programs to produce knowledge about a wide range of issues pertaining to
Arctic ecosystems, natural processes, human activities, and, in particular, the
impacts of climate change and its consequences.

The AC members are the eight Arctic States: Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland,
Norway, Russia, Sweden, and the USA.

There are the six Indigenous Permanent Participant organizations: Aleut Interna-
tional Association, Arctic Athabaskan Council, Gwich’in Council International,
Inuit Circumpolar Council, Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the
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North, and Saami Council. The Indigenous Peoples’ Secretariat supports the Per-
manent Participants. The Permanent Participants have full consultation rights in
connection with the Council’s negotiations and decisions. The Permanent Partici-
pants represent a unique feature of the Arctic Council, and they make valuable
contributions to its activities in all areas.

The Council has more than 35 observers. They include three types of entities:
non-Arctic states, intergovernmental and interparliamentary organizations, and non-
governmental organizations.

There are six Working Groups within the Council, each of which focuses on a
particular set of issues for the AC:

* Arctic Contaminants Action Program

* Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme

» Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna

* Emergency Prevention, Preparedness, and Response
* Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment

» Sustainable Development Working Group

In addition to the working groups there are currently two AC expert groups:

» Black Carbon and Methane Expert Group
* Ecosystem-Based Management Expert Group

AC Ministerial meetings can appoint to work on specific issues for a limited
amount of time, remaining active until they have produced the desired results.
Experts from the Working Groups and representatives from the Arctic States take
part in the Task Forces.

There are no currently active Task Forces. These Task Forces have completed
their work and are no longer operational. Three of these Task Forces provided the
venue for negotiating the Arctic Council’s three binding agreements:

» Task Force on Search and Rescue
» Task Force on Arctic Marine Oil Pollution Prevention
» Task Force for Enhancing Scientific Cooperation in the Arctic

Other Task Forces included:

» Task Force on Arctic Marine Cooperation

» Task Force on Improved Connectivity in the Arctic

+ Task Force on Telecommunications Infrastructure in the Arctic

» Task Force on Black Carbon and Methane

» Task Force to Facilitate the Creation of a Circumpolar Business Forum
» Task Force for Institutional Issues

» Task Force on Arctic Marine Oil Pollution Preparedness and Response
» Task Force on Short-Lived Climate Forcers
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The Council is run by the Chairmanship which rotates every two years among the
Arctic States. All Council’s decisions and statements require consensus of the eight
Arctic States.

Each Arctic State appoints a Senior Arctic Official (SAO) to manage its interests
in the Council. Each SAO is thus a government representative, usually from an
Arctic State’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The SAOs guide and monitor the AC
activities in accordance with the decisions and instructions of the Foreign Ministers
of the Arctic States. That guidance is usually provided in the form of Ministerial
Declarations, which are produced roughly every two years when the Chairmanship
of the Arctic Council rotates.

SAOs and Permanent Participants meet at least twice a year, while all partners
meet at Ministerial Meetings held every two years. These meetings are typically held
in the Arctic State that holds the Chairmanship at the time of the meeting. Working
Groups and Task Forces hold additional meetings in other locations and at other
times.

The AC has a Secretariat, which is an administrative office that works under the
direction of the SAOs and the AC Chairmanship.

International Discussions on the Arctic Council’s Reform

The fact that the AC faced a series of challenges of both endogenous and exogenous
character became obvious even before the Council’s 20th anniversary in 2016. The
internal challenges stemmed from the evolving and constantly growing workload of
the Council, which led to problems with overlapping and prioritizing work across
AC working groups and task forces, funding the ongoing projects and new initia-
tives, and regarding the effective implementation of the AC recommendations by the
member states (Supreme Audit Institutions of Denmark, Norway, The Russian
Federation, 2015).

Many experts (Exner-Pirot, 2015; Graczyk & Koivurova, 2015; Klimenko, 2015;
Sakharov, 2015; "Smieszek & Koivurova, 2017; Voronkov & Smirnova, 2017)
believed that a remedy for internal AC problems could be a comprehensive vision
of Arctic cooperation to guide the work of the Council and bring to it more
continuity between rotating chairmanships. Moreover, such a vision — as well as
establishing more stable financing mechanisms — could make the Council more
secure in view of shifting political priorities and radical changes on Arctic states’
domestic political scenes.

The 2013 AC “Vision for the Arctic” pledged to “pursue opportunities to expand
the Arctic Council’s roles from policy-shaping into policy-making” (Arctic Council,
2013). The statement missed, however, any further details and the debates for the
prospects for the development of the AC’s long-term strategic plan continued for
several years.

International experts pointed out that a new vision should better define position
and role of the AC within the regional governance system. It appeared that the
Council was not a principal venue for solving many important Arctic problems in
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areas such as shipping, fisheries, climate change, or biodiversity (Exner-Pirot, 2015;
Graczyk & Koivurova, 2015; Klimenko, 2015; Sakharov, 2015; "Smieszek &
Koivurova, 2017; Voronkov & Smirnova, 2017). For example, negotiations
launched within the UN bodies in 2018 to develop an implementing agreement
under the UNCLOS on conservation and the sustainable use of marine biodiversity
of areas beyond national jurisdiction, if successfully completed, would be of major
relevance to the Arctic Ocean. However, the AC and its relevant working groups did
not participate in these negotiations. Another example is the 2018 agreement on the
commercial fishery ban in the Central Arctic Ocean, where discussions were held
within the extended Arctic Five including China, Iceland, the EU, Japan, and South-
Korea, but not in the AC framework (Sergunin, 2019).

It should be noted that very important changes happened in the Arctic states’
academic and official thinking about the future of the AC, its functions, and the role
in the regional governance system. Prior to the Ukrainian crisis and the rise of
tensions between Russia and the West, some AC member states’ official position and
academic discourse favored transformation of the AC from the intergovernmental
discussion forum to a full-fledged international organization (with formal charter,
institutional structure, and power to conclude binding agreements). For example, in
his 2013 article, the then Russian ambassador for Arctic Affairs and SAO Anton
Vasiliev noted: “In my view, we embarked on the path of turning the Arctic Council
from a ‘forum’ into a full-fledged international organization, although we will move
in this direction gradually, in stages, with full respect for the positions of all member
states - after all, all decisions in the Council are taken by consensus” (Vasiliev, 2013).
At the 2013 Kiruna AC Ministerial Meeting, Russian Foreign Minister Sergey
Lavrov noted that the Council is on the way to becoming a full-fledged international
organization, referring to the fact that two binding agreements were concluded under
its auspices (Lavrov, 2013). Many experts on Arctic geopolitics, law, environment,
economy, and humanitarian issues also believed (and still believe) that the lack of
formal status and proper legal powers is a serious hindrance to further development
of the Council as a key structural element of the regional governance system (Exner-
Pirot, 2015; Graczyk & Koivurova, 2015; Konyshev et al., 2017). In their view, the
Council should be gradually, step by step, further institutionalized and finally
transformed to a “normal” international organization with a proper legal status.

However, with the outbreak of a “new Cold War” in the East-West relations, both
the decision-makers and expert communities serving their governments realized that
any plans to make the AC an intergovernmental international organization seem
unrealistic. All Council member states introduced economic sanctions against
Russia. Five Arctic countries, being NATO member states, cancelled military-to-
military contacts with Russia, initiated military build-up in the North, and increased
their military activities, including land and sea military exercises, air and sea
patrolling in the Arctic region, and so on. Generally, mutual trust between Russia
and the rest of the AC member states was significantly undermined. The Russian
activities in the Council’s framework decreased in the aftermath of the Ukrainian
crisis. It took some time to identify some areas where cooperation between Moscow
and other Arctic countries was still possible and delineate them from the conflictual
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issues. For the above reasons, Arctic diplomats and politicians stopped to speak
about providing the AC with new legal powers and its transformation from a
“discussion forum” to a full-fledged international organization.

There can be at least two explanations why Arctic leaders and experts changed
their mind about the Council’s status. First, in the current — conflictual — situation, it
is unrealistic to expect that non-Russian AC member states (especially the USA)
would agree to create a new full-fledged regional intergovernmental organization
where Russia would have an equal standing with Western states. Second, as some
experts (Voronkov, 2014; Voronkov & Smirnova, 2017) believe, under the current
circumstances, the AC, being an informal and flexible institution, can be more
efficient and preferable cooperative platform that a formalized organization with
rigid structure, rules, and procedures. For example, as “classical” international
organizations (e.g., UN and OSCE) demonstrate, if there are antagonisms between
member states in the turbulent times, the whole work of these institutions can be
blocked. In contrast with these “traditional” institutions, the AC not only “sur-
vived” the crisis in the Russian-Western relations but also made some progress in
developing Arctic cooperation. Some experts even called the AC a “new-type
multilateral organization,” which is more powerful than just an intergovernmental
forum but less institutionalized and formalized than “classical” international orga-
nization (Voronkov, 2014; Voronkov & Smirnova, 2017).

One more important change in Arctic politicians’ and experts’ perceptions of the
Council’s future prospects relates to its role as a regional security provider. In the
pre-Ukrainian era, both policy-making and expert communities believed that with
time the AC should include the military security problematique to its mandate and
become a sort of an Arctic OSCE (Konyshev et al., 2017; Wilson, 2016). However,
for the same reasons as in the case of plans to turn the Council into an international
organization, AC member-states had to abandon the idea of including military
security issues on the agenda of this forum.

According to the present-day assessments, the Council should retain its role as
an international body dealing only with the “soft” security issues, such as socio-
economic problems, environment, conservation of biodiversity, climate change
mitigation, maritime safety, search and rescue operations, local communities,
connectivity and social cohesiveness of Arctic regions, Arctic research, etc.
(Sergunin, 2021; Voronchikhina, 2019; Voronkov, 2014; Voronkov & Smirnova,
2017). At the same time, Moscow believes that discussion of soft and hard
security issues between the Arctic states can be resumed in other formats, such
as the Arctic Coast Guard Forum, Arctic Chiefs of Defense Staff Conferences, and
Arctic Security Forces Roundtable, which slowed down or froze their activities in
the aftermath of the Ukrainian and other international crises (Arctic Council,
2021).

Rather lively discussions take place in the international expert communities
regarding the possible AC institutional reform. The moderate versions of these
speculations suggest certain changes, including:
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* Improvement of coordination of the Council’s structural elements and implemen-
tation process.

* Better coordination of the AC activities with other regional and subregional
institutions (Arctic Economic Council, ACGF, BEAC, Nordic institutions, North-
ern Forum, etc.).

» Streamlining the secretariat system. For example, David Balton (former U.S. SAO
and Senior Fellow at the Woodrow Wilson Center’s Polar Institute) proposed an
idea of subordinating working groups’ and task forces’ secretariats to the Council’s
permanent secretariat (Balton, 2019). This plan, however, can provoke resistance
not only from AC working groups and task forces but also from some SAOs who
dislike the idea of making the Council’s secretarial system more centralized because
it could make the AC too bureaucratic (such accusations have been already made
by some permanent participants, observers, and international NGOs).

» Further AC budget’s centralization, streamlining, and increasing transparency are
possible as well.

Some experts suggest a more radical version of the Council’s institutional reform.
For example, an international team of WWF (Dubois et al., 2016) proposed to
distinguish between three types of the AC bodies:

» Knowledge-related bodies: working groups, task forces, expert groups, and SAOs.
This group would be responsible for conducting all assessments, coordinating early
warning work (identifying new and emerging issues), producing technical reports,
coordinating science and research agendas, and ensuring use of traditional knowl-
edge for coproduction of new knowledge coming through the AC.

* Policy-related bodies: SAO and ministerial meetings. This group would develop
and recommend policy options and actions based on the scientific assessments/
reports and scientific recommendations submitted by the knowledge bodies.

* A newly created implementation body would consider decisions and recommen-
dations as provided by ministers and operationalize them through developing
general implementation plans. These plans would guide joint implementation
through the Council and include clear timelines and measures to guide and
support Arctic states in developing national implementation plans. The standards
for implementation established by this body would constitute the benchmarks
against which the effectiveness of national or other actions regarding implemen-
tation would be measured and reported on.

These experts believe that possible structural changes could strengthen the AC
role in asserting regional stewardship by responding to the challenges of a rapidly
changing Arctic and the increasingly more integrated policy frameworks from local
to global scales. The problem is, however, whether the current Russian presidency
and future ones would have enough political will, authority, and resources to
implement such a radical institutional reform of the Council.
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The Russian Chairmanship (2021-2023)

Moscow started preparations for its AC chairmanship well ahead. As for Russia’s
AC presidential agenda, President Vladimir Putin was the first who tried to identify
its main priorities as early as in 2019. At the 5th International Arctic Forum “The
Arctic — a Territory of Dialogue” in St. Petersburg (April 9, 2019), he noted:
“Priorities for our chairmanship include vitally important themes for the Arctic
development: the development of environmentally safe technologies in the spheres,
such as industry, transport and energy” (International Arctic Forum, 2019).

One month later, at the 11th AC Ministerial Meeting (Rovaniemi, May 7, 2019),
Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov, on the one hand, emphasized Moscow’s
intention to ensure continuity between the Icelandic and Russian chairmanships:
“We will ensure the continuity of the general Arctic agenda when the council
chairmanship is transferred to Russia in 2021. We will pursue the implementation
of all the initiatives originated under Reykjavik’s chairmanship” (Lavrov, 2019).

On the other hand, Lavrov explained what specific priorities are planned for the
Russian presidency agenda for 2021-2023: (1) sustainable socioeconomic develop-
ment of the Arctic region on the basis of environmentally clean technologies,
(2) development of renewable sources of energy, (3) promoting a circular economy,
(4) environment protection, (4) climate change mitigation, (5) social cohesiveness
and connectivity in the region, (6) improving the well-being of the people living in
the Arctic, especially the indigenous peoples, preserving their languages, cultures,
and traditions, (7) science diplomacy, and (8) joint educational projects, including
further support for the University of the Arctic (Lavrov, 2019).

In the course of Moscow’s preparatory work, Russian top-ranking officials’
clarified Moscow’s specific priorities for the Russian AC chairmanship: (1) further
development of Arctic shipping, including the NSR, (2) development of telecom-
munications in the region, (3) conservation of biodiversity, (4) increasing
bio-security (anti-epidemic measures), (5) nuclear waste treatment, (6) organization
of the Arctic indigenous peoples’ summit, (7) Arctic cruise and coastal tourism,
(8) establishment of an international Arctic Hydrogen Energy Applications and
Demonstrations station “Snowflake” (in the polar Ural), and (9) creation of an
International Arctic Development Fund (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2020).

According to the presidential advisor Anton Kobyakov, during the Russian
chairmanship, 38 various events will be organized under the Council’s auspices. In
addition, 50 other events are scheduled in Russia itself. Seventeen federal agencies,
11 members of the Russian Federation, and 12 universities and NGOs will take part
in organization of these events (The Government of the Russian Federation, 2021).

At the May 2021 AC ministerial meeting, Russian Foreign Minister Lavrov
delivered a program of the Russian AC chairmanship. He told that cross-cutting
priority of the Russian AC Chairmanship will be “Responsible Governance for
Sustainable Arctic” through promoting collective approaches to the sustainable
development of the Arctic, environmentally, socially, and economically balanced,
enhancing synergy and cooperation and coordination with other regional structures,
as well as implementation of the Council’s Strategic Plan, while respecting the rule
of law (Arctic Council, 2021).
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The Russian program includes the following priority areas:

1. People of the Arctic, including Indigenous Peoples. The sustainable development
of the Arctic is largely determined by the quality of human capital. The Russian
Chairmanship’s main focus will be given to enhancing sustainability, resilience,
and viability of the Arctic communities, climate change adaptation measures,
improving the well-being, health, education, quality of life of the Arctic inhab-
itants, as well as ensuring sustainable socio-economic development in the region.
Promotion of scientific, educational, and cultural exchanges, tourism, and con-
tacts between peoples and regions will also be high on its agenda. Special
attention will be given to the preservation of linguistic and cultural heritage of
Indigenous peoples of the Arctic, to the youth cooperation across the borders.

2. Environment protection, including Climate Change. Taking into account the
rapid climate change in the Arctic, most notably accompanied by degradation
of permafrost and the icy gas hydrides emissions, the Russian Chairmanship will
continue supporting efforts to mitigate the negative effects of climate change,
increase adaptation of life activities and ensuring resilience to its consequences,
preservation, and restoration of the environment, sustainable use of natural
resources, maintaining the health of the Arctic ecosystems, including marine
environment, preserving biodiversity, in particular, the Arctic migratory birds.
In the context of further development of the region, it is important to take into
account not only the vulnerability of the Arctic to climate change, but also its
long-term contribution — due to its natural, energy, and transport resources and
solutions — in facilitating the transition to a low-emission economy and, accord-
ingly, to the implementation of the goals of the Paris Agreement. Equally topical
task is to promote the introduction of advanced sustainable innovative technolo-
gies into the transport sector, industry, infrastructure, and energy, including the
use of renewable energy sources to improve the standards of living of the Arctic
inhabitants.

3. Socio-economic Development. A key condition for the well-being and prosperity
of the Arctic is its sustainable economic development. The Russian Chairmanship
will be further promoting constructive economic cooperation in the region,
developing of reliable energy infrastructure, sustainable transport routes, includ-
ing shipping, telecommunication systems, food production sector, improving the
conditions for sustainable investment flows, encouraging innovations and entre-
preneurship, business financing.

4. Strengthening of the Arctic Council. The Russian Chairmanship plans to continue
supporting the establishment of the AC as the leading format for international
Arctic cooperation, improving its work, increasing the effectiveness of its Work-
ing and Expert groups, the Secretariat, as well as developing mechanisms for
financing the Council’s activities, including its projects and programs,
implementing decisions and recommendations, as well as encouraging the dia-
logue and interaction with the Observers to provide their meaningful and bal-
anced engagement in the Council’s activities. It intends to further intensify
collaboration of the Arctic Council with the Arctic Economic Council, the Arctic
Coast Guard Forum, the University of the Arctic. Among the priorities of the
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Russian Chairmanship — promoting international scientific cooperation, in par-
ticular, exploring the possibility to conduct an Arctic Council scientific expedi-
tion to the Arctic Ocean (Arctic Council, 2021). With the start of Russia’s special
military operation in Ukraine in February 2022, seven Western AC member-states
decided to suspend cooperation with the Russian chairmanship. Moscow reacted
to this move by saying that it is determined to implement those parts of its
presidential program which lie in the sphere of its responsibility.

Conclusions

The AC has undoubtedly come a long and complex way in achieving its current
status and level of development. Three functions seem crucial for shaping the roles
played by the Council in the regional governance system.

First, regular meetings at relatively high levels have favored building continuity
of cooperation and have fostered good interstate relations in an organized manner,
contributing to better understanding of the positions and views of the member-states.
Moreover, cooperative efforts have served to ensure mutual confidence-building that
might result in expanding the cooperation into other issue-areas.

Second, knowledge production and information sharing within the working
groups and joint scientific projects have further strengthened the foundations for
regional stability. Being able to operate with the same data as the basis for domestic
and transboundary actions has significantly reduced the risk of misunderstandings.

Third, clearer spatial definition of the problems and acting within a specific
grouping of states have contributed to building an “Arctic identity” and thus to
discussion of the Arctic as a region in political terms.

The Council is clearly expanding its activities. The ambitious programs set up by
recent chairmanships aim at further elevation of the Council’s position in circumpo-
lar cooperation. The 2021 Strategic Plan conveys a clear message that the forum
plays a central role in the Arctic international system, to be enhanced further.

The Arctic Council has become a hub for a wide range of forms of circumpolar
cooperation, including issues such as sustainable development, energy security,
environment protection, climate change mitigation and adaptation, conservation of
biodiversity, maritime safety, search and rescue operations, connectivity of Arctic
regions, telecommunications, sustainable fisheries, well-being of local communities,
including indigenous peoples, gender equality, scientific cooperation, etc. The
Council plays an unquestioned role in managing these activities and ensuring that
they develop in the spirit of peaceful cooperation.

However, the AC must now face several questions about its own identity, such as
its legal status or proper budget, before proceeding toward the next stage in its
evolution.

It should be noted that there were serious changes in Arctic states’ thinking about
the AC in the post-Ukrainian era. They do not want any more to transform the
Council into a full-fledged international organization preferring to keep the AC as an
informal and flexible intergovernmental mechanism, which is better designed for



International Cooperation in the Arctic 51

difficult times than “classical” international organizations. The AC member-states
have also abandoned their previous plans to bring hard (military) security pro-
blematique onto the Council’s agenda, and currently they favor retaining the AC’s
competencies only in the soft security sphere.

As regards Russia’s AC presidency for 2021-2023, on the one hand, it ensures
continuity of the Finnish and Icelandic chairmanship agendas and, on the other hand,
it focuses on sustainable development of the Arctic region based on the use of
environmentally safe technologies.

Moscow tries to implement the newly born Council’s Strategic Plan and stream-
line the AC’s organizational structure. At the same time, it is unlikely that the
Russian chairmanship will initiate any radical institutional reforms.

In general, Russia uses its AC presidency both to promote its national interests in
the High North and increase the Council’s role in an emerging regional governance
system. Unfortunately, seven Western AC member-states suspended their cooperation
with the Russian chairmanship with the start of the Ukrainian crisis’ new phase in
2022. However, there is reason to hope that with the resolution of this crisis, or at least
with a decrease in its severity, the AC activities will resume on the previous scale.
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Abstract

The chapter highlights the main issues and problems of Russian political and
economic presence in the region through the prism of international processes.
Various actors have declared their interests in the Arctic, and even non-Arctic
countries have become more active recently; this is due to the fact that the
institutional and legal structure of the Arctic region has not yet been finally
formed, and the international legal status of the Arctic has not been determined.
In attempts to solve this problem, countries use different approaches (sectoral,
conventional, and international). In the near future, the region could become a
platform for rather tough competition, or a place for more active and effective
dialogue within the framework of such organizations as the Arctic Council,
BEAC, not to mention informal ones, for example, the Arctic Five. In addition,
the Russian view on the Arctic development agenda as a member of the Arctic
Council will be neatly studied in this chapter. The chairmanship of Russia in the
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Arctic Council in 2021-2023 will be based on the comprehensive program that
includes the following priority areas: the population of the Arctic; environmental
protection; socioeconomic development; and strengthening the Arctic Council.
Particular attention in the chapter is also paid to the critical analysis of key points
and feasibility of the goals stated in the Russian Arctic Strategy until 2035 given
the sanctions policy of the West and deepening cooperation with the Eastern
countries.

Keywords

Arctic Council - International cooperation - Non-Arctic states - Russian Arctic
policy - UNCLOS

Introduction

The Arctic region is of particular importance for Russia from the geostrategic,
geopolitical, geo-economic, historical, and cultural positions. Russia has been
exploring the Arctic for many centuries: It has lain polar routes, made geographical
discoveries, and historically has always been present in the region.

Recently, lots of studies considering different aspects of the Arctic develop-
ment have appeared. Many of them pay special attention to Russia and its Arctic
policy as one of the main objects of interest. From historical and political points
of view, the Russian presence in the Arctic attracts attention of national and
foreign scholars (Aleksandrov, 2017; Brosnan et al., 2011; Collins, 2017; Stokke,
2013).

They research different stages of the Russian Arctic policy, showing that Russia
was historically interconnected with the region and assessing the interaction of
various factors, objectives, and motivations that shape the Russian policy in the
North. For many centuries, the northern seas were the main Russian trade gates to
the countries both near and further abroad. Until the times of Peter the Great, the
“northern borders” accounted for about 60% of the country’s foreign trade. The most
active period of the Arctic development was in the sixteenth to eighteenth centuries,
when mainly individuals (Russian merchants and industrialists), not the state,
actively explored the North (Aleksandrov, 2013).

However, the Arctic only became an object of state policy in the twentieth
century, when it began to be considered as one of the key regions. By establishing
control over the Arctic territories, countries gain a significant advantage from a
geostrategic point of view. Attention to the Arctic issues is further fueled by the
publication of data on the resource potential of this region. The Arctic possesses
significant reserves of various natural resources, including unique ones, but of the
greatest interest are significant reserves of energy resources on a global scale. The
economic and energy aspects of the Arctic development are also among the relevant
topics for research both among Russian and foreign specialists (Istomin et al., 2008;
Krutikov et al., 2020; Gautier et al., 2009).
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According to Russian experts, more than 60% of the forecasted oil and gas
resources are located in the territories that Russia already owns or claims. So far,
only a small part of them has been explored (Istomin et al., 2008). The region also
has significant reserves of agrochemical ores, copper-nickel ores, tin, cobalt, rare and
rare earth metals, and large reserves of diamonds, gold, silver, ferrous metals, and
various minerals that are of strategic importance. Moreover, most of these deposits
are located in the mainland of the Arctic.

Such assessments and forecasts aroused increased attention and unprecedented
interest in the Arctic on the part of many states, including non-Arctic ones, as well as
the largest oil- and gas-producing transnational companies, considering the Arctic as
a territory with enormous economic opportunities and potential. In this context,
some scientists also analyze the unfolding struggle of various countries for the
control over the Arctic (Konyshev & Sergunin, 2010), security aspects (Zagorskiy,
2011, 2019), and the main problems of Russian foreign policy in the region
(Konyshev & Sergunin, 2011a, 2011b; Kudryashova et al., 2019; Myers, 2016;
Smith & Giles, 2007): the ambiguity of the Arctic’s international law status, delim-
itation problems, economic cooperation with foreign countries, the tendency to
militarization of the region, etc.

Actually, the ecological aspects and transport possibilities of the Arctic play an
important role and become the object of many studies (Berkman & Young, 2009;
Brubaker & Ostreng, 1999; Ebinger & Zambetakis, 2009; Istomin & Leus, 2009;
Laulajainen, 2009; Lebedev, 2012; Nikolaeva, 2011; Nong, 2012; Stokke, 2010).
Global climate changes open up new areas of possible location of natural resources;
in addition, new shipping routes are opening up. The Arctic has transport routes of
global importance: the Northern Sea Route, and the Northwest Passage that connects
the Pacific Ocean with the Atlantic Ocean.

The institutional and legal structure of the region is currently under development:
There is no international treaty defining the legal status of the Arctic. For this reason,
attempts to internationalize Arctic issues are becoming more frequent. Oil and gas
reserves, biological resources, or promising transport prospects arouse interest in the
region and sharpen the perception of the legal status of its territories (Kovalev, 2009;
Kukushkina & Shishkin, 2011). In particular, quite influential states located far from
the Arctic Circle are increasingly showing a desire to redistribute the Arctic space.
The issue of declaring it as a common heritage of mankind and introducing global
governance to this part of the planet is gradually being included in the Arctic agenda
of negotiations, naturally opposed by the Arctic states.

Still, interests of different actors overlap in the region and also become objects of
careful research by specialists (Bloom, 1999; Exner-Pirot, 2016; Kuersten, 2016),
Arctic and non-Arctic states, global (UN) and regional organizations and forums
(EU, NATO, and Arctic Council), subregional associations (Barents Euro-Arctic
Council, Council of Ministers of the Nordic countries), transnational companies,
associations of Indigenous peoples of the Far North, and other participants.

Over the past 20 years, the Arctic has turned from a peripheral region, “frozen”
along the line of confrontation between the East and the West, into the region of
intersection of interests, tough competition of many actors, and, at the same time, a
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region of cooperation and intergovernmental dialogue in the context of creating a
new platform for multilateral and regional interaction.

International Legal Status and Institutional Structure of the Arctic:
A View from Russia

At the moment, the following key issues remain a stumbling block in the Arctic
region: its international legal status, long-term territorial disputes, and multilateral
dialogue with the participation of all Arctic states.

The Arctic legal status at the international level is still not regulated. Currently,
there are at least three approaches on the problem of the delimitation of Arctic
spaces: sectoral (based on the priority right of the Arctic states in all activities in the
region including natural and biological resources production and transport opportu-
nities), conventional (based on the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea,
UNCLOS), and international (based on the idea of multilateral governance and
management of the Arctic, i.e., its internationalization).

Initially, two main approaches regarding the Arctic prevailed — sectoral and
conventional. The sectoral approach means that each Arctic state can allocate its
own sector of the Arctic Ocean, including islands, and its borders run along the
meridians from the coast to the North Pole. The countries supporting the sectoral
approach insisted that the Arctic should be viewed as an ice continent that could be
divided into sectors between the five Arctic states. This position in the historical
retrospective was adhered to by the USSR/Russia and Canada.

Several circumstances testify in favor of this approach. First, it historically
preceded the emergence of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea in 1982,
and thus the legal regime of the Arctic was for many years formed on the basis of
international law, i.e., the recognition of historical rights and the practice of delim-
itation of the Arctic space in accordance with the national legislation of the Arctic
states. Second, the sectoral principle is more in line with Russian interests, since it
enables Russia to keep its Arctic sector entirely. Third, this approach is supported by
the experts who doubt the applicability of the norms of the 1982 UN Convention on
the Law of the Sea to the Arctic and the Arctic Ocean due to their natural and
climatic features and peculiarities. However, a serious blow to the sectoral approach
was caused by two factors: the melting of Arctic ice and the position of the Arctic
countries, including Russia itself, that almost unanimously decided to take the 1982
UN Convention on the Law of the Sea as a basis for settling the division of the
Arctic.

In contrast to the sectoral approach and in accordance with the conventional
approach, the Arctic states should limit their area so that the rest of the territory is
considered free for any companies and enterprises. In this case, the Convention on
the Law of the Sea allows the Arctic to be the object of the claims of many states.

The conventional approach is also referred to as the “median linear method,”
when division along the median line means that the ocean area is divided in
proportion to the length of the coastline at an equal distance from the coast of the
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specified countries. The division of the water area of the Arctic seas is carried out on
the basis of the enforcement of the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea,
which divides the sea areas into zones: internal waters; territorial waters (12 nautical
miles); adjacent waters (24 miles); exclusive economic zone (200 miles); and the
continental shelf (up to 350 miles). The Ilulissat Declaration (2008) reaffirmed the
intention of the five Arctic countries to act in the spirit of UN norms, procedures, and
international law and contributed to the creation of the Arctic Five mechanism.

However, the conventional approach also has some weaknesses. In particular, the
provisions of the Convention on the “area of the common heritage of mankind” give
non-Arctic states a reason to claim part of the Arctic shelf, i.e., to create the basis for
the regional conflicts. In addition, the Convention to some extent breaks the
established order of delimitation in the Arctic and creates an element of tension.
Finally, the USA is guided by the principles of the Convention but has not yet ratified
it, which also adds to the uncertainty in the Arctic. The USA, Norway, and Denmark
are staunch supporters of the conventional approach among the Arctic countries.

The international approach proceeds from the need to adopt a new universal
legislative act that will help to recognize the wealth of the Arctic as a “world
heritage” and open access to a wide range of countries to develop Arctic resources
and use Arctic routes. This approach is mainly adhered to by non-Arctic states, while
such a position fundamentally contradicts the interests of the Arctic countries. In
particular, there is a proposal to transfer the legal regime of Antarctica (1959) to the
Arctic within the framework of a single legislative act, to internationalize it with
general accessibility to all. Meanwhile, the clash of interests of the parties will not
contribute to the emergence in the near future of universal and binding “rules of the
game” in the Arctic. The need to adopt a single legal act is disputed by many experts
and is being questioned by the Arctic states themselves.

There is also an option of identifying the UN circumpolar zone around the North
Pole. Finally, it is proposed to combine, when dividing the Arctic, the approaches of
the 1982 UN Convention, interregional and regional legal acts, and historical
traditions, as well as a combination of the principle of equal distance, the sectoral
principle, and the criterion of proportionality.

In this regard, the problem of the Arctic continental shelf delimitation is of
particular relevance now. The UN Commission on the Limits of the Continental
Shelf satisfied Norway’s application in 2009 and Russia’s application for the Sea of
Okhotsk in 2014, and now it is considering a large Russian application with a claim
for 1.2 million square kilometers. However, there is an overlap with the claims of
Canada and Denmark and problems of delimitation of maritime boundaries in some
disputed areas of the Arctic (Bering Sea, Spitsbergen). There are also discrepancies
regarding the legal regime of the Northwest Passage and the Northern Sea Route.

All these Arctic problems can be overcome through interaction mechanisms
within the organizations. In the 1990s, several multilateral organizations related to
the Arctic were created: The main one of these is the Arctic Council, established in
1996 in Ottawa (Canada). The Arctic Council was formed on the basis of the
so-called Rovaniemi process, which leads to the dominance of the environmental
cooperation issues in the Council’s activities. In the Arctic Council, decisions are
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taken by consensus or unanimous agreement of all eight countries. Given the
military, economic, and geographic disparity of power between these countries, a
consensus model is seen as a key to building confidence in the Council and ensuring
that “the Council will not be used to impose certain policies” on any particular state
(Bloom, 1999).

It is noteworthy that the Council does not have the legal status, so it does not rely
on the Treaty and its decisions are not legally binding. In 2013, a permanent
Secretariat of the Arctic Council was established in Norway to build an institutional
framework and coordinate meetings of ministers of the Arctic countries every
6 months (Collins, 2017). In 2016, the Secretariat of Indigenous Peoples (formerly
located in Copenhagen), created to support the activities of the Permanent Partici-
pants in the Arctic Council, became part of the Secretariat of the Arctic Council.

Members and observers believe that the Council is successfully setting norms to
maintain peace and stability in the region and strengthen cooperation. This is one of
a few international organizations composed of representatives of the Indigenous
peoples of the North (Exner-Pirot, 2016). Moreover, although the Council itself is
not a treaty-based organization, its research and expertise has become a mechanism
for the elaboration of three agreements: the Agreement on Cooperation in Aviation
and Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic (2011), the Agreement on Coopera-
tion in the Field of Preparedness and Response to Marine Oil Pollution in the Arctic
(2013), and the Agreement on Deepening International Arctic Scientific Cooperation
(2017). It can be concluded that these agreements correspond to two of the Council’s
tasks, which are closely related: environmental protection and sustainable
development.

There are also six working groups in the Arctic Council: on the implementation of
the Arctic monitoring and assessment program; on prevention, preparedness, and
response to emergencies; on the conservation of the Arctic flora and fauna; on the
implementation of the program for the protection of the Arctic Marine Environment;
on sustainable development; and on the Action Program for the Elimination of
Pollution in the Arctic. On a temporary basis, so-called task forces and expert groups
of the Arctic Council are being created. Under the auspices of the Arctic Council,
about 80 projects are being implemented in the field of protection of the interests of
the Indigenous peoples of the North, prevention of emergencies, climate change,
ecology, economics, culture, and healthcare.

In 2014, the Arctic Council Project Support Instrument (a joint fund for financing
environmental projects — mainly in Russia) began the financing of projects. Simul-
taneously the Arctic Economic Council was established as an independent organi-
zation of the business circles to strengthen business relations for the purpose of
economic development. In 2015, the Arctic Coast Guard Forum was established.
Chairmanship varies on a rotational basis every 2 years and is synchronized with the
Chairmanship of the Arctic Council.

The Arctic Council also attracted the attention of non-Arctic states such as China
and India, which are among the 13 other Council members today with observer
status; (Members of the Arctic Council with observer status: France, Germany, Italy,
Japan, the Netherlands, China, Poland, India, Republic of Korea, Singapore, Spain,
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Switzerland, and UK.) many of them even have appointed their own representatives
for the Arctic, thereby demonstrating their interest in this region (Pickford & Collins,
2016).

In spite of the tensions in other parts of the world, all the Arctic states maintain
positive relationships with each other, thanks to the constant engagement in the work
of different institutions and commitment to the Arctic region in the management
structure and order based on rules. The success of organizations such as the Arctic
Council, with its consensus-based decisions, as well as the undeniable fact that
severe weather conditions and common challenges necessitate cooperation, have
probably contributed significantly to keeping any such strategic situation from
getting out of control (Myers, 2016).

In May 2021, a ministerial session of the Arctic Council was held in Reykjavik,
where the post of chairman of the Council for 2021-2023 passed to Russia. Among
the main priorities of the Russian chairmanship are the following: Arctic population,
including Indigenous peoples; environmental interaction; socioeconomic develop-
ment; and strengthening the Arctic Council. At this meeting, the Russian Foreign
Minister Sergei Lavrov spoke out, in particular, in favor of holding a summit of the
Arctic states, for the spread of positive relations between the members of the Arctic
Council on the military sphere through the resumption of multilateral dialogue of the
Arctic states through the general staffs of the armed forces. He drew attention to the
project put forward by Russia and approved by all members for the digitalization of
the linguistic and cultural heritage of Indigenous peoples, and advocated the devel-
opment of further interaction with the Arctic Economic Council. The members of the
Arctic Council supported the program of activities proposed by Russia, containing
over a 100 different events.

The ministerial meeting endorsed the Council’s first-ever Strategic Plan, which
will guide its work over the next decade, reflecting common values and aspirations
of the Arctic states and six permanent Indigenous participants. It is important to
emphasize that the participants of the ministerial meeting in Reykjavik, despite the
participation in the sanctions against Russia, signed a joint declaration confirming
the commitment of the Arctic Council to maintaining peace, stability, and construc-
tive cooperation in the region.

Although the Council has made great success over the past 20 years, it has also
come under fire for its limited mandate (according to some experts). Meanwhile, it is
considered that the Council has a monopoly in the conduct of policy in the Arctic,
which excludes the creation of other forums or new organizations for this purpose
(Exner-Pirot, 2016).

However, the institutional structure of the Arctic is complemented by some
smaller but equally important subregional organizations, although these organiza-
tions have relatively few members and do not have the same weight in the interna-
tional arena as the Arctic Council. One of these organizations is not even official — it
is the Arctic Five, which includes Canada, Russia, the USA, Denmark, and Norway.

The five countries met in 1973 and concluded an Agreement on the Conservation
of Polar Bears. However, only in the past 15 years has this informal association
developed a lot of activity, largely due to the influence of climate change, increased
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economic interest of non-Arctic states in this region, and tensions over boundary
claims in the mid-2000s. The Arctic Five are conducting “spontaneous negotia-
tions,” but on at least three occasions over the past decade they have come together:
in Tlulissat (Greenland, 2008); in Chelsea (Canada, 2010), and in Oslo (Norway,
2015) (Kuersten, 2016). Meetings in Greenland and Norway resulted in the adoption
of nonbinding declarations. In one of them, five countries made it clear that they saw
no need for a legal regime in the north like the one in Antarctica (favored by China),
and that the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea — which the USA has not
ratified, but tacitly abides by in practice — is sufficient for dealing with disputes. The
five countries emphasized their belief in regional cooperation and in the “orderly
settlement of any possible conflicting claims” (The Ilulissat Declaration, 2008).
Notably, many see an advantage in the Arctic Five informal structure in terms of
developing binding agreements with non-Arctic countries and dealing “concretely
with issues of state interests” (Kuersten, 2016), primarily in the field of security
(Zagorskiy, 2019).

In addition to the Arctic Five, there is also the Barents Euro-Arctic Council
(BEAC). BEAC was established in 1993. Now the organization brings together
Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Russia. BEAC aims to ensure that close
cooperation secures long-term political stability and reduces potential tensions in
relations. Simultaneously with the BEAC, the Barents Regional Council (BRC) was
formed. BRS unites 14 districts located in the Far North of Finland, Norway,
Sweden, and north-west Russia. With the inclusion of Indigenous representatives,
the BRC seeks to support and promote cooperation and development in the Barents
Region.

Subregional Indigenous groups have also emerged: the Inuit Circumpolar Coun-
cil (ICC) was formed in 1977, representing more than 160,000 Inuit located in
Alaska, Canada, Greenland, and Chukotka (Russia). One of the main goals of this
Council is to promote Inuit rights internationally, to unite the Arctic Inuit population,
and to strive for a full and active partnership in the political and socio-socioeconomic
development of the circumpolar regions.

As the practice of international relations in the Arctic region shows, it is necessary
to use additional political and diplomatic mechanisms. Moreover, the struggle for the
Arctic and its resources is no longer carried out only by international legal instru-
ments. Competition of technologies, the efficiency of socioeconomic systems, and
the ability to protect sovereignty by force are coming to the fore.

Russian Arctic Interests and Policy

The value of the northern territories for Russia is of high significance. The Arctic
development is associated with solving long-term tasks Russia has and increasing its
competitiveness. The Arctic region can become the main strategic resource base for
Russia. In addition to hydrocarbons, the biological resources (unique animal and fish
species of the North Seas) are of great importance for the economy. Benefits from the
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northern transport routes, environmental protection, and sustainable use of natural
resources are no less important for the interests of Russia.

Compared to other countries, the role of the region in the development of Russia is
incomparably higher. The region accounts for about 10% of Russian GDP and 20% of
its total exports. Nevertheless, the opportunities for the region development are limited
by barriers of economic, technological, environmental, and social natures.

The Arctic is indeed becoming more accessible. However, the global energy
transition and growing environmental risks are increasing the requirements for
expensive Arctic projects, the implementation of which is less profitable in the
context of low energy prices. Russia is ready for cooperation and open to joint
projects in the Arctic. The Arctic development will require Russia to attract large-
scale investments, including foreign ones. Currently, 150 priority projects for the
development of the Russian Arctic have been identified with a deadline for imple-
mentation up to the 2030s, with a total cost of almost P5 trillion, with most of the
funds (about P4 trillion) coming not from budget sources.

The Arctic policy of modern Russia has gone through several stages in its
evolution. The 1990s can be considered as a failure for Russian Arctic policy,
since, during this period, almost all the achievements of the Arctic policy of the
Soviet period were lost. Some researchers note a number of factors aggravating the
state of affairs during that period, particularly including incompetence, corruption,
growing scientific and technological backwardness, and de-industrialization
(Aleksandrov, 2017). Actually, Russian actions in the Arctic in the 1990s and the
first half of the 2000s were fragmented and contradictory, lacking a systematic
approach, while decisions were sometimes made spontaneously and ill-considered,
under the influence of the current political conjuncture and without a long-term
perspective.

In 1997, Russia ratified the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea, on the
basis of which it submitted an application to the UN in 2001 to expand its Arctic
shelf. This event is considered to be a kind of starting point in the Arctic policy of
modern Russia. The Russian “Arctic comeback” started in the second half of 2000s,
when the Arctic officially became one of the priority areas of Russian foreign policy.
In 2007, Russia announced its ambitions by organizing an expedition in which about
a 100 experts, scientists, representatives of the authorities, and journalists took part;
the atomic icebreaker “Russia,” the vessel “Akademik Fedorov,” helicopters, and
deep-sea bathyscaphes “Mir-1" and “Mir-2” took samples of the Arctic soil at the
bottom of the North Pole and put the Russian flag. This expedition began as one of
the steps to define the subjects of the Russian Arctic policy.

The successful conduct of the Arctic expedition testified to the emergence of a
subject of Arctic policy, including representatives of state authorities and large oil
and gas companies — Gazprom, Rosneft, Rosshelf, and Zarubezhneft. In order to
make the Russian Arctic more investment attractive for domestic companies, the
state agreed to provide them with tax holidays and also allowed them to attract
foreign investors at their own choice.

In recent decades, the Arctic is undergoing significant transformation, especially
related to climate change. This gives rise to a change in the tactics and development
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strategy of both the Arctic states and countries geographically located outside the
region. Analyzing ongoing processes and determining the prospects for the devel-
opment of the region form the choice of state policy instruments in the Arctic
(Schach & Madlener, 2018).

In 2008, with the approval of the Fundamentals of State Policy of the Russian
Federation in the Arctic for the period up to 2020 and beyond, the Russian Arctic
again found itself in the focus of public administration after the reforms of the 1990s.
In fact, this was the next step in the formation and governance of the Russian Arctic
zone. From this moment, Russia began to take steps toward strengthening its
presence in the region on a permanent basis. The goals, objectives, priorities, and
mechanisms for the implementation of state policy were determined, the State
Commission for the Development of the Arctic was created, and the Arctic zone
was allocated as a separate object of statistical observation; this significantly con-
tributed to improving the quality of monitoring the achievements and increasing the
quality of life in the region (Krutikov et al., 2020).

In 2014, the State Program of Socio-Economic Development was adopted as a
tool for implementing the Strategy. The development and approval of these docu-
ments were timely, because by the beginning of 2011, all the Arctic states with
access to the Arctic Ocean had approved documents aimed at the development of
their Arctic territories and defining their Arctic priorities (Brosnan et al., 2011).

The activities of various state programs did not cover the entire range of tasks
defined by the Strategy and did not become a tool for the implementation of strategic
planning documents for the development of the region. In this region, the provision
of socioeconomic development and national security are maximally interconnected.
Foremostly, this concerns the development of infrastructure, the development of
Arctic technologies, and the intensification of scientific research, which together will
allow Russia to build up not only technological, but also intellectual presence in the
region (Kudryashova et al., 2019).

On March 5, 2020, the President of the Russian Federation approved a new
edition of the Fundamentals of State Policy in the Arctic for the period up to 2035
(2020). The main instrument for implementing state policy in this region should be a
new Strategy for the Development of the Arctic Zone of Russia and Ensuring
National Security until 2035 (2020), approved on October 26, 2020.

Many of the Strategy priorities are already being implemented, and a regulatory
framework is being created for others. This new Strategy defines the main directions,
tasks, and measures for the Arctic zone development, as well as mechanisms, stages,
and expected results of their implementation. In accordance with the document, the
Arctic is defined as a strategic region of great importance for the country and its
security.

The main problems, challenges, and threats include an intense warming of the
climate, a decrease in the population, a lag in the values of life quality indicators
from national average ones, and a low level of availability of high-quality social
services and comfortable housing in remote settlements, including places of Indig-
enous peoples’ traditional residence and economic activity. At the same time, a high
level of occupational risk is recorded, due to the impact of harmful industrial and
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cooling meteorological factors of working conditions, an increased level of occupa-
tional morbidity compared to other country regions, the absence of a state support
system for the delivery of fuel, food, and other vital goods to the Arctic zone at
affordable prices, the low level of development and a high cost of creating transport
infrastructure, and the lack of competitiveness of business entities due to higher
costs, the delay in the development of the infrastructure of the Northern Sea Route,
and a number of other negative aspects.

The new document is fundamentally different from the previous version of the
Strategy and the previously valid strategic planning documents in two key pro-
visions: First, the main emphasis is placed on improving the quality of life of people
living there, and accordingly, a number of tasks are formulated that are aimed at
social regional development; second, a special regional section has appeared in the
Strategy that determines the priority areas of socioeconomic development of each
territory within the Arctic zone.

The Strategy defines a set of measures to achieve the main tasks of the Arctic social
development. Some of these are aimed at the development of primary health care,
including the provision of equipment, provision of medical organizations with auto and
air transport, the improvement of public financing mechanisms of medical assistance,
etc. A number of other measures are designed to improve the quality of the education
system in the Arctic, including improving legal regulation and creating conditions for
the education of Indigenous peoples; the development of a network of professional
educational organizations together with large- and medium-sized enterprises; and
support for development programs of the Federal University and other educational
institutions of higher education, their integration with scientific organizations and
enterprises of the real sector of the economy. The set of activities also includes measures
to support Indigenous people, to develop creative fields and sports for the population
from remote settlements, and, in particular, to improve the mechanisms for subsidizing
air travel, state support for housing construction, and other such areas.

The implementation of the Strategy is designed in three stages: the first stage
(2020-2024), the second stage (2025-2030), and the third stage (2031-2035). The
provisions of the document will be ensured by amending the state program “Socio-
economic development of the Arctic zone of the Russian Federation,” regional state
programs, and the implementation of measures for the development of the Northern
Sea Route infrastructure.

In comparison to the Strategy of 2013, the main tasks have not fundamentally
changed: comprehensive socioeconomic development, intensification of scientific
research, development of advanced Arctic technologies, formation of various infra-
structure (from energy, transport, to information and telecommunications), ensuring
environmental security, and preserving the Arctic as a zone of peace through the
development of international cooperation.

However, the focus has shifted over the years. If in the early 2010s the task was to
create a lot anew, then in the early 2020s the task is to develop and improve what has
been achieved. In 2019, the President of the Russian Federation noted that the new
strategy for the development of the Russian Arctic until 2035 should combine the
activities of Russian national projects and government programs, investment plans
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of infrastructure companies, and programs for the development of the Arctic regions
and cities.

At the same time, the development of the Arctic spaces is impossible without the
population permanently residing in the region. All Arctic states “rely” in their
strategies on the permanent population, and Russia is no exception. In this regard,
ensuring the quality of life at a level not lower than the national average, as well as
achieving the average Russian values of key socioeconomic indicators, should be
one of the priority goals of the Strategy until 2035. In addition, development issues
should take into account the specifics of the Indigenous peoples’ lives.

One of the goals for the period up to 2024, determined by the President, is to
ensure the transportation of goods along the Northern Sea Route in the amount of
80 million tons. Achieving such an ambitious goal implies the comprehensive
development of the transport sector. This involves not only the construction of
icebreaking vessels, but also vessels for the transportation of goods, as well as
vessels supporting the appropriate ice class; it also entails the development of port
infrastructure along the entire length of the route, the development of inland water-
ways, navigation facilities, meteorological support, and much more.

It also requires the development of other infrastructure, primarily energy. Infra-
structure projects can serve as the basis for attracting additional investments and
implementing large business projects. Thus, the adoption of the new Strategy, as well
as the adjustment of the State Program “Social and Economic Development of the
Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation,” will contribute to a more systematic
implementation of Russian policy toward the Arctic region.

Among the main tasks in the international cooperation development, the Strategy
highlights a measure to ensure the effective work of the Arctic Council under the
chairmanship of Russia in 2021-2023, including the promotion of joint projects. The
priority of Russian chairmanship in the Arctic Council has been identified as
Responsible Governance for Sustainable Arctic. It promotes collective approaches
to ensuring sustainable development within the Arctic region, maintaining balance in
its social, economic, and environmental dimensions, increasing synergy, construc-
tive cooperation, and the coordination of the Arctic Council with other regional
structures, and the implementation of the Strategic Plan of the Arctic Council.

Russia intends to give priority attention to improving the well-being, health, and
quality of the Arctic inhabitants’ lives, including Indigenous peoples, and to ensur-
ing progressive social growth, on the basis of sustainable economic development of
the region. The growing positive potential of the Arctic should be used to ensure
prosperity and progress in the interests of the entire Arctic population, as well as to
promote scientific, educational, and cultural exchanges, tourism, and people-to-
people contacts.

The comprehensive program of the Russian chairmanship assumes the promotion
of multilateral cooperation in the following priority areas:

1. Population of the Arctic, Including Indigenous Peoples
The sustainable development of the Arctic is largely determined by the quality of
human capital. The Russian Chairmanship’s main focus will be given to maintaining
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the stability and vitality of the Arctic inhabitants, promoting climate change adap-
tation measures, improving the welfare, health, education, and quality of life, and
ensuring progressive socioeconomic development throughout the region.

Promotion of scientific, educational, and cultural exchanges, tourism, and
contacts between people and regions will also be high on its agenda. Particular
attention will be paid to the preservation of the linguistic and cultural heritage of
the Indigenous peoples of Arctic, and the promotion of cross-border youth
exchanges.

2. Environmental Protection, Including Climate Change Issues

Given the rapid change of climate in the Arctic, most notably accompanied by
degradation of permafrost and gas hydrides emissions, among the priorities will
be the tasks of mitigating the negative effects of climate change, increasing the
adaptation of life activities, ensuring resilience to its consequences, preserving
and restoring the environment, rationally using natural resources, and
maintaining the health of the Arctic ecosystems, including marine environment,
conservation of biodiversity, and in particular migratory bird species.

In the context of the further development of the region, it is important to take
into account not only the vulnerability of the Arctic to climate change, but also its
promising contribution — due to its natural, energy, and transport resources — in
facilitating the transition to a low-emission economy and, accordingly, to the
fulfillment of the goals and objectives of the 2015 Paris Agreement on Climate.
An equally topical task is to promote the introduction of advanced innovative
technologies in the region into the transport sector, industry, infrastructure, and
energy, including the use of renewable energy sources in order to improve the
living standards of the Arctic population.

3. Socioeconomic Development

A key condition for the well-being and prosperity of the Arctic is its sustain-
able economic development. The Russian chairmanship will focus on further
promoting economic cooperation in the region; on developing a reliable energy
infrastructure, as well as sustainable transport routes, including maritime ship-
ping, telecommunications systems, and the food production sector; and on
improving conditions for investment inflows, promoting innovation, entrepre-
neurship, and business financing.

4. Strengthening of the Arctic Council

The Russian chairmanship will continue to promote the consolidation of the
Arctic Council as a key format for international Arctic cooperation, improve its
work, increase the efficiency of the Working and Expert Groups and the Secre-
tariat, develop mechanisms for financing the Council’s activities (including its
projects and programs), implement decisions and recommendations, and encour-
age the dialogue and interaction with the Observers in order to ensure their
meaningful and balanced involvement in the Council’s activities. It intends to
further intensify collaboration between the Arctic Council and other Arctic
structures. Among the priorities of the Russian Chairmanship is the promotion
of international scientific cooperation, in particular exploring the possibility to
conduct the Arctic Council scientific expedition to the Arctic Ocean.



66 M. A. Maksakova

Within the framework, as well as under the auspices of the Russian chairmanship,
it is planned to hold more than 100 international Arctic events, divided into 11 the-
matic clusters:

. Human capital development in the Arctic
. Indigenous peoples of the Arctic

. Arctic youth

. Climate change and ecology of the Arctic
. Prevention of emergencies

Economic cooperation

Development of infrastructure and sustainable shipping
. Arctic tourism

. The cultural program

. International Arctic cooperation
International scientific cooperation
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The priority for Russia is to preserve the territory of the Arctic for peace, stability,
and constructive cooperation. Russian policy in the Arctic should be systematic,
consistent, and based on a historical foundation. New Russian Arctic policy should
proceed from new conditions: due to geography, Russia needs the Arctic incompa-
rably more than the rest of the world. International community interest in the region
is growing, but it is hardly possible to count on the fact that it can become the main
driver of its development. Russia needs a strong state policy, aimed at creating a
competitive resource economy of an innovative type at the institutional level, taking
into account both internal and external impediments and obstacles.

The Russian Arctic development is traditionally understood through the discov-
ery of new fields and the implementation of new infrastructure and energy projects.
However, the further development of the region by extensive methods is fraught with
the aggravation of three groups of risks:

1) Capital-intensive Arctic projects, designed over decades and requiring significant
costs, risk not paying off in the future.

2) Increasing the production and export of primary energy resources is fraught with
the aggravation of the technological dependence of the Russian economy.

3) The expansion of economic activity in the Arctic can lead to negative environ-
mental consequences or even man-made disasters, especially in the context of
accelerated climatic changes.

Modern state policy in the Arctic is mostly limited to providing large-scale
economic benefits to companies that are potentially ready to implement resource
projects, including on the Arctic shelf. This approach was extremely relevant when
the situation in the world markets was favorable and there were still opportunities to
strengthen cooperation with Western companies with competencies in the North.
Now this approach looks risky; the proposed measures, most likely, will not be
enough for a noticeable increase in the investment attractiveness of the Russian
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Arctic. As a rule, such benefits are largely aimed at supporting large companies that
already occupy a monopoly position, if not at the industry level, then at least at the
level of some Arctic regions. But in the absence of competition and one-sided
dependence on companies in the Russian regions, environmental risks from eco-
nomic activities in the Arctic will increase many times over, simultaneously causing
serious internal and external political reputational damage.

Russian Arctic international goals can be divided into two main groups: the
provision of military and environmental security in the region, and the development
of the region through Arctic projects. Each of these goals includes a number of tasks,
all of which require both international and domestic Russian measures to solve. The
first block of international tasks is associated mainly with the relief of common
threats faced by the Arctic countries and involves both intensive interaction at the
site of the Arctic Council and parallel international tracks within the framework of
bilateral and multilateral formats (Likhacheva et al., 2021).

A prerequisite for the successful solution of these problems is increased support
for science and the introduction of advanced environmental standards and practices.
The block of international tasks associated with the development of the Russian
Arctic predominantly presupposes bilateral cooperation or appeal to international
development institutions with Russian participation. Finally, the internal develop-
ment objectives imply the transformation of the Arctic development model from an
extensively operational model to an innovative resource based on the principles of
environmental development of the Arctic together with other regions of Russia.

The issues of regulating the sea passage and economic activity in the open part of
the Arctic Ocean are also on the agenda but should be considered separately. In the
open part of the Arctic Ocean, Russia’s risk is not losing its positions, but not
realizing the economic and geostrategic potential that is created by the greater
physical accessibility of the open part of the Arctic Ocean.

Russian chairmanship should be used to run the discussion on the proposed
international regime “enhanced climate responsibility,” as well as revitalization
and reanimation of the institution as a whole by promoting climate and environmen-
tal issues, the issues of disaster prevention, mitigation, etc. It is crucial to overcome
the institutional crisis — a return to the practice of adopting joint declarations, the
implementation of previously assumed obligations, an audit of the Arctic Council
activities, and a precise definition of the climate agenda by the Arctic countries.

This approach is more in line with Russian interests than self-limitation by the
agenda of reducing greenhouse gas emissions prevailing in the global climate
movement: The accumulated scale of climate change makes adaptation in the Arctic
a priority for decades to come, even with the comprehensive fulfillment of obliga-
tions to reduce emissions in the world — the Arctic is already too hot.

Moreover, Russia should not take a passive ecological position. The significance
of the region for Russia allows us to come up with ambitious programs of changes in
the Arctic. The new development of the region, being so rich in natural resources,
can be a powerful catalyst for other regions in terms of research and development
work (R&D), mechanical engineering, sources of increasing prosperity, reducing
depopulation, and complicating production.
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The Arctic should become a platform for innovative resource development for the
entire country. In part, this vision of a “self-sufficient” region is enshrined in the new
Strategy until 2035. All goals formulated in it are strictly “Arctic,” not taking into
account the effects for other regions. The stated goals, of course, need to be realized.
However, an expanded and potentially more effective understanding of the Arctic
development tasks requires a different balance of international and domestic Arctic
policy instruments.

International cooperation in the Arctic is more varied across countries and
instruments. It should address the issues of reducing technological dependence,
providing sales markets for Arctic exports and attracting investment in the Arctic
projects. At the same time, the Arctic specifics mainly concerns international
cooperation in the field of technology transfer to Russia — increasing exports and
foreign investment in the Arctic.

However, the role of the domestic Russian strategy is much more important in this
region: the involvement of Russian suppliers of technological equipment in the
resource projects, the financing of relevant R&D in scientific centers, the creation
of an infrastructure for the physical interface between the Arctic and Siberia, and the
development of the Northern Sea Route.

Russia and International Cooperation in the Arctic

International cooperation in the Arctic can be considered as a development tool,
including of the Russian North. The main task of it is access to the technologies of
Arctic work. So far, Russia imports in 70% of cases, including crucial technologies.
The import of foreign technologies should form the basis of a more comprehensive
industrial and technological policy. The priority of the technological and spatial
development of Russia should become the main policy of “managed cooperation”
with foreign countries. The main goal of this policy is to reduce foreign policy risks
and strengthen cooperative relationships with foreign companies at all stages of
high-tech production, but with their localization within Russia.

First of all, it is important to ensure the localization of high-tech resource-
intensive industries and the formation of a pool of domestic service companies and
industrial production focused on the needs of the Arctic projects. The nonspecific
tasks of the Arctic development, universal for any export-oriented region of Russia,
are attracting investments and providing sales markets. In both cases, a combination
of international efforts and domestic Russian decisions is required. The issue of dual-
use infrastructure is extremely important for foreign investment attraction, because
almost all infrastructure in the region has historically been exactly like this. From the
investment side, it is advisable to concentrate international cooperation on the
following areas:

* Cooperation within the framework of international development institutions with
Russian participation (e.g., Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, BRICS New
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Development Bank, and Eurasian Development Bank), including through
targeted projects for sustainable development of the Arctic.

» Cooperation with non-Arctic countries without empowering them to manage the
region — the main focus herein is on China and other Asian countries (Japan,
India, Korea, and ASEAN countries) — and also Middle Eastern countries inter-
ested in diversifying assets.

 Integrated development of the Northern Sea Route as a way to attract investment
not only in the resource sector, but also in the infrastructure and logistics complex
of the region, the development of tourism, and Arctic cities.

» Use of “green” financing instruments for the region, or “Arctic” bonds issue for
the large-scale projects.

» The application of mechanisms of public-private partnership (PPP) for the imple-
mentation of the Arctic projects.

International cooperation in terms of sales markets for the Arctic should take into
consideration the entire range of efforts: regulatory, logistic, insurance, and infor-
mational — inside and outside.

Cooperation with Asian Countries

Under current conditions, the possibility of a robust international cooperation is
opening up in the East. Now the enhancement of cooperation with China, Japan,
Republic of Korea, a number of ASEAN countries, and India is largely constrained
by the closure of the Russian Arctic policy and the lack of a coherent interaction
strategy with them. One of the main tasks of cooperation on the eastern part is to
attract funds of non-Western development institutions, created with the participation
of Russia.

Among Asian countries today, Russia’s main partner in economic development
projects in the Arctic is China. Despite differences in the strategic vision of the
Arctic future and its management, the tactical potential of Russian-Chinese cooper-
ation in the region is significant: First of all, this is important in the field of resource
development, transport, and logistics infrastructure, more active use of the Northern
Sea Route and Arctic tourism development; in addition to this, significant potential
for cooperation lies in such areas as the Arctic rural economy, electric power
industry, and Arctic settlements development in the region.

The policy of cooperation with China in the Arctic should be accompanied by a
set of measures that strengthen confidence that the implementation of joint projects is
carried out in accordance with the principles of sustainable development. Environ-
mental control over joint projects should be strengthened by measures of additional
environmental expertise, as well as a general increase in its effectiveness, including
stricter requirements for the completeness and transparency of the information
provided.

Cooperation with China should be complemented by strengthening partnerships
on the Arctic issues with Japan, Republic of Korea, India, and those ASEAN
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countries that also show interest in this region. Intensification of cooperation with
Korean and Singaporean companies can be useful in terms of exchange of experi-
ence and knowledge in the field of shipbuilding, port infrastructure management,
and tourism development. The dialogue with India and Japan is promising in terms
of LNG projects, joint scientific Arctic research related to the study of the dynamics
of processes, and the consequences of climate change.

It is useful to study joint investment projects with the countries of the Middle
East. In context of the geographic diversification policy, they may be interested in a
wide portfolio of Arctic projects in Russia.

Cooperation with Western Countries

Despite the sanctions, restrictions, and the “green protectionism” of the EU, there are
still a number of promising niches in technological and economic cooperation with
traditional Arctic partners. It is undoubtedly important to preserve and support
existing projects in border areas, encourage entrepreneurship and cross-border
trade, and implement joint projects by small- and medium-sized businesses.

During the presanction period, Russian energy companies actively interacted with
European and American transnational companies on the Arctic joint projects. How-
ever, the Western sanctions forced companies to curtail their activities, which added
some technological problems to Russia. The economic security of Russia and its
technological independence directly depend on overcoming these problems.

An important priority of Russia’s cooperation with the Scandinavian countries,
especially Norway, is the Northern Sea Route development. For the promotion of
green bonds and loans as a financing tool for the Arctic projects, within the
framework of chairmanship, Russia could put forward a proposal to establish an
interstate operator for the Arctic projects focused on attracting “clean” funding. Such
an initiative may not only bring image advantages, but also become a really
demanded financing tool, since the Russian Arctic has a huge potential for cheap
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions by increasing the energy efficiency of
equipment, switching to “clean” energy, reforestation, etc.

A great potential for cooperation can be realized with the Nordic countries in
terms of projects in the field of the renewable energy sources. In the context of
critical inefficiency of northern fuel delivery, projects for the renewable energy
sources development in isolated territories of the Russian North can become com-
mercially attractive with minimal government support.

In the current conditions, any decisions in the Arctic cannot take into account the
criteria of financial efficiency. But, more importantly, they should also include
requirements for maximizing positive effects for the environment, the population,
improving technologies and spatial development of Russia.

Taking into account the peculiarities of the economy of Arctic projects, requiring
large-scale state support, they cannot work only for themselves, and the state has
significant leverage over them. The approach to the Arctic development through the
implementation of the most profitable projects is obviously insufficient. Arctic
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domestic policy should proceed from the need to prioritize the promotion of projects
that have significant added value for Russia as a whole, that is, stimulating R&D,
localization of the high-tech production, and the development of related industries in
the other Russian regions. Such projects will most contribute to the tasks of high-
tech development and environmental protection in Russia.

Conclusion

The Arctic still remains a territory with an unregulated legal status, actually contrib-
uting to the implementation of the “internationalization” concept, supported by all
non-Arctic states. The geopolitical, economic, climatic, and other changes in the
Arctic directly affect not only the interests of the polar states, but also a wide range of
the non-Arctic countries. This state of affairs carries the threat of various kinds
of restrictions on the sovereignty of the five Arctic states in the name of “the interests
of mankind,” under which the interests of the largest transnational corporations may
be hidden.

Russia plays one of the main roles in the Arctic. Russia is a member of all Arctic-
related organizations, both formal and informal. For the period 2021-2023, the
Arctic Council will work under the chairmanship of Russia, within the framework
of the integrated comprehensive development program in the Arctic territories, and
therefore prioritizes the balanced promotion of the region’s sustainable development
in the social, economic, and environmental dimensions.

Russian Arctic policy has undergone significant changes in recent years and has
moved from a passive stage to an active one. Under the current conditions, Russian
Arctic policy is undergoing a serious test of its strength in the new geopolitical and
economic realities. Russia needs to rethink the achievements and failures of the
entire historical path of development and presence in the Arctic and rely on conti-
nuity, consistency, and systemic character in its Arctic policy. In its further Arctic
policy, Russia should take into account the problem of the growing internationali-
zation of the region.

The Arctic can claim the role of a pilot region for the formation of a highly
innovative resource and nature-saving economy. However, this requires completely
different institutional approaches to its development. Without an active technolog-
ical policy, Arctic projects run the risk of remaining dependent on the import of
foreign equipment, which is fraught with an increase in foreign economic and
political risks. At the institutional level, there should be conditions created for the
deep integration of Arctic projects into high-tech value chains in the country.
Otherwise, the development of the Arctic will be carried out to satisfy a limited
number of individuals and companies and will not bring Russia closer to solving the
problems of modernization and technological development.
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Abstract

The European non-Arctic states — the UK, Germany, France, Italy, Spain, the
Netherlands, Poland, and Switzerland — are mostly experienced Arctic explorers.
From the very beginning their attention to the Arctic was driven, firstly, by an
interest in finding the shortest trade routes from Europe to Asia and, secondly, by
scientific research. At the end of the twentieth century, the participation of European
non-Arctic countries in Arctic governance began to be institutionalized — this group
of countries received the status of observers in the AC. The range of their interests
in the region has expanded significantly: from scientific research to security issues.
Most of these European countries are the members of the European Union (EU) and
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provide the idea of including the EU to the Arctic governance system. The national
roadmaps of the EU Arctic member states and observers are mainly driven by the
EU Arctic policy framework. This chapter provides an analysis of strategic docu-
ments and a summary of the main common interests of the non-Arctic European
states and the EU in the region and their activities in the Arctic.

Keywords

Non-Arctic European states - Arctic Council - Observers - The European Union -
The UK - Germany - France - Italy - Spain - Poland - The Netherlands -
Switzerland

Introduction

Nowadays, in the modern globalizing environment not only the traditional Arctic
countries, but also a range of the non-Arctic nations (e.g., China, Singapore,
Germany, France, Italy) and international institutions (e.g., the EU, NATO) are
manifesting their interest in the Arctic. First and foremost, the non-Arctic countries
are anxious about the climate changes in this region and their impact on the globe
in general. Apart from that, they are interested in the development of scientific
cooperation on the Arctic issues and an unrestrained access to the Arctic mineral
riches and transport arteries, economic cooperation in the region. At present, this
group of countries is striving to gain a foothold in the leading Arctic regional
structure — the Arctic Council (AC), to influence the decision-making process in
Arctic affairs.

Almost all European non-Arctic observer countries at the AC — the UK, Germany,
France, Italy, Spain, the Netherlands, Poland, and Switzerland — have some historical
experience of working in the Arctic. Among the non-Arctic European observer
countries, only Spain has no tradition of Arctic exploring, Spain’s attention was
paid to the Antarctic mainly. Thus, Spanish interest in the Arctic is dictated by
current events and challenges. The European countries (e.g., the UK, the Nether-
lands, Italy) equipped expeditions to the Arctic region to explore new sea routes,
new lands, and open new opportunities for trade. If the development of the Arctic
territories before the nineteenth century was mainly associated with the development
of fishery and trade, then after the nineteenth century, the importance of the region
from a military point of view increased significantly, and a steady scientific interest
in it was indicated. This land was perceived by European travelers as Terra Incog-
nita, which had its secrets. And the laurels of the pioneers have always attracted
ambitious travelers. In addition, in the nineteenth century, technical capabilities
based on developed shipbuilding appeared, which contributed to the scientific
research of the region. At the same time, the role of the North in general and the
Arctic in particular as a region associated with ensuring the security of many states
increased first during the First and then the Second World War. All these events have
best confirmed that the Arctic should remain a territory of dialogue. It should be
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noted that the historical experience of participation in the development of the Arctic
and contribution to Arctic scientific research played an important role in obtaining
observer status in the Arctic Council by European non-Arctic countries.

Today, among the European non-Arctic states are six EU member states (France,
Germany, Poland, the Netherlands, Spain, and Italy) and two non-EU members (the
UK and Switzerland). The European nations obtained observer status in several
stages: Germany, the Netherlands, Poland, and the UK joined the AC in Iqaluit
Ministerial meeting, 1998; France obtained observer status in Barrow Ministerial
meeting, 2000; Spain got the observer status in Salekhard Ministerial meeting, 2006;
Italy joined as an observer to the AC in Kiruna Ministerial meeting, 2013; and,
finally, Switzerland became an observer to the AC in Fairbanks Ministerial meeting,
2017. On the one hand, it is an acknowledgment of the achievements of these
countries in exploring the Arctic, and, on the other hand, it is their new responsibil-
ity, envisaging the ever-increasing activity in the region.

The observer application of the European Union to the Arctic Council was
rejected several times. Meanwhile, in 2013 at the ministerial meeting of the AC in
Kiruna an agreement was reached, which allows the EU to work within the AC on
conditions similar to the observers (Mann, 2021). Besides that, the EU, with three
Arctic states, and six non-Arctic state’s observers is de facto a player with the
standards and regulations in addition to the Science’s Polar budget of 76,1 million
euros (European Polar Board, 2021), and the other EU research and national states
budgets. Science is one of the main drivers of the EU polar policy and the European
states with the sustainable exploitation of the natural resources: fishery, mines,
tourism, oil, and gas.

Interests of European Non-Arctic States in the Arctic

Even though many European non-Arctic observer countries have been present in the
Arctic for a long time (For example, British historians have proven their country’s
presence in the Arctic since the sixteenth century; Dutch fishermen and sailors began
to enter the Arctic expanses in the sixteenth century as well; France began scientific
research in the Arctic already in the eighteenth century in the field of terrestrial and
marine ecosystems, anthropology, and ethnography; the Italians began their advance
into the Arctic only at the end of the nineteenth century; it was in the second half of
the nineteenth century that Germany began its active advance into the Arctic; Poland
established its formal connection to the Arctic in 1931 by ratification of the Svalbard
Treaty; the first Swiss expeditions to the Arctic were organized in Greenland 1909
and 1912-1913. Besides, all these countries are the parties of the Svalbard Treaty:
the Netherlands (1920), the UK (1923), France and Italy (1924), Germany, Spain,
and Switzerland (1925), and, finally, Poland (1931).), they began to publish their
strategies only in 2013. Among European countries, which gained observer status to
the AC, by now only Switzerland and Poland have not issued an Arctic strategy
document with national priorities for the Arctic region. For the first time, the UK has
clearly stated its position on the Arctic in 2013 in “Adapting to Change: UK policy



78 M. L. Lagutina et al.

towards the Arctic” and in 2018, the UK published an updated version of its Arctic
strategy “Beyond the Ice: UK Policy towards the Arctic.” The interests of Germany
in the Arctic are reflected in the document “Guidelines of the Germany Arctic
policy,” which was developed in 2013 and 2019. In 2015, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs of the Italian Republic published on its website the document “Towards an
Italian Strategy for the Arctic. National priorities.” In 2016, France adopted its
National Arctic Exploration Programme, which sets out the country’s basic interests
in the region and delineates the principal trends and priorities of its Arctic policies in
the coming years. In the case of Spain and the Netherlands, these countries have their
Polar strategies, which lays out their interests in both polar regions — the Arctic and
the Antarctic: in 2016, Spain published “Guidelines for a Spanish Polar Strategy”
and the Netherlands issued “Nederlandse Polaire Strategie 2016-2020,” which was
republished in 2020 as “The Netherlands’ Polar Strategy 2021-2025. Prepared for
Change.” Let us look in detail their Arctic strategies.

The United Kingdom. In 2013 the British government presented its multilateral
Arctic strategy — “Adapting to change. UK policy towards the Arctic.” Since that
time the United Kingdom has begun to show its interest in the North in four areas:
security, politics, economy, and environment. This document pointed out that the
UK considers NATO as the central link in building relations with the Five Arctic
countries and that it is very important for the UK to maintain contacts with its allies
in the region in the military-political context.

The Arctic is of interest to Great Britain in terms of resources, logistics in the
event of the opening of the Northern Sea Route, and scientific research. The UK’s
ability to confidently advance in these areas in the Arctic is based on the gigantic
experience of military geographic research and powerful schools in the field of
oceanology and polar geography. The unique experience of shipbuilding is also a
UK asset. The accumulated knowledge creates a technological breakthrough oppor-
tunity. The London location of the headquarters of many maritime organizations and
Lloyd’s Register also works to support the UK’s Arctic positions. In addition, the
UK is a Nordic country, and its geographic location also indicates the need for an
Arctic policy. From the point of view of public opinion, the reason for the proximity
to the Arctic is that the northern border of the economic (two hundred miles)
economic zone of the Shetland Islands is located relatively close to the Arctic Circle.
In general, the geographic location of Great Britain is beneficial from the point of
view of developing its cooperation with members of the Arctic Council, primarily
Norway, Denmark, and Iceland.

Moreover, it is this that allows the UK to become a possible part of the Northern
Sea Route, as well as to talk about common tasks in preserving the environment in
order to maintain its own fishing industry and climate, since marine ecosystems are
interconnected. For the same reason, the country’s scientific presence in the Arctic
should be highly appreciated.

The formation of the British Arctic agenda took place consistently and quickly.
Thus, the first document of a framework nature “Adapting to Change,” dedicated to
the Arctic, appeared in Britain in 2013. Then the country outlined some specific
plans in the Arctic, primarily in terms of security, economics, politics, and the
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environment (Adapting to Change. UK politics towards Arctic 2013). In this docu-
ment, the Arctic is indicated as a platform, the geopolitical potential of which will
grow, and the British will be able to show their diplomatic, military, and scientific
potential there. A clearer positioning in the Arctic was also dictated by the interna-
tional agenda, in which the region has already become the most important negoti-
ating platform, whose role is constantly growing in many respects. In addition, the
Arctic for Britain appears to be a zone that ensures the country’s security, which was
also noted in another document — the “Security Ordinance” of 2015. In 2015, the
House of Lords published the first report on the Arctic, and exclusively in the context
of security (Select Committee of the Arctic 2014-2015). And before that, in the 2014
National Maritime Security Strategy, the British indicated that the Arctic Sea routes
are unsafe because of Russia, for which it is proposed to jointly patrol the region with
other countries (National Security Strategy and Strategic Defense and Security
Review, 2015). This approach was reaffirmed in 2017 when a new British foreign
policy strategy related to Brexit was presented. This circumstance forced the
country’s authorities to think over an independent strengthening of positions in
Arctic without the EU within the framework of the Global Britain strategy.

In 2018, the UK justified its positions on the Arctic even more clearly and more
specifically in the framework of the strategy report “Beyond the Ice. United King-
dom Arctic Policy” (Beyond the Ice. UK policy towards the Arctic 2018). This
strategy should reaffirm Britain’s leadership in Artik after Brexit. It states that since
ecology is an international matter, the Arctic also requires cooperation not only of
the Arctic, but also of non-Arctic states. In strategy, Britain calls itself a “Middle
Arctic state” and a world leader in the Arctic. The mechanisms for strengthening the
British presence in the Arctic are called intergovernmental meetings designed to
ensure the appropriate representation of Britain in the Arctic Council and other
Arctic organizations: “Although the UK is not an Arctic state, we are its nearest
neighbor, with Lerwick in the Shetland Islands closer to the Arctic Circle than it is to
London. We have always been a world leader in Polar affairs where British views
have long held sway in the fields of polar science, exploration, diplomacy, business
and environmental protection” (Beyond the Ice. UK policy towards the Arctic
2018: 14).

The 2018 UK Arctic Policy Framework also presented science diplomacy as a
tool for Britain to collaborate with other Arctic actors through the dedicated Scien-
tific Council for Environmental Research (Natural Environmental Research Council,
NERC) (Eremina, 2021).

The UK is considered one of the leaders in Arctic research among non-Arctic
states. About 9 percent of all scientific publications on Arctic issues belong to the
British, primarily in the field of biological diversity, climate change processes in the
Arctic, as well as changes in the state of ice. The country continues to focus on joint
research on the Arctic climate with the Arctic states. For one, in the current period
(from 2018 to 2022), the Changing Arctic Ocean program is being developed, with
funding of £16 million. The country has a wide research network related to scientific
research in both the Arctic and Antarctic NERC — the Natural Environment Research
Council. Today it represents the UK’s largest environmental science, education, and
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innovation institution (the Natural Environment Research Council 2021; Eremina,
2019: 30-39).

At the same time the Arctic as an important region for security and defense was
indicated for the UK. In 2018 a new “Defence Arctic Strategy” was announced. It
considers British positions in the Arctic in the contest of different increasing
opportunities and threats that demand close cooperation with NATO and Euro
Atlantic allies to solve security threats in the region. So, it is not hard to see
strengthening the security element in the country’s approaches to the Arctic
(Defence Secretary announces new Defence Arctic Strategy 2018).

The British government has special structures dealing with Arctic issues. For
example, the Polar Regions Department functions under the Foreign and Common-
wealth Office. Also in White Hall, the so-called Arctic Network has been created,
which organizes negotiations with the departments of climate, energy, business,
transport, and defense. In addition, the Arctic and Antarctic Partnership is actively
working, which is designed to develop strategies for Britain in these regions.

These documents and institutions allow the United Kingdom to develop full and
varied ties not only with the Arctic countries but also with non-Arctic players. It is
obvious that here the British are relying on the experience of interaction with many
participants received in the EU. The UK was an active participant in European
projects, among which EU-PolarNet stood out. Financing of such projects (before
Britain left the EU) partially or completely came from the EU budget. However, after
Brexit, the British are even more actively developing bilateral ties, relying on
scientific diplomacy and defense cooperation (Eremina & Mezhevich, 2020).

The UK has always had its own, independent of the EU, relations with the states
of the Arctic zone, based on bilateral and multilateral partnerships in the field of
science and defense. In the context of Brexit, the United Kingdom is deprived of
some resources for entering the Arctic, the main of which is financial and political
interaction with the EU and its support. Therefore, Brexit will affect Britain’s
capabilities. For example, this concerns difficult negotiations on fishing opportuni-
ties in the Arctic Ocean. Brexit will also partly affect UK scientific cooperation with
the Arctic states.

Thus, the United Kingdom is a leader in Arctic research, the most important
partner of the Arctic states in matters of security. The Security Agenda is becoming
the most important for Britain after Brexit to maintain and deepen cooperation with
the European Arctic states. Therefore, the interaction of the northern countries
thanks to the NATO platform is important for the British in the development of
cooperation in the Arctic. At the same time, Britain also relies on the diplomatic
dimension and scientific partnership with all states, not only members of the Arctic
Council, interested in the development of the Arctic.

Germany. Germany is one of the most active non-Arctic observer countries in the
Arctic, which has a range of different interests in the region: from environmental
protection and scientific research to the access of German companies to Arctic
resources.

In 2011, the German government began to develop the main directions of the state
Arctic policy. As a result, in 2013 the Federal Government adopted the document
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“Guidelines of the Germany Arctic policy,” where for the first time the main goals
and objectives of the Arctic policy of Germany were defined. It is important to note
that the main provisions of this document have been coordinated with the relevant
EU’s provisions (Germany’s Arctic Policy Guidelines, 2019). The key principles of
the German Arctic policy were fixed in the document: freedom of scientific research;
freedom of navigation; compliance with environmental standards; and responsibility
for any environmental damage (“the polluter pays” principle).

Germany, as an observer state, formally supports the international principles of
cooperation in the Arctic, but at the same time consistently advocates a shift from the
narrowly national approach of the Arctic states to Arctic cooperation and promotes
the idea of expanding the international development of the region.

Today several departments are involved in the implementation of the German
Arctic policy: Federal Foreign Office, Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and
Energy, Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear
Safety, Federal Ministry of Education and Research, etc. Each ministry is responsi-
ble for the respective components of Germany’s Arctic policy.

In 2019 the Cabinet adopted the new Arctic policy guidelines (Germany’s Arctic
Policy Guidelines, 2019) that is the first at interministerial level, and “bring together
the Arctic policies of the different ministries and set out the German Government’s
strategic goals in the Arctic” (Germany’s Arctic Policy Guidelines, 2019).
According to the document Germany’s current Arctic policy has six priorities:
climate and environmental protection, international cooperation, security policy,
science and research, sustainable development, and the involvement of the local
and indigenous population in the Arctic. The main aims of the German Arctic policy
are:

(a) Germany wants to work toward worldwide climate and environmental protection
in line with the Paris Climate Agreement.

(b) The German Government is calling for the deployment of environmentally-
friendly technology as well as the application of the highest environmental
standards and the designation of protected areas to preserve biodiversity in the
Arctic.

(c) The interests of the indigenous population as well as the safeguarding of their
rights to freedom, good health, and self-determination in their habitat should be
strengthened.

(d) Germany is committed to free and responsible research in order to learn more
about the Arctic.

(e) For the future of the Arctic, close and rules-based cooperation with other
countries within a strengthened international legal framework is necessary.
Germany is therefore working in the Arctic Council as well as within the EU
and NATO to protect the Arctic as a largely conflict-free region (Germany is
taking on more responsibility for the Arctic, 2019).

Like several other non-Arctic European states (e.g., France and Italy), Germany
fully supports the active role of the EU in Arctic cooperation and acts as a kind of
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link between the EU and the Arctic countries. So, in 2008, Germany was among
those countries that supported the EU in its desire to apply for an application for
observer status in the Arctic Council.

The Federal Government supports multilateral cooperation, particularly in the
Arctic Council, where Germany is represented by its experts in all working groups.
In addition, it is important to note the participation of Germany in the work of
Barents Euro-Arctic Council (BEAC), EU Arctic Forum, International Maritime
Organization (IMO), etc.

The basis of the Arctic policy of Germany should rightfully be considered its
polar scientific research. So, during 2000-2019 there was an increase in funding for
Arctic research in Germany: for example, funding for the activities of the leading
German research institute — the Institute for Polar and Marine Scientific Research
named after Alfred Wagner (AWI) in the specified period increased from 60 million
euros to 140 million euros (Kotov, 2021: 50). This institute has a rich material and
technical base, including the research vessel Polarstern and two Arctic stations
(jointly with the French on Svalbard and with the Russians on Samoilovsky Island).
In addition, it is important to mention the Federal Office for Geological Sciences and
Natural Resources (BGR) and its affiliated German Raw Materials Agency (DERA).
Germany is very active in international scientific cooperation in the Arctic and
develops partnerships both with the Arctic (mostly with Russia, Norway, and
Canada) and non-Arctic countries (e.g., China, France, and Great Britain).

Regarding energy cooperation in the Arctic, Germany has a very modest poten-
tial. So, in Germany, there is only one large oil and gas company operating on an
international scale — Wintershall (Vyatkin, 2015), which focused on the development
of offshore fields in Norway.

However, Germany has the world’s largest container fleet and the third largest
merchant fleet (Auswértiges Amt, 2013) that determines its interest in participating
in the development of the Arctic transport corridors.

It is interesting to note the position of Germany regarding the militarization of the
region, which has a controversial character: formally Germany proclaims the demil-
itarization of the region (Germany’s Arctic Policy Guidelines, 2019), but in practice
it actively participates in the implementation of various Arctic projects of NATO and
officially supports NATO’s participation in Arctic affairs.

Thus, the primary objective of Germany’s current policy in the Arctic is focused
on solving the problems of the consequences of climate change in the Arctic and
protecting the environment of the region and its sustainable development. At the
same time, it is obvious that the resources for the growth of Germany’s influence in
Arctic affairs are limited: scientific research and new technologies. The economic
position of Germany in the region is very modest at this stage, but in the perspective
of climatic changes in the Arctic, new opportunities for Germany may open to
participate in the commercial development of the region’s natural resources and its
transport routes. One should also consider the high degree of German influence on
the European Union and its Arctic policy.

Italy. After receiving the observer status in the AC, the Italian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs (Farnesina) was actively involved in the Arctic affairs. At the end of 2015,
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the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Italian Republic published a first version of
Italy’s Strategy for the Arctic “Towards an Italian strategy for the Arctic — National
Guidelines” (Verso una strategia italiana per 1’Artico, 2015). The text contains
historical background and purpose of the modern Italy’s presence in the Arctic.
According to the document, the Italian activities in the Arctic are in the so-called
“five dimensions”: political, environmental, social-humanitarian (human), research,
and economic. This document can be considered an attempt to formulate the
strategic interests of the Republic in the Arctic in the future. According to this
document modern Italian activities in the Arctic are realized at several levels:
international, national, and informal.

At this stage Italy aims at strengthening its position in the Arctic Council. Italy
participates in the work of the Arctic Council at all levels: from the Task forces to
Working groups, where it has an opportunity to make its significant contribution to
the development of various areas of cooperation.

In the document mentioned above special attention is paid to the key role of the
European Union in the field of protection of the Arctic environment and sustainable
development. Italy sees itself as the “conductor” of European interests in the region
(Caruso, 2014). Italy has been granted the observer status of the AC while the
European Union was denied it. But like other European countries-observers — EU
members (e.g., France, Germany), Italy has consistently advocated the importance of
the EU involvement in solving urgent problems of the Arctic region and supports the
idea of giving the observer status to the EU.

Italy, as a member of the AC, is ready to develop bilateral cooperation with the
Arctic states in various fields: from scientific cooperation to economic cooperation.
Italy’s key partners in the region are Norway and Russia. Besides Italy has
established informal relations with the Saami Council. Italy holds regular informal
consultations with other non-Arctic countries (e.g., China) on topical issues of
development of the region.

At the national level, according to the document, the government of Italy intends
to continue to support Italian research centers working on Arctic projects. In 2018,
the Arctic Research Program for the three-year period 2018-2020 was approved, the
financing of which was for the first time provided for by the state budget of the
Republic. Italy’s leading centers for Arctic scientific research are National Research
Council of Italy (Consiglio Nazionale delle Ricerche (CNR), the National Institute of
geophysics and volcano studies (Istituto Nazionale di Geologia e Vulcanologia
(INGYV)), the National Institute of oceanography and marine geophysics (Istituto
Nazionale di Oceanografiaed I Geofisica Sperimentale (OGS)), the National mete-
orological institute (Istitutonazionale di Ricerca Metrologica (INRIM)), the National
Institute of astrophysics (Istituto Nazionale di Astrofisica (INAF)), and Italy’s Uni-
versities (e.g., [ 'Universita di Roma La Sapienza) (Novello, 2014).

Italy pays particular attention to involvement in the Arctic Economic Council,
established in 2013. For Italy it is a good opportunity to deepen business contacts
with other Arctic players. In this context it is interesting to mention such Italian
initiative as the “Arctic table” (“Tavolo Artico”), which at the national level repre-
sents a number of informal events to exchange views with representatives of Italian
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business and civil society. As an Italian expert M. Tornetta remarks, “ENI has
become the first foreign stakeholder in the Norwegian part of the Arctic, this
company develops there Italy’s first offshore project ‘Goliat’, which is set to enter
the operational stage soon” (Tornetto, 2014: 16). Nowadays ENI is implementing
projects in the three Arctic regions — in Norway (the Barents Sea), Russia (Yamal),
and in Alaska. ENI features one of the largest Italian companies to valiantly carry out
projects in environment protection and education (The Climate Challenge in the
Arctic, 2013). Many Italian companies following suit of ENI, the biggest Italian
energy company, are ever more manifesting their interest in the Arctic: for instance,
BECROMAL, Magma Energy Italia, Valvitalia, Telespazio, and others. Most of the
mentioned companies develop oil and gas fields, and high technologies.

After all, Italy is one of the crucial maritime powers, by virtue whereof it has
formidable experience both in navigation and shipbuilding. It is interesting to
underline that the Italian Navy has been actively involved in major research projects
since 2017 (e.g., the “High North” program).

To conclude, at this stage, the primary objective of Italy’s policy in the Arctic
boils down to gain a foothold in the Arctic Council and region in general through the
active engagement of Italy in multilateral and bilateral Arctic cooperation. Italy
considers the EU must have an increasingly important role in the Arctic cooperation.
Undoubtedly, Italy takes a holistic approach to its Arctic diplomacy, successfully
combining the rich history and available modern scientific and technological
potentials.

France. Following the example of the other European Union and European
member states of the Arctic Council, French policy follows the main lines defined
in the framework of the EEAS (EU Arctic Policy, 2021).

In June 2016, France adopted its National Roadmap for the Arctic (Le grand défi
de I’arctique, 2016), which sets out the countrys basic interests in the region and
delineates the principal trends and priorities of its Arctic policies in the coming
years. The Roadmap defines France as a polar state and a leading Arctic actor. The
idea has been supported by politicians over the last few years, most of all by the
academic community. The Roadmap for France’s action in the Arctic is based on a
threefold geographical, cultural, environmental, and economic logic. The Arctic
regions are located between 2500 and 5000 km from the French coast, “which, for
a maritime power like France, which has the second-largest maritime domain in the
world, remains relatively close. The Arctic Ocean thus appears as the natural
extension of the North Atlantic, which bathes the western coastline” (Le grand
défi de Iarctique, 2016). Thus, France’s geographical distance from the Arctic is
not considered a serious obstacle to its participation in Arctic affairs (Gadal, 2015).
Moreover, for France, the Arctic is an “environmentally sensitive area” where
“national interests should be determined while taking common interests and a
sustainable development policy into account” (Le grand défi de ’arctique, 2016).

The National Roadmap comprises seven sections that consistently describe the
principal tenets of France’s long-term Arctic strategy (academic research and coop-
eration; economic opportunities and cooperation; defense and security issues; pro-
tecting Arctic marine life; the French presence at international Arctic forums; the EU
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and the Arctic; national and common interests in the Arctic) and practical recom-
mendations on implementing the strategy. The National Roadmap states that France
has a broad range of interests in the Arctic, which cover various areas from research
and economy to politics and defense, and France intends to support them.

However, it should be noted several important points in the French “road map”:
promoting the interests of the European Union in the region; like other European
non-Arctic states, France cares greatly about its status as an Arctic actor, which is
legitimized by its participation in the Arctic Council; and the most interesting point
is that France, unlike most European non-Arctic states, pays particular attention in its
strategy to the issues of defense and security and intends to participate actively in this
area of Arctic cooperation; finally, France calls for active Arctic participation by
countries outside the polar zone: China, Poland, South Korea, Singapore, and other
possible consumers of Arctic resources. Thus, Paris views the Arctic as an area of
both national and global interests (Lagutina, 2016).

France’s Arctic policy is based on priorities in order of importance:

(a) The research and scientific cooperation. This involves both national and bilateral
research programs between states, as well as those of the European Union.

(b) The economic cooperation with energy, mining and fishing resources, tourism,
infrastructure, and perhaps in the future, Europe-Asia maritime exchanges
(North sea roads) if the questions of economic profitability and free circulation
in the Arctic Ocean (open ocean on the model of the Mediterranean for example)
are resolved.

(c) The defense through its commitments within NATO and the EU, and the
protection of its national interests.

(d) The contribution to the protection of the environment and biodiversity.

(e) The European Union and the Arctic policy support.

French Total is the leading foreign company in Norway, a country that will
provide 36 percent of France’s gas consumption in 2019, ahead of Russia with
20 percent. France is the second-largest importer of Norwegian salmon behind
Poland, with the Carrefour group controlling a significant portion of exports. In
Russia, the Yamal Peninsula will account for 25 percent of the Federation’s GDP in
2020 with the exploitation of gas; gas extraction could not be done without the
technical and technological assistance of Total which it is dependent on.

Unlike in Great Britain or the Russian Federation, French diplomacy and econ-
omy are dissociated. The economic interests of French industrial groups do not
merge with those of diplomacy and the state.

The scientific and academic cooperation is particularly intense with Canada,
Scandinavian countries, and Finland, through bilateral cooperation and the
European Union with common scientific bases, especially in Norway, Sweden
(joint space reception bases of CNES — the Centre national des études spatiales —
for example), and Canada, weak with the Russian Federation. The Institute Paul-
Emile Victor (IPEV) ensures the scientific coordination of French scientific and
academic activities with the Ministry of Europe and Foreign Affairs (MEAE). It
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remains that the coordination of scientific and academic activity, beyond the com-
mon scientific infrastructure shared with Canada, the USA, Germany, the European
Union, and the Scandinavian countries, paradoxically often remains unclear in terms
of the scientific “task force” by a large number of academics and researchers
involved in Arctic studies. It is, as for Germany, imposing and surpassing that of
the Scandinavian countries. This partial lack of visibility is partly due to the policy of
autonomy implemented at the end of the 2000s by the universities and research units,
which depend for the most part on the CNRS (Centre national de la recherche
scientifique). The state and the MEAE no longer have direct control over these units.

In addition, academics and researchers have developed their networks and pro-
grams of academic and scientific cooperation, which do not necessarily go through
the IPEV, the CNRS, or the MEAE services which must ensure their follow-up.
Although very significant, the French academic and scientific presence sometimes
appears fragmented, atomized, especially in the Russian Federation where it is in any
case still insignificant, even more so than in Germany. Driven by funding and
research programs, it is part of the definition of the objectives of the Arctic policy
of the European Union and ensures the presence of France in the Arctic.

To conclude, France positions itself as a global player aiming to promote the
general interest of the Arctic, and those of the Arctic territories of the European
Union countries. As such, it participates in the various international instances
dealing with the Arctic and supports the entry of the European Union as a permanent
member of the Arctic Council: the EU is de facto a key preeminent territorial,
economic, scientific, political, and diplomatic actor, with three Arctic countries as
permanent members of the Arctic Council, and six observer non-Arctic countries in
addition to Great Britain and Switzerland, which have similar Arctic policies that
overlap with those of the EU.

Spain. Despite the fact that Spain has also received an observer status in the AC,
its policy in the Arctic is not active. However, there is obvious interest to the region
due to the fact that Spain has historically been the largest maritime power. In
addition, today Spain is the owner of the largest fishing fleet in the EU.

The concern about the effects of climate change and the need for energy resources
have contributed to Spain’s interest in participating in the Arctic cooperation. Spain
annually sends its expeditions to the Arctic in order to study the effects of the impact
of climate change (Almazova-Ilyina et al., 2020: 2). In 2016, Spain published
“Guidelines for a Spanish Polar Strategy,” where the strategic significance of Spain’s
presence is substantiated not only in the Antarctic but also in the Arctic. As for the
Arctic, first of all, the document notes the importance of Spain’s wide participation in
Arctic international cooperation in various fields (e.g., scientific research, environ-
mental protection, natural reserves, energy, industry, resources, polar technologies,
bioprospecting, tourism, transport, fishery, and support for the lifestyles and cultures
of the indigenous Arctic populations) and international organizations: first of all, in
the AC, as well as in the International Arctic Science Committee (IASC), of which
Spain became a member in 2009, also Spain is an observer at the CBSS (Council of
the Baltic Shore States). In 2011 the Spanish government appointed the Ambassador
in charge of Arctic Affairs (Grinyaev et al., 2014: 24-25).
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Besides that, among the priorities of Spain’s policy in the Arctic are: “foster
peacekeeping, environmental protection and security in the polar regions, as well as
the development of scientific and technical polar research in the framework of interna-
tional cooperation” (Guidelines for a Spanish Polar Strategy, 2016). A lot of attention in
the document is paid to the development of polar scientific research in order to find
solutions in the fight against the consequences of global climate change. For Arctic
exploration, Spain has the “Hesperides” under the Spanish navy and the “Las Palmas”
(Antyushina, 2016: 81). Research results are stored at National Polar Data Centers.

Special attention is paid to the important role of the EU in Arctic affairs and
Spain’s intention to actively participate in the implementation of the common
European Arctic policy.

As for as the institutionalization of Spain’s Arctic policy is concerned, the
Spanish Polar Committee should be mentioned here. Polar research in Spain, in
general, and in the Arctic, in particular, is based on the research platforms of Spanish
universities, including the Polytechnic University of Madrid, University of Barce-
lona, etc., and they are funded in part or in full by the EU.

At the level of bilateral relations, Spain actively cooperates with such Arctic
countries as Canada, the USA, Norway, and Iceland; there is also an interest in
cooperation with Russia in the field of securing safe energy supply. In the meantime,
the main area of bilateral cooperation is joint research. Spain’s interests in energy
cooperation and tourism development at this stage are poorly realized in practice.

Thus, today Spain is difficult to define as an active player in Arctic cooperation,
with the exception of Spain’s participation in scientific cooperation. Nevertheless,
the goals and objectives stated in the Arctic strategy published in 2016 suggest that
in the future, the degree of Spain’s participation in Arctic cooperation will increase in
environmental security, energy, fishery, and tourism.

The Netherlands. As in the case of Spain, the Netherlands assumes that the
country is the largest maritime power: “About 10 per cent of all Dutch maritime
activities are related to the Arctic” (Factsheet, 2016).

The first document defining the polar strategy of the Netherlands was Dutch Polar
Strategy, published in 2016. The post of Arctic Ambassador was created according to
the Polar Strategy 2016-2020. In 2020, a new document was adopted — “The
Netherlands’ Polar Strategy 2021-2025. Prepared for Change.” The Netherlands
also views the Arctic as part of its polar strategy, along with Antarctica, so the
document addresses the country’s priorities in the two polar regions. The text of the
Strategy emphasizes that the Netherlands views both poles “as global public goods
(also known as global commons)” due to the importance of the changes taking place in
these regions. The Netherlands’ polar policy, according to the texts of the Strategies
2016 and 2020, is based on “three key concepts: sustainability, international cooper-
ation and scientific research.” Based on this, the priority areas of the Dutch polar policy
included “protect the ecosystems and environment of the polar regions, strengthen
international cooperation and ensure that economic activity is sustainable” (The
Netherlands’ Polar Strategy 2021-2025).

The main motive for the Netherlands’ participation in Arctic cooperation, as in
the case of most non-Arctic countries, is climate change and its consequences for the
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entire planet, as well as new economic opportunities that are opening up as a result of
melting ice and the current geopolitical situation in the region. Moreover, the text of
Strategy 2020 notes that the situation with climate change has deteriorated signifi-
cantly since the publication of the first Strategy of the Netherlands in 2016. In the
Arctic, the main focus of the Danish authorities is on “the protection of human
interests, the environment, and international security and stability” (The Nether-
lands’ Polar Strategy 2021-2025).

Along with the importance of ensuring environmental security in the region, the
Netherlands’ Strategy pays special attention to military security issues. The Nether-
lands is concerned about a possible increase in tensions in the Arctic, caused by the
global geopolitical situation. However, at the same time, they note the importance of
establishing a direct dialogue between Russia and NATO on these issues in order to
raise awareness of the intentions and actions of each other. At the same time, the
activity of China in the Arctic causes some concern in the Netherlands.

The Netherlands tries to actively participate in Arctic cooperation both at the
multilateral level, supporting the central role of the AC in Arctic affairs, and in
the field of security in the region — supporting NATO, and bilaterally. As part of the
development of bilateral relations, the Netherlands gives priority to cooperation with
the European Arctic countries and the EU, which is regarded as an important player
in the Arctic region. Then it is noted that “the EU is a de facto participant in all
activities in which official observers like the Netherlands participate” and “The
Netherlands is in favour of giving the EU official observer status at the Arctic
Council.”

The Netherlands is represented in the Arctic at the level of business companies as
well (e.g., Van Oord, Tideway), whose interest is aimed at such areas as fishing,
tourism, and resource extraction in the Arctic (the Netherlands has accumulated rich
experien