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Preface

The North Pacific Arctic Conference (NPAC), now in its ninth year,
provides a venue for off-the-record engagement among policymakers/
practitioners and scientists/analysts regarding Arctic issues of mutual
interest to leading North Pacific Arctic states (Canada, Russia, and the
United States) and non-Arctic states (China, Japan, and Korea). NPAC aims
to anticipate and react to emerging policy issues and to promote improved
understanding of major options for addressing them among these six states,
both in the setting provided by the Arctic Council and in other contexts. All
six states are members of the G20. Together, they account for more than 50
percent of the world’s greenhouse gas emissions as well as a large share of
global commerce.

Specifically, NPAC endeavors to identify emerging key policy-relevant
Arctic issues by considering contemporary global political, economic, and
environmental realities and exploring alternative ways to frame them.
One goal is to improve the dialogue between practitioners (including
government officials, industry executives, Indigenous leaders, and civil
society leaders) and analysts (including scientists, engineers, emerging
young specialists, and other experts) from the Arctic region and beyond.
NPAC further seeks to develop effective strategies for communicating
emerging key policy findings and the results of relevant scientific research
to a range of targeted audiences.

Unprecedented changes in the global climate system are spurring
transformative consequences for the planet—and progressively visible
impacts in the Arctic and beyond. It is increasingly clear that global and
Arctic regional trends and patterns of change will be substantively different
from past decades. First and foremost, the past 10,000 years until the
Industrial Age was the most stable interglacial period. During this period,
global mean surface temperatures varied by less than +/- 0.7°C. However,
the current global mean surface temperature is now about 1°C above the
pre-industrial level, and the mean circumpolar Arctic surface temperature is
about 2°C to 2.5°C above that level.

During the Eemian interglacial, about 125,000 years ago, the global
mean annual surface temperatures were warmer than pre-industrial levels
by about 1°C to 2°C and the Arctic surface temperatures were at least 2°C
warmer than present. It is now clear that the current interglacial period
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is experiencing accelerating warming, due largely to the effects of the
Industrial Revolution—from 1750 onward—and the concurrent rise in
fossil fuel energy use over the past two and a half centuries. Global fossil
CO: emissions have increased from about two million metric tonnes
in 1750 to more than 37 Gigatonnes (Gt) by 2019. Carbon dioxide
concentrations are currently at about 415 ppm, which is higher than at any
time in more than 800,000 years. As reported by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), anthropogenic emissions account for
about 70 percent of the changes in the climate system. Approximately 30
percent is attributable to natural variability.

During this same period, global population has increased almost
tenfold, from about 790 million in 1750 to 7.7 billion in 2019. These
clearly are unparalleled patterns of accelerating change on both global
and regional scales, with unprecedented impacts on planetary systems and
human societies.

Projections regarding the character and importance that these changes
will provoke in the Arctic region over the next few decades are now
emerging to have global consequences:

1. The accelerating increases in mean surface temperatures in the
Arctic are already contributing to further global-scale climate system
changes, including uncharacteristic fluctuations in the polar vortex
that significantly influence extreme weather events at lower latitudes.

2. According to data from the FAO marine fisheries areas, 17.3 percent
of the world’s fish catch comes from Arctic and North Atlantic/
Pacific waters, and downward landing trends in these regions have
important implications for this vital global food source.

3. More maritime vessels are transiting to and across the Arctic Ocean
to explore for oil/gas and other natural resources, conduct assessment
and research missions, transport commercial commodities, and
expand high-latitude tourism, all of which have consequences for
socio-economic interests in the eight Arctic countries and increasingly
also for dozens of other nations interested in the Arctic.

4. Much of the Arctic’s melting land ice and glaciers ultimately flows
into the sea, adding volume to the world’s oceans. Well over one
third of current global sea level rise is attributable to ice melt
from the Arctic and only about 15 percent of ice melt comes from
the Antarctic. These and other factors that are contributing to
accelerating rates of sea level rise (such as thermal expansion from

Xiv



rising ocean temperatures) pose profound threats to human lives
and infrastructure, especially in vulnerable and densely populated
coastal areas. For example, recent studies conclude that upwards of
200 million people are currently living on land that will potentially
be below sea level or will be vulnerable to increased flooding by
the end of the century. The same study concluded that the amount
of sea level rise—and the number of humans affected—could be
significantly higher.

. The scientific consensus, derived from multiple, independent
computer models of future conditions, is that a significant weakening
of the Gulf Stream circulation is expected by the end of this
century, which is likely to have measurable impacts on global ocean
circulation and climate patterns.

. Weather in the Northern Hemisphere is strongly influenced by
the polar jet stream, including shifts in cold air masses from the
Arctic moving further south and warmer air masses from the
tropics moving further north. These new weather patterns are
producing unprecedented high local temperatures and, conversely,
uncharacteristically low local temperatures. These climate changes
also produce more severe droughts and flooding, as well as an
increase in wildfires, lost crops, and potable water shortages.

. Growing interest in the Arctic is spurring significant socio-economic
activity among the eight Arctic Council countries and beyond. This
flux of new industries/businesses and multinational geopolitical
cultures, innovative ideas, and opportunities from all over the world
affects the Arctic’s many Indigenous cultures and communities.

What is emerging is a “New Arctic” that is functionally operating

in a dramatically changed—and rapidly changing—world order. This

New Arctic is a direct consequence of unprecedented changes in the

global climate system and concurrent transformations in the geopolitical

world, all of which further drive changes in the Arctic, which in turn

have global consequences. Transformations occurring in this 21 century

world differ markedly from previous centuries, both in the pace of change

and their global impacts. First, the scale of changes in this New Arctic

presents a new and shifting reality, with global reach. Second, these rapid

changes provide new venues and opportunities that affect the interests

of Arctic coastal nations and high-north businesses and governance.
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Finally, a new international multi-decadal-scale agenda is emerging
that increasingly focuses on four major changes, with international and
domestic consequences: climate change, global and Arctic regional socio-
economic change, challenges that affect human and societal well-being, and
geopolitical realities.

It is in these contexts that NPAC 2019 provided a venue to explore, in
some detail, the relevant socio-economic policies and national development
strategies and to give voice to new ideas and constructs for the Arctic
region, which increasingly connects to and affects global affairs. The
conference provided an opportunity for expert presentations and informal
dialogue among knowledgeable individuals on emerging Arctic issues and
policy responses. We were particularly pleased to have a significant presence
from government policymakers and young analysts as well as Indigenous
leaders. While most Arctic forums and websites focus on specific issues,
NPAC 2019 sought to provide a more holistic approach for Asia-Pacific
states to consider a range of Arctic activities.

We would like to thank the following for coordinating the conference
and preparing this volume for publication: Yoon Hyung Kim, Chair of the
NPAC Steering Committee, Professor Emeritus at the Hankuk University
of Foreign Studies and Senior Fellow at the East-West Center; Robert W.
Corell, Principal, Global Environment and Technology Foundation and its
Center for Energy and Climate Solutions, United States and Professor at
the University of the Arctic, Norway; Jong Deog Kim, Vice President for
Research at the Korea Maritime Institute, Republic of Korea; Arild Moe,
Research Professor, Fridtjof Nansen Institute; Charles E. Morrison, Adjunct
Senior Fellow and former President of the East-West Center; David L.
VanderZwaag, Professor of Law and the Canada Research Chair (Tier 1)
in Ocean Law and Governance, Dalhousie University; and Oran R. Young,
Professor Emeritus at the Bren School of Environmental Science and
Management, University of California, Santa Barbara.

We also thank the members of the NPAC Steering Committee for their
continued work on behalf of the NPAC Program. Most importantly, we
wish to thank the program panelists for their papers, the commentators,
and all the other participants involved in contributing to the success of this
conference. We extend our appreciation to Daniel Glick, our copyeditor,
for his excellent contribution in preparing the text for publication. We are
grateful to Nancy Lewis at the East-West Center for her support of the
NPAC program. Our sincere gratitude goes to Jaymen Laupola and the
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other staff members at the East-West Center for their expert management
in hosting the conference at the East-West Center in Honolulu, Hawai'i.

Young-Tae Chang Richard R. Vuylsteke
President President
Korea Maritime Institute East-West Center
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Overview: Global-Arctic Interactions—The
Arctic Moves from Periphery to Center'
Yoon Hyung Kim, Oran R. Young, Robert W.

Corell, Jong Deog Kim, Arild Moe, Charles E.
Morrlson and David L. VanderZwaag

INTRODUCTION

Unprecedented changes in the global climate system are transforming the
planet as we move deeper into the 21% century. Nowhere are the effects of
climate change more far-reaching and profound than in the Arctic, which
is warming twice as fast as the global average. Feedback effects expand the
existing links between the Arctic and the rest of the global system. Not only
are Arctic biophysical responses contributing to the acceleration of climate
change globally, but increased accessibility to the Arctic is also driving new
efforts to exploit the region’s stores of natural resources—including oil
and gas—and making the region a domain of increasing interest from a
geopolitical perspective.

The result is what we call the “Arctic Paradox.” Climate change
is creating conditions conducive to the extraction and shipment to
southern markets of the Arctic’s large reserves of oil and natural gas. But
the combustion of hydrocarbons to serve the energy needs of modern
industrial societies leads to the emission of greenhouse gases and, as a
result, contributes to the acceleration of climate change. Finding ways to
come to terms with this paradox must rank as the top priority for all those
interested in the future of the Arctic.

Prominent examples of the impacts of climate change in the Arctic
include but are not limited to: a dramatic rise in temperatures in the higher
latitudes and the ensuing impact on the polar vortex; the thinning and
recession of sea ice in the Arctic Basin; the acidification of Arctic waters;
rapid increases in the loss of ice from the Greenland ice sheet; and the
accelerated melting of permafrost. These impacts are increasing access to
Arctic resources. But they are also generating problems for residents of
the Arctic, such as coastal erosion, damage to transportation systems, and
destabilization of structures built in areas where permafrost has historically
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been present. Some communities have already been forced to relocate, and
Indigenous Peoples from around the Arctic have experienced ecological
disruptions that are profoundly altering centuries-old cultures.

The impacts of climate change in the Arctic are not limited to the high
latitudes, since climate change in the Arctic has important consequences
for Earth’s climate system. The recession of sea ice is triggering feedback
mechanisms that will accelerate increases in global temperatures. For
example, the resultant lowering of the Arctic’s albedo when white sea ice
melts into dark blue open water increases the absorption of solar radiation.
The melting of permafrost may release large quantities of methane now
locked in frozen ground and in methane clathrates in shallow coastal
waters. Dramatic changes in weather patterns in the lower latitudes are
expected due to alterations in the jet stream, and the accelerating methane
emissions have both a short- and long-term potential to trigger additional
warming. As a result, intense interest in the Arctic is increasingly central to
debates over and assessments of global environmental change.

One significant consequence of climate change in the Arctic is the
increased accessibility of the Arctic’s natural resources, including not only
hydrocarbons but also other minerals (e.g. lead, zinc, iron ore, diamonds,
and rare earths). This has stimulated increased corporate interest in the
extraction of Arctic resources and renewed interest in Arctic shipping
(especially shipping of hydrocarbons along Russia’s Northern Sea Route).
Visions of tapping the region’s natural resources have driven decisions
by companies outside the Arctic to invest in extractive projects (the most
notable being investments in Yamal natural gas production by France’s
Total, China’s CNPC, and China’s Silk Road Fund) and in the construction
of a new generation of ice-breaking LNG tankers in the shipyards of
Korea specially designed to transport natural gas from the new port
of Sabetta located on Russia’s Yamal Peninsula. At the same time, the
financial attractiveness of these resources is affected by fluctuations in
world market prices for natural resources, political developments in key
states, technological innovations, and global agreements that may lead to
profound shifts in the role of fossil fuels in the global economy.

As the Cold War receded, the Arctic emerged as an international
zone of peaceful cooperation where issues of environmental protection
and sustainable development took precedence over conventional security
concerns. Recent years, and especially the period following Russia’s
annexation of Crimea in 2014, however, have brought an intensification of
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conflict between Russia and the West. An important question involves the
extent to which this renewed conflict will spill over into the Arctic, leading
to rapid remilitarization and a general securitization of Arctic affairs. More
generally, the pursuit of great power aspirations on the part of Russia and
the emergence of China as a global power have put an end to the vision
of the Arctic as a peripheral region in which the principal concerns center
on enhancing opportunities to cooperate in matters of environmental
protection and sustainable development. Today, the Arctic is both a high-
impact zone for global forces (such as the impacts of climate change) and
an arena for the pursuit of geopolitical objectives (such as the interplay
among China, Russia, and the U.S. in a shifting global order). This makes
it important to ask whether the Arctic can remain a zone of peace in which
leading countries are able not only to address Arctic issues in a cooperative
spirit, but can also make use of Arctic forums to engage in constructive
informal contacts that may be helpful in addressing issues arising in other
regions.

Underlying this merging of regional and global agendas is a series
of global developments suggesting that we are moving into an era in
which conventional perspectives on world affairs are no longer adequate
as organizing principles for thinking productively about Global-Arctic
interactions. Partly, this is a matter of the impacts of the Great Acceleration
leading to a new era we now think of as the Anthropocene. With this new
era has come increased concern about the danger of transgressing planetary
boundaries and unleashing an uncontrolled experiment on the planet’s
major systems. Undoubtedly, the most prominent case is climate change.

There are good reasons to regard the impacts of climate change in the
Arctic as harbingers of disruptive impacts of climate change that lie in
store for areas in the mid-latitudes in the not too distant future. While the
most recent report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
documents the likely impacts of temperature increases as small as 0.5°C,
the Arctic is now providing graphic evidence regarding the consequences of
far more dramatic increases in surface temperatures—since it has already
exceeded that 0.5°C threshold of change.

The merging of regional and global agendas is also associated with
advances in information and communication technologies, giving rise to
developments we now characterize as the “Fourth Industrial Revolution”:
the global digital revolution combined with new issues in the realm of
cybersecurity. Just as the Arctic’s natural resources and shipping routes are
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becoming more accessible, we may be moving toward a post-industrial
world in which these conventional sources of value are of declining
importance. At the same time, these developments will increase the
importance of virtual reality, making the long distances and low population
density of the Arctic less significant. Similarly, the development of
increasingly sophisticated capabilities to engage in cyber-aggression/warfare
may reduce radically the value of existing military systems and alter the
way we think about the distribution of power in international society.
Uncertainty is a critical feature of the increasingly complex world brought
about by these developments. But any effort to think systematically about
Global-Arctic interactions must take into account the prospect of radical
changes in economic and political systems that call into question many of
the assumptions we make habitually about the character of the prevailing
global order.

An important issue arising from these developments concerns the
adequacy of the existing system of governance arrangements for the
Arctic. Centered on the Arctic Council as the primary intergovernmental
forum for discussing Arctic affairs, the architecture of these arrangements
reflects conditions that prevailed in the 1990s. Since then, incremental
efforts to supplement these arrangements have resulted in piecemeal
innovations, including the creation of the Arctic Economic Council, the
Arctic Coast Guard Forum, and the Arctic Offshore Regulators Forum, as
well as initiatives unrelated to the Arctic Council such as the assemblies
of science ministers interested in the Arctic. There is broad agreement that
the Arctic Council has performed well over the last 25 years. Nevertheless,
it is important to ask whether this collection of arrangements is capable
of addressing the range of issues coming into focus now as a consequence
of the merging of Arctic and global agendas. We need to think creatively
about options for adjusting or restructuring the Arctic governance system
to address the range of concerns arising from this merger.

It is in these contexts that NPAC 2019 provided a venue to explore
the relevant socio-economic policies and national development strategies
and to give voice to new ideas and constructs for an Arctic region that is
more integrally connected to and affects a wider range of global affairs. To
set the stage for this effort, the conference began with a presentation by a
prominent expert who detailed changes in the global climate system and
their implications for the Arctic. Individual sessions that followed focused
on six substantive themes. The body of this volume is organized in six parts
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dealing with these themes in turn.

Part I consists of policy perspectives concerning Global-Arctic
Interactions, which highlight Korea’s national Arctic policy priorities
along with expert reflections on the Arctic policies of Canada, Iceland,
Russia, and the United States, as well as the perspectives of an early career
researcher. Part II explores the interplay of various dimensions of Arctic
transformation as they play out in Greenland, the only true Arctic nation (in
contrast with states that include Arctic territory but whose geographic and
political centers of gravity lie farther to the south). Part IIl addresses recent
developments in four areas of Arctic maritime governance, which can be
seen as part of an Arctic regime complex nested within the United Nations
Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). Part IV outlines Russia’s
Yamal region LNG development as a case study that highlights commercial,
technological, environmental, and political issues that stem from the socio-
economic development in this region of the Russian Arctic, a major factor
in Russia’s economic and geopolitical future. Part V explores the state of
scientific knowledge and the political response regarding the numerous
pollutants of concern in the Arctic, including persistent organic pollutants
(POPs), heavy metals, radionuclides, heavy fuel oils, black carbon, and
methane. Part VI assesses the interests of non-Arctic states in Arctic issues,
including those arising in the Arctic Council, as well as the responsibilities
of these states for the impacts of global forces (e.g. climate change) on the
Arctic.

SETTING THE STAGE: GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE
AND THE ARCTIC

Unprecedented changes in the global climate system are spurring
transformative consequences for the planet—and increasingly visible
impacts in the Arctic and beyond. It is increasingly clear that global and
Arctic regional trends and patterns of change will be substantively different
from the past decades. First and foremost, the past 10,000 years until the
industrial age was the most stable interglacial period. During this period,
global mean surface temperatures varied by less than +/- 0.7°C. However,
the current global mean surface temperature is now about 1°C over the
pre-industrial level, and the mean circumpolar Arctic surface temperature is
about 2°C to 2.5°C over that level.
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During the Eemian interglacial, about 125,000 years ago, the global
mean annual surface temperatures were warmer than pre-industrial levels
by about 1°C to 2°C and the Arctic surface temperatures were at least
2°C warmer than present. It is now clear that the current interglacial
period is experiencing accelerating warming, due largely to the effects of
the Industrial Revolution—from 1750 onward—and the concurrent rise
in fossil fuel energy use over the past two and a half centuries. Global
fossil CO2 emissions have increased from about two million metric tonnes
in 1750 to more than 37 Gigatonnes (Gt) by 2019. Carbon dioxide
concentrations are currently at about 415 ppm, which is higher than at any
time in more than 800,000 years. As reported by the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), anthropogenic emissions account for
about 70 percent of the changes in the climate system. Approximately 30
percent is attributable to natural variability.

During this same period, global population has increased almost
tenfold, from about 790 million in 1750 to 7.7 billion in 2019. These
clearly are unparalleled patterns of accelerating change on both global
and regional scales, with unprecedented impacts on planetary systems and
human societies.

Projections regarding the character and importance that these changes
will provoke in the Arctic region over the next few decades are now
emerging to have global consequences:

1. The accelerating increases in mean surface temperatures in the
Arctic are already contributing to further global-scale climate system
changes, including uncharacteristic fluctuations in the polar vortex
that significantly influence extreme weather events at lower latitudes.

2. According to data from the FAO marine fisheries areas, 17.3 percent
of the world’s fish catch comes from Arctic and North Atlantic/
Pacific waters, and downward landing trends in these regions have
important implications for this vital global food source.

3. More maritime vessels are transiting to and across the Arctic Ocean
to explore for oil/gas and other natural resources, conduct assessment
and research missions, transport commercial commodities, and
expand high-latitude tourism, all of which have consequences for
socio-economic interests in the eight Arctic countries and increasingly
also for dozens of other nations interested in the Arctic.

4. Much of the Arctic’s melting land ice and glaciers ultimately flows
into the sea, adding volume to the world’s oceans. Well over one
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third current global sea level rise is attributable to ice melt from
the Arctic and only about 15 percent of ice melt comes from
the Antarctic. These and other factors that are contributing to
accelerating rates of sea level rise (such as thermal expansion from
rising ocean temperatures) pose profound threats to human lives
and infrastructure, especially in vulnerable and densely populated
coastal areas. For example, recent studies conclude that upwards of
200 million people are currently living on land that will potentially
be below sea level or will be vulnerable to increased flooding by
the end of the century. The same study concluded that the amount
of sea level rise—and the number of humans affected—could be
significantly higher.

5. The scientific consensus, derived from multiple, independent
computer models of future conditions, is that a significant weakening
of the Gulf Stream circulation is expected by the end of this
century, which is likely to have measurable impacts on global ocean
circulation and climate patterns.

6. Weather in the Northern Hemisphere is strongly influenced by
the polar jet stream, including shifts in cold air masses from the
Arctic moving further south and warmer air masses from the
tropics moving further north. These new weather patterns are
producing unprecedented high local temperatures and, conversely,
uncharacteristically low local temperatures. These climate changes
also produce more severe droughts and flooding, as well as an
increase in wildfires, lost crops, and potable water shortages.

7. Growing interest in the Arctic is spurring significant socio-economic
activity among the eight Arctic Council countries and the more
than two dozen nations interested in the Arctic. This flux of new
industries/businesses and multinational geopolitical cultures,
innovative ideas, and opportunities from all over the world affects
the Arctic’s many Indigenous cultures and communities.

What is emerging is a “New Arctic” that is functionally operating in
a dramatically changed—and rapidly changing—world order. This New
Arctic is a direct consequence of unprecedented changes in the global
climate system and concurrent transformations in the geopolitical world,
all of which further drive changes in the Arctic, which in turn have global
consequences. Transformations occurring in this 21% century world differ
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markedly from previous centuries, both in the pace of change and their
global impacts. The scale of changes in the New Arctic presents a new and
shifting reality with global reach. These rapid changes provide new venues
and opportunities that affect the interests of Arctic coastal nations and high
north businesses and governance.

As the World Economic Forum posits, “We stand on the brink of a
technological revolution that will fundamentally alter the way we live,
work, and relate to one another. In its scale, scope, and complexity, the
transformation will be unlike anything humankind has experienced before
and the transforming will affect the socio-economics of nations, challenges
to established cultures, and the governance at all levels and the fundamental
well-being of peoples and societies around the world.”

PART I: POLICY DIALOGUE ON GLOBAL-ARCTIC
INTERACTIONS

Part I on Arctic policies provides a rich array of information on the
importance of and the emerging policy perspectives from the current
Chair of the Arctic Council, as well as policy perspectives from states with
comprehensive interests in the Arctic region. It provides an overview of
the key issues emerging in Arctic policies among nations that are likely to
govern the future of the region. It has been clear that the Arctic Council is
an increasingly essential intergovernmental forum to “promote cooperation,
coordination and interaction among the Arctic States, Arctic Indigenous
communities and other Arctic inhabitants on common Arctic issues,
in particular on issues of sustainable development and environmental
protection in the Arctic,” all in a context where Arctic issues are no longer
regional matters, but now operate on the main stage of global affairs.

The discussion focused, somewhat surprisingly, on:

e whether there is a “pause” in international cooperation, in part
generated by a breakdown in consensus about the regional and global
significance of changes in the Arctic;

e disconnects between among governments (particularly in the Arctic
Council), business communities, and scientists; and

* the communication of information on critical Arctic issues to various
publics.
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In contrast to the opening depiction of the rising climate emergency,
the policy session had a “business as usual” quality, focusing on ongoing
issues with little recognition of the looming threat of disruption associated
with climate change. Some participants found this disconnect disturbing;
others thought it demonstrated a need to search for new venues for actions,
including local communities, networks, and the general public.

Participants spoke of several notable instances reflecting a pause or
backsliding in Arctic cooperation, such as the unprecedented lack of an
agreed-upon joint Ministerial Declaration for the May 2019 Arctic Council
ministerial meeting. Further, the words “climate change” disappeared from
the most recent statement of U.S. Arctic policy, and political problems
emerged in the United States-Russia relationship in intergovernmental
institutions such as the Arctic Coast Guard Forum. Finally, it was observed
that an initiative of the Barack Obama administration to develop a strategic
plan for the Council continues to languish because of U.S. personnel
changes and the absence of political consensus on the value of multilateral
organizations, making it impossible to move forward significantly. It was
observed that these are counter trends in the Arctic Council’s goal to foster
sustainable development and environmental protection for the Arctic
region.

A government representative noted that one aspect of the Arctic’s
movement “from periphery to center” has been the increasing politicization
of Arctic issues, especially at higher levels and over climate change. One
of the most important climate change achievements of the Arctic Council
was the 2004 Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA). However it was
posited that today, any effort to update this assessment through the Council
would be opposed by the United States. While some blamed the current
U.S. administration, others pointed to a longer history; there has been
a trend that one Arctic Council member or another has wanted to soft-
pedal climate change. “Russia is not far behind the U.S. in this respect,” a
European participant pointed out.

It was also noted that climate change is an issue driven by forces
external to the Arctic, so that the Arctic agenda is more about adaptation
efforts in the Arctic than about mitigation programs, even though the
permanent eight Arctic Council nations emit about 25 percent of global
CO:2 emissions. With the official observers included, Arctic Council nations
emit collectively over two thirds of global CO2 emissions (2019 data
from the International Energy Agency). In fact, much of the Arctic space
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is regulated by national and bi-lateral agreements, and where it is not,
requires global action including more than 20 agreements affecting the
Arctic region, such as UNCLOS, the IMO’s International Code for Ships
Operating in Polar Waters (Polar Code) and the Convention on Long-
range Transboundary Air Pollution. Nationally determined commitments
to address climate change are more appropriately addressed in the Paris
process and similar efforts by the United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (UNFCCC). It was noted that much of the Arctic
Council’s work is carried out in the AC’s six official Working Groups and
numerous Task Forces and Expert Groups, all of which have continued to
function effectively. There may not have been a ministerial declaration in
2019, but the Senior Arctic Officials’ report to the ministers was accepted
without dissent, and this document includes a list of all the activities taking
place within various Arctic Council bodies.

A number of participants felt, however, that the Arctic Council has not
been as effective as a framework for communicating with various Arctic
stakeholders as they would hope. An example cited involved the business
community, where the Arctic Economic Council (AEC), a business-to-
business organization and network, provides one venue where expectations
have not been met. However, in May 2019, the Arctic Council and the
Arctic Economic Council signed an MOU to facilitate future cooperation
in areas of common interest and benefit to Arctic communities, which was
the first such MOU signed by the Arctic Council. It was suggested that a
series of MOUs might serve as a model that could allow the Arctic Council
to become a linchpin or connecting hub of many Arctic activities, not all
of which are government-centric. However, one business participant was
skeptical of Arctic Council forums having any impact on, and thus interest
for, business. We need something more substantial, he commented.

Another dimension, addressed at length by the 2019 NPAC, was
the connection between Arctic Council members and the scientific
community. While fissures may reflect the political nature and jurisdictional
boundaries of the Council as opposed to the general consensus of the
scientific community, it was noted that many scientists are engaged in one
form or another in Arctic Council and related activities. These include
the International Arctic Science Committee, as well as many informal
means through which scientists can interact with Council governmental
representatives. One scientist felt that there is plenty of room for a major
scientific initiative in the Arctic that will connect with policy and with
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society. While it may not be possible to launch an ACIA-II at this time,
other issues involving human-environment interactions are ripe for
sustained analysis.

With respect to Indigenous communities, a participant who had
served in an elected office in a major Arctic subnational entity argued
that the Arctic Council is a “top-down” organization that ignores local
voices—and especially those belonging to Indigenous Peoples. There
was also a complaint that representatives of the Russian Association of
Indigenous Peoples of the North (RAIPON) are selected by the Russian
government and may not be genuine Indigenous voices. It was also noted
that Permanent Participants at the 2019 ministerial for the first time were
not fully consulted about the final Ministerial Declaration. Concern was
expressed that the reintroduction of high politics in the Arctic should not
reduce the involvement of Indigenous Peoples or other nongovernmental
stakeholders. Many participants saw these trends as issues that the Arctic
Council will need to address and it was suggested that the participation
of experts and officials from each of the 13 Official Observer nations of
the Arctic Council could substantially enhance these opportunities for
collaboration and international cooperation.

Others, however, commented that by the standards of most
international governmental organizations, the Council appears to be
a model of inclusivity and that issues relating to Russian Indigenous
participation might be addressed by developing cooperative projects for
Indigenous Peoples that can be owned by the Russian government.

The big question, of course, was whether progress in Arctic governance
is keeping pace with a growing need for cooperation, driven especially
by climate changes and new technologies. There was some review of the
history of the Council, which drew inspiration from then-Soviet President
Mikhail Gorbachev’s Arctic Zone of Peace speech in Murmansk on
October 1, 1987. Evolving out of that seminal speech was the endorsement
by all eight Arctic nations in 1991 of the Arctic Environmental Protection
Strategy (AEPS), followed by the creation in 1996 of the Arctic Council.
This was seen as a major step forward in institutional cooperation, as
was the creation of the International Arctic Science Committee, a body
designed to facilitate international scientific cooperation and joint scientific
research programs. One senior former official reminded us that the level of
cooperation among Arctic nations and Arctic-interested nations today is
substantially more than what occurred during the Cold War period.
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Others, however, felt that the growing urgency to act demanded new
venues. It was observed that, importantly, there is the view that the top-
down approach will increasingly need to evolve toward an increase in
bottom-up strategies for adaptations, innovations, and cooperation. The
problem is that effective cooperation in areas such as climate change,
marine resource conservation, and trans-border pollution will require more
than local Arctic actions and the use of international venues from the Arctic
Council to the other Arctic-interested intergovernmental bodies. Another
participant suggested developing networks with organizations in areas
like the Amazon Basin and the Himalayas to maximize regional voices in
global venues. Another queried whether, in the absence of strong forward
movement by the Arctic Council governments, “We in the NPAC” need to
be the leaders who are promoting stronger action.

This led to the question of how to motivate and mobilize people
through the use of social media, and especially how to bring Arctic
information to global audiences so that it is not confined to “an Arctic
bubble.” Of course, social media provides a vehicle for communication.
But some felt it can be dominated as easily by those against cooperation as
by those for it. One participant stressed that whatever the medium, effective
outreach, even in the face of daunting challenges, needs to have positive
messages and encourage people.

In the end, it seemed to some during the discussions that it will be
essential to encourage Arctic and Arctic-interested governments to be at the
forefront for policymaking and actions affecting the Arctic. However, some
national governments have underlying, different ways of thinking about
the Arctic space. It was suggested, for example, that the United States and
Canada tended to view the Arctic as a remote area of their countries to be
exploited by some or conserved by others. However, Russia emphasizes
economic development as its highest priority for the Arctic region, as it is
seen as central to Russian national development and identity.

NPAC participants were particularly grateful to the Icelandic and
South Korean Senior Arctic Officials for participating so effectively and
conscientiously throughout the program. However, the participants seemed
to feel that the discussions left considerable unease about the willingness
of governmental and societal actors to take the challenge of cooperation
in the Arctic seriously and to commit the resources needed to address this
challenge effectively.
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PART II: THE FUTURE OF GREENLAND—POLITICAL
AND ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS FOR THE
ARCTIC

The Greenland discussion provided an opportunity to explore the interplay
of various dimensions of Arctic transformation—economic globalization,
resource development, socio-economic and community-life challenges,
amplified climate change, and potentially renewed geopolitical rivalry—in
the context of a particular geographical space. What is unique about
Greenland is that it is the only true Arctic nation (as opposed to being
merely a northern part of a nation).

Greenland’s status as a nation, however, is itself in flux, as Greenland
has been undergoing both nation-building and state-building processes. The
former began in the mid-19" century, while state-building is a more recent
phenomenon. In 1979, Greenland was granted a limited form of home-
rule from the Kingdom of Denmark, and in 2009, the Self-Government
Act provided for a high degree of autonomy as well as acknowledged
nationhood and the Greenlanders’ right to choose independence. Denmark
provides an annual block grant of 3.8 billion KRR (about USD 570
million), and other support that adds up to about § billion KRR annually,
or approximately USD 750 million, accounting for about a third of GDP
and 60 percent of public expenditure.

Danish support is reduced whenever Greenland adds another
self-government function, and will disappear if Greenland declares
independence. It was pointed out that there are other forms of
decolonization, such as “free association” and other forms of support,
including trust funds, but Greenland’s path was determined without
reference to these.

The democratically elected parliament has 31 seats with multiple party
representation. Various coalitions have governed over the past decade. The
government of Greenland owns subsurface resources, and in the early years
of self-government there was considerable optimism that the exploitation
of oil and gas, uranium, and other minerals in large-scale projects might
provide the basis for replacing the Danish block grant and financing
independence.

Participants discussed Greenland’s future political status, and there
was some consensus. First, recent polls suggest that independence
overwhelmingly remains an aspiration with no significant generational
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differences. Secondly, however, it was agreed there is no special urgency
because there is no near-term prospective substitute for the Danish subsidies
so critical to Greenland’s economy.

This is partly because none of the large-scale natural resource projects
have taken off. Commodity prices fell, and costs of exploitation in
Greenland are high. Moreover, despite what appeared to be a clear division
of powers under the Self-Rule Act, there are gray areas and bureaucracy.
Large-scale projects would also typically involve large numbers of foreign
workers, and have environmental, health, and other consequences that have
not been clearly studied or laid out, especially to the public.

It was suggested, and generally agreed, that Greenland’s more
immediate political and policy priorities lie with developing a more
diversified local economy, meeting socio-economic challenges, and
adapting to the environmental consequences of rapid climate change. One
participant pointed out that although Greenlandic political parties differ
on resource extraction issues, there is wide agreement on educational and
health agendas.

It was clear from the papers and discussion that Greenlandic
communities are facing enormous challenges as a result of impacts from
globalization, urbanization, and climate change. In the northwest, for
example, climate change has made some traditional hunting practices
dangerous and uneconomic. On the positive side, there are also
considerable adaptation efforts that include, for example, emphasizing
fishing (by far Greenland’s largest export) over hunting.

Education and children’s livelihoods are critical. Whether or not
the nation moves further ahead on independence, Greenland requires
the human resources needed for effective self-governance and global
engagement. It was noted that Greenland’s resident population has
plateaued, in part because of significant out-migration, especially to
Denmark. However, emigrating young people often have a difficult time
finding employment and fitting in to Danish society, resulting in poverty or
dependencies.

There may be a basis for a more diversified economy. While earlier
excitement in large-scale projects has largely evaporated, there are small-
scale mining and other activities either already underway or proposed.
There is also more potential for tourism, one reason that the Greenlandic
government has sought more international gateway airports. Climate
change has provided the basis for other new niche activities, including the



Overview 17

export of sand and gravel and of drinking water.

Greenland faces both challenges and possibly advantages because
of enhanced strategic competition globally and in the Arctic. Chinese
economic interests are relatively new to the island, accounting for about 10
percent of FDI today but potentially more in the future. As if to underscore
the rise of geopolitical competition, the first reports of U.S. President
Donald Trump’s interest in purchasing Greenland became public exactly at
the time of the 2019 NPAC session. Because of its evolving political status,
Greenland, unlike other Arctic areas, is viewed as potentially contestable
territory, despite the American Thule Base in northwest Greenland and its
security protection through NATO.

As one participant noted, the perception of Greenland within the
international system should be within an evolving multilateral framework
rather than just a bilateral Greenland-Denmark context. The United States
is obviously a player, but so too may be China, Russia, and the EU. This
may enhance Greenland’s leverage, as indeed it did successfully in the case
of its new airports.

From the outside, the rapid melt of its icecap and other associated
climatic changes are the most stunning and disturbing elements in
Greenland. These are less reported internally where human concerns have
greater salience. But they add to the enormous challenges Greenlandic
society faces in a rapidly changing world.

PART III: MARITIME GOVERNANCE IN THE ARCTIC

Important developments have recently taken place in four areas of Arctic
maritime governance: determination of outer continental shelf boundaries,
fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean, adoption of an international code for
ships operating in polar waters, and negotiations on a treaty protecting
biodiversity in areas beyond national jurisdiction.

The ongoing process of determining extended continental shelf
boundaries in the Arctic Ocean involves delimitation of an international
seabed area beyond national jurisdiction in the Central Arctic Ocean.
Importantly, it also involves resolving overlapping claims among Russia,
Denmark/Greenland, and Canada (Norway’s claim is the only one
confirmed in the Arctic). Some have expressed fear that this disagreement
may become a source of conflict. It is difficult to see that conflict is a



18 The Arctic in World Affairs

realistic scenario, however. The process is time consuming, and all the
parties have declared their commitment to an orderly settlement of
overlapping claims. There is some uncertainty about which role the
technical body established by UNCLOS—the Commission on the Limits of
the Continental Shelf—will play. Its task is to check the geological validity
of claims. Nevertheless, it may also come to play an important role in
resolving overlapping claims if in its response to submitted documentation
of claims it provides recommendations that are helpful for the involved
states. A complicating factor in the process is that the United States has
not ratified UNCLOS. The U.S. adheres to customary international law,
which to a large extent corresponds to UNCLOS, but it has no obligation,
or possibility, to apply to the Commission for recommendations—and
whether it could apply remains doubtful. This can make it harder to reach
an agreement with the other claimants.

States that do not have a continental shelf in the Arctic Ocean will also
be affected by the delimitation of extended shelves, since it will determine
the size of the international seabed area where non-Arctic actors will have
equal access to possible mineral riches, in accordance with the rules set out
by UNCLOS. There are no imminent plans for mineral exploration in this
area, however.

Governance of possible fisheries was brought a significant step further
with the Agreement to Prevent Unregulated Commercial Fishing on the
High Seas of the Central Arctic Ocean (CAOF Agreement), signed in 2018
by the five Arctic coastal states, four other major fishing nations, and the
European Union. The CAOF Agreement is a regional agreement regulating
the unique Arctic fishery resources and their environment in accordance
with the high seas responsibilities outlined in the UNCLOS, thereby
strengthening the high seas regime within the convention.

The CAOF Agreement is based on the precautionary approach,
since little is known about the potential for future fisheries in this area.
But whereas there has been broad agreement on the principle, actual
implementation may face challenges. There may be boundary issues
with regional arrangements, disagreement on the volume and form of
exploratory fishing allowed, uncertainty about the entrance of new parties
to the agreement, as well as dealing with non-parties that may start
activities in the area. There is also uncertainty about decision-making
procedures within the agreement. Science and scientific exchange played an
important role in the negotiations over the agreement. Continued scientific
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cooperation will also be crucial in the implementation stage and it has been
recommended to establish a scientific coordinating body or committee.

Another potentially important element in Arctic maritime governance
is the effort to negotiate a treaty for protection of biodiversity in areas
beyond national jurisdiction (BBNJ). The negotiations are global, they
do not have a specific Arctic focus, and they are ongoing. In the process,
a conflict dimension between developing and industrialised countries has
become visible. Two fundamental principles—the common heritage of
mankind and the freedom of the high seas—are given different weight in
these two groups of countries. An area of special interest in the Arctic is
the potential of Marine Genetic Resources (MGRs). The negotiations will
decide which principles and sets of rules will govern the exploitation of
newly valued MGRs. They will also identify to what extent technologically
developed maritime states are willing to build capacity in developing
states and to what degree there ought to be a global sharing of benefits of
resources, as well as how area-based management tools in places outside
national jurisdiction can be implemented. It is uncertain how strong such a
treaty could become. Some states, primarily developing nations, support a
strong treaty. Developed countries emphasize less coercion and refer to the
existing regulatory bodies. To reach consensus more time may be needed
than the original deadline of spring 2020.

The Polar Code entered into force in 2017. It was essential to adopt
a code and get implementation underway, but this speed meant that
several issues were not sufficiently covered. The Code uses a goal-based
approach for risk mitigation of safety aspects, which is different from the
more traditional prescriptive approach in the part covering pollution. The
portions of the agreement that define safety procedures cause the largest
implementation challenges. A goal-based approach means that ship owners
and ship-building companies determine the best methods and technologies
to reach safety goals. This gives them flexibility and ensures that
technological advances are utilized, but critics note that the Code does not
have a robust system to check compliance. There is also a need for a clearer
definition of concepts, such as ship categories, which again is a prerequisite
for consistent implementation. A major outstanding issue is whether to
include ships presently not covered by the code; in particular, fishing vessels
and pleasure craft. Another important concern is enforcement. Will ships be
detained in ports if authorities believe regulations are likely to be broken,
given the voyage plan, or will rules only function to establish liability after
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an accident has occurred?

On the environmental side, such issues as heavy fuel oil, black carbon,
and underwater noise are outstanding. There is considerable disagreement
among states about the desirability of stricter regulations. A major split is
between Russia, the country with the highest shipping activity in the Arctic,
and other states with little Arctic shipping. Russia fears that more stringent
environmental standards will lead to higher operational costs that threaten
the economic viability of its projects.

PART IV: THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF ARCTIC
RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT AND MARITIME
LOGISTICS—THE CASE OF YAMAL LNG

Part IV outlined Russia’s Yamal region LNG development as a prominent
case study that highlights commercial, technological, environmental, and
political issues about socio-economic development in this region of the
Russian Arctic, which is a centerpiece of Russia’s economic and geopolitical
future. The development of Russia’s Yamal LNG project is remarkable.
Novatek, Russia’s state-owned gas supplier, was able to achieve what
many other more experienced IOCs could not: a successful project in a
particularly harsh and remote environment, the northeastern Arctic part of
the Yamal peninsula (in Russia’s Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Okrug).

As one Russian participant put it, Novatek is “very tough and greedy,”
and is looking at every opportunity to save or earn money. They have
very strict financial discipline and monitoring of project implementation
schedules. Novatek’s long-term strategy necessitated that the company
move to the Arctic, where it had leases in Yamal for potential export
markets, and not continue to stay solely with existing markets. The
company, however, did not have any regional pipeline leases and would
have to design and rely on an Arctic marine transportation system to
service its production facilities on the Yamal Peninsula. The associated
marine transportation system has evolved into a maritime hub for Russia’s
national Arctic waterway, the Northern Sea Route (NSR). These regional
LNG developments connect Russia’s Arctic to Europe and Northeast Asia
with a new marine transportation system using advanced, icebreaking ships
on destinational (i.e. export from the Arctic, as opposed to transit through
the Arctic) voyages.
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The development of the Russian Arctic is a national priority and the
NSR, Russia’s national Arctic waterway, is of personal interest to President
Vladimir Putin. Novatek has gained significant favor within the Russian
government because it has delivered Yamal LNG on time and on budget,
and has significantly increased traffic on the NSR. Yamal LNG on the
Yamal Peninsula has become an anchor and central maritime hub for the
NSR and enjoys substantial financial and fiscal support from President
Putin and government ministries. Its success enhances Russia’s leadership
in the Arctic, strengthens Russia’s influence in the Asia-Pacific region, and
opens new markets for its Arctic natural resources. The developments in
Yamal LNG play key roles in Russia’s near-term economic health and
contribute to an increasing “Arctic share” of Russia’s GDP. These attributes
confirm that Novatek will develop Arctic LNG 2 in the near term, and
Arctic LNG 1& 3 in the longer term, using public-private partnerships and
foreign investment to support its growth strategy within the Arctic region.
It is significant to note that Yamal LNG and the associated expansion
projects (Arctic 1,2,3) represent one of the largest and successful ongoing
natural resource developments in the Arctic.

Participants also discussed several challenges facing the development of
Yamal LNG as the result of external sanctions and domestic competition.
Further development will require new and leading technologies that are
not on any U.S. or European sanctions lists. For example, Novatek is
developing the Arctic Cascade Process for liquefaction, and plans to use
it for Arctic LNG expansion projects. In addition, foreign investments
were secured from France’s TOTAL, and the China National Petroleum
Company (CNPC) and Silk Road Fund (TOTAL and CNPC each have a
20 percent share in Yamal LNG and the Silk Road a 9.9 percent share).
In June 2019, Mitsui and JOGMEC (Japan Oil, Gas, Metals, National
Corporation) agreed to buy a 10 percent share in Novatek’s Arctic LNG
2 complex (approximately a USD 3 billion invesment) and joined TOTAL,
CNPC and CNOOC (China National Offshore Oil Corporation) as key
foreign investors in this expanded Russian Arctic LNG venture. Arctic
2 made a final investment decision in fall 2019. The biggest challenge
for hydrocarbon projects is securing downstream markets. Large-scale
participation with partners that can provide market access in Asia (and in
particular China) becomes critically important. Participants also discussed
larger domestic political challenges facing Novatek in competing with
Gazprom (majority-owned by the Russian government) and in potential
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disputes with Rosneft (an enterprise that is an integrated energy company).

Speaking from a global hydrocarbon markets perspective, one
participant made it clear that there is room for Yamal LNG in both
global gas and LNG markets. However, global oil prices face a “bumpy
ride” in the next decade, with weak demand and a glut of U.S. shale oil
undermining price. This uncertainty makes Russian Arctic offshore oil
development an economically risky strategy. However, onshore Russian
Arctic oil development remains more promising. A long-term stable LNG
price of $6-8/MMBtu will keep Yamal LNG competitive in the global
natural gas market. From a global perspective, Asia still dominates and
drives the global gas market; LNG imports are required in many Asian
countries (including China) due to increasing power needs and the lack
of domestically produced gas. This bodes well for Russian Arctic LNG
projects. Projections indicate that Arctic LNG 2 can produce at a rate 30
percent cheaper than Yamal LNG and maintain a price under $6/MMBtu, a
very competitive long-term price in global markets.

With regard to the potential military aspects of Yamal LNG and the
NSR, one Russian participant pointed out that there is little relationship
between the Yamal development and the renewal of Russian national
security interests in the Arctic. There is no competition for space between
the security and economic interests in the region. Naval activity in the
region and along the NSR is seasonal. The relevant competition between
these two national interests is for public funds. However, the Yamal LNG
developments have not been at the expense of defense funding; for example,
dredging of Utrenniy, where a terminal for Arctic LNG-2 will be erected
with support from federal funds, competes for monies allocated for general
Arctic infrastructure development, including new icebreakers. There is no
competition for icebreakers, as the Russian Navy is now receiving more
modest icebreakers to support its summer operations. The Russian nuclear
icebreaker fleet, now operated by Rosatomflot, could always be used for
forging marine access, and supporting sovereignty and security operations
at any time as a national maritime asset.

Discussion continued about environmental and Indigenous concerns
related to the development of Yamal LNG. One Russian participant
remarked that there have certainly been reductions in the fish populations
in Ob Bay due to the extensive dredging. Also, land for the project has been
withdrawn from use as Nenets reindeer pastures. But several benefits from
the LNG development have also been recognized by local residents, such as
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better access to medical care and schools, and mobile phone connections in
the villages.

What is the Chinese perspective on Arctic commercial shipping along
the NSR? As one Chinese participant put it, three distinct Chinese roles
are envisioned in the Russian maritime Arctic: (i) conducting exploratory
voyages for the commercialization of the NSR (COSCO Shipping has
already completed 22 voyages since 2013 through the NSR); (ii) serving
as a safe and efficient operator of LNG icebreaking carriers on routes to
Europe and Asia; and (iii) becoming an active investor in the infrastructure
requirements of the NSR, including trans-shipment ports for LNG.

Not surprisingly, the recent military buildup in the Russian Arctic has
caused some apprehension in China. An additional concern is the legal
status of the NSR, as Russia has declared straits used for international
navigations as internal waters. Lack of marine infrastructure continues to
be a limitation along the NSR and Chinese shipping companies will likely
become more active investors in new projects. Multilateral cooperative
approaches among shipping companies is a way for China to move
forward in the Russian Arctic. A good example is the June 2019 signing of
an agreement among COSCO Shipping, Sovcomflot, Novatek and the Silk
Road Fund to establish a long-term partnership to facilitate destinational
and trans-Arctic navigation along the NSR.

As the Fourth Industrial Revolution gathers pace, one participant
provided a case study of the Arctic LNG 2 project located across Ob
Gulf on the Gydan Peninsula. There, construction costs can feasibly
save one third of the expenses compared with the Yamal project with
the construction of a Gravity Based System, an LNG plant constructed
offshore. The Arctic LNG 2 development will be most economically viable
using trans-shipment ports in Kamchatka and Murmansk. The overall
strategy for employment of 4" Industrial Revolution technologies in the
Russian Arctic is to more efficiently link the Siberian rivers to the Arctic
Ocean coast and the NSR. For an autonomous ship operating in/out of
the Arctic LNG 2 site, two options are being considered: first-degree ships
(ships with automated process and decision support and mariners aboard
for operation), and, second-degree ships (remotely controlled ships with a
mariner aboard). Both options show considerable costs savings: although
more autonomous ships require higher capital expenses, operational costs
are significantly reduced.

Another participant stressed several technical challenges involved in
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developing a marine transportation system for Yamal LNG. He noted
that the LNG icebreaking carriers for this project are very specialized
ships and are very expensive. They are designed to operate independently
in ice without icebreaker support and can be escorted by icebreakers
when ice conditions are more difficult. The initial 15 LNG carriers using
Finnish technology and built by Korea’s Daewoo Shipbuilding & Marine
Engineering are designed for dedicated trade on destinational routes to and
from Yamal (Sabetta) to global markets. These are not ships designed for
year-round trans-Arctic navigation across the NSR between Atlantic and
Pacific oceans. Their operational challenge is to move Yamal LNG out of
the Russian Arctic westbound to Europe year-round and eastbound to the
Pacific/Asia during the summer and autumn seasons. It is noted that these
new LNG icebreaking carriers are more expensive and less economical to
operate in open water, so the need for trans-shipment ports, perhaps in
Murmansk and in Kamchaka, is paramount.

PART V: PREVENTING AND CONTROLLING
POLLUTION IN THE ARCTIC

Part V explored some of the major pollution concerns in the Arctic and the
adequacy of global, regional and national responses. While most pollution
in the Arctic emanates largely from outside the region (specifically persistent
organic pollutants (POPs), mercury, plastics and black carbon), the need
to prevent and control vessel-source emissions and discharges within the
Arctic has gained growing attention due to the prospects of increased Arctic
shipping.

One participant provided an overview of global and regional
approaches/challenges in addressing long-range pollutants in the Arctic
with a focus on POPs and mercury. As for future directions to better
address POPs and mercury, the participant emphasized the need to move
from the reactive approach of managing POPs under the 2001 Stockholm
Convention towards a more proactive and precautionary approach such
as that followed by the EU, where chemicals without toxicity data are not
allowed on the market. Two research priorities were identified for mercury:
improving understanding of Arctic climate change on mercury geochemical
cycling; and getting a grip on the range of socioeconomic consequences of
global mercury emissions in the Arctic.
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Another participant described the rather complicated pollution prevention
and control provisions of the International Maritime Organization’s (IMO)
International Code for Ships Operating in Polar Waters (Polar Code) and the
major advances in controlling discharges of oil, noxious liquid substances,
sewage, and garbage. He noted how the IMO has proposed a ban on heavy
fuel oil (HFO) use and carriage for use as fuel in the Arctic, and is also
considering how to control black carbon emissions from shipping. He then
reviewed how the PAME Working Group of the Arctic Council has made
major efforts to address safe and clean shipping in the Arctic. Those efforts
include PAME’s 2009 Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment, numerous studies on
HFO use and mitigation measures in the Arctic, the development of a regional
waste reception facilities approach in the Arctic, and the establishment of the
Arctic Shipping Best Practice Information Forum to assist with harmonized
implementation of the Polar Code.

Participants also discussed plastic pollution and microplastics in the
Arctic. One participant reviewed the major findings from PAME’s 2019
Desktop Study on Marine Litter including Microplastic in the Arctic,
which identified numerous informational gaps but noted the reality that
much of the plastic pollution is being carried by wind and ocean currents
from outside the region into the Arctic Ocean with the north-eastern
Atlantic sector having an especially heavy plastic load. The participant
then summarized the fragmented array of global and regional responses to
plastic pollution to date and highlighted the efforts of the UN Environment
Assembly to address plastic pollution with an Ad-Hoc Open-Ended
Expert Group tasked with proposing options to combat plastic litter and
microplastics.

Session V also addressed Arctic Council responses to land-based and
air pollution. One participant emphasized the limited effectiveness of the
Regional Programme of Action for the Protection of the Arctic Marine
Environment from Land-based Activities (RPA) and suggested the need
for regular reviews in implementation efforts and for substantial updating.
After reviewing the major achievements of the Arctic Monitoring and
Assessment Programme (AMAP) and the Arctic Contaminants Action
Program (ACAP) in addressing Arctic pollution, he described Arctic Council
initiatives to address black carbon and methane pollution in the Arctic. The
main avenue was the adoption in 2015 of the Framework for Action on
Black Carbon and Methane, which requires national reporting of emissions
and controls and includes an expert group review mechanism to assess
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implementation progress and make recommendations for improvements.

Two NPAC fellows concluded the panel presentations with Russian and
Korean case studies. A Russian fellow described the extremely complicated
Russian system of regulating environmental protection and natural
resources use in the Arctic, with more than 800 relevant documents. A
Korean fellow reviewed how South Korea is implementing global pollution
agreements, contributing to Arctic Council pollution initiatives, and
promoting clean and green shipping.

Key discussion points included the following in relation to major

pollution concerns:

® Mercury—Thawing tundra is a major source of mercury emissions.
Mercury bio-accumulates in animals on top of the food chain.
Highest concentrations are found in beluga whales (even higher
than in polar bears), since whales don’t have hair that offers some
protection.

* Plastics—Fighting plastics pollution encounters a well-known
externalities problem; victims of the pollution are located at a
distance from the source. It is difficult to link source and victim and
also to calculate the impacts of pollution.

* Heavy fuel oil (HFO)—Even if HFO implies a higher fuel price, the
general impression in the relevant communities is that the benefits
outweigh the costs.

® Black carbon—There have been some problems with reporting of BC
emissions, mainly because of confusion about how reporting should
be done. BC is not only a climate forcer, it is also a local health
concern.

° Radiation—Is radiation from Russian storage facilities built in
permafrost that is now melting considered a major problem? Little
is known about this besides a few references in Russian sources. The
Norwegian foundation Grid-Arendal created a map of dump sites
some years back.

Part V concluded with an exchange of views among panelists and
participants around a question posed by the Chair: “What top priority
action at the global or regional level would you suggest to better address
Arctic pollution?”

Suggested priority actions included:

* Revising the Regional Programme of Action on Land-based Activities
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and ensuring its periodic and independent implementation review.

e Addressing “grey water” pollution from ships, such as unregulated
discharges from laundries, showers and sinks, through discussions
within the IMO.

* Negotiating a new comprehensive and precautionary global chemicals
convention to fully respect human rights and Indigenous rights in the
Arctic.

* Ensuring climate change implications are fully considered in
environmental and social impact assessments for petroleum
exploration/exploitation proposals in the Arctic.

PART VI: THE ROLES OF NON-ARCTIC STATES IN THE
ARCTIC

Part VI raises issues that have occupied a prominent place in the North
Pacific Arctic Conference deliberations since its inception. NPAC started in
2011, prior to the acceptance of China, Japan, and Korea as Arctic Council
observer states. Part of the motivation for launching NPAC was a desire
on the part of these states to increase their engagement with Arctic issues
and to cultivate a dialogue regarding these issues with the United States,
Canada, and Russia, which would reflect a North Pacific rather than the
more familiar North Atlantic perspective. In the years since the members
of the Arctic Council accepted these non-Arctic states as observers in 2013,
NPAC sessions have repeatedly considered the engagement of observers in
Arctic Council activities and ways to enhance the contributions they are
able to make without undermining the positions of the Arctic states or the
Permanent Participants.

The consideration of this theme at NPAC 2019 was marked by a spirit
of cooperation both in articulating shortcomings in existing practices and
in searching for adjustments that would/could produce mutually beneficial
results for Arctic states and non-Arctic states.

Speaking from an Asian perspective, one participant made it clear
that China, Japan, and Korea have growing interests in Arctic affairs and
that they regard themselves as legitimate stakeholders in this realm. But
their role in Arctic affairs is to supplement, not to replace; to cooperate,
not to overstep. Conversely, another participant, speaking from a Russian
perspective, noted that Russia seeks to “protect its sovereignty and
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sovereign rights in the Arctic from any kind of internationalization.” But
he also observed that, “Russia is among the countries which benefit from
international cooperation in the Arctic, including with non-Arctic states.”

Therein lies the challenge. How can the Arctic Council welcome
engagement on the part of non-Arctic states while simultaneously
acknowledging that the members of the Council have a legitimate special
interest in what happens in the Arctic? The discussion during NPAC 2019
was marked by a willingness to consider this question in cooperative and
practical terms rather than reiterating inflexible formulations that make it
difficult to address specific issues constructively.

Approaches to this question can feature three levels. As a Russian
participant put it, we can think about: (i) “more active engagement of
observer states within the Arctic Council”; (ii) “engagement of non-Arctic
states in a wider Arctic Council Framework”; and (iii) “closer cooperation
between Arctic and non-Arctic states in relevant universal organizations.”

Regarding the Arctic Council, it would help to adjust the rules of
procedure to make the Council more welcoming to non-Arctic states
and to increase flexibility regarding the role of observers. This might
include measures such as relaxing requirements in the area of reporting
or increasing flexibility regarding funding Council projects. At the same
time, a number of participants noted that there is considerable variation
in practices among the elements of the Arctic Council (e.g. the different
working groups) regarding the roles of observers, so that it is difficult
to formulate comprehensive policies regarding the participation of non-
Arctic states. There is also considerable variation in the interests of non-
Arctic states with regard to specific activities of the Arctic Council. This
suggests the value of a pragmatic approach toward the roles of non-Arctic
states, allowing for a good deal of flexibility in addressing specific needs for
governance.

We are witnessing a proliferation of Arctic governance arrangements,
some of which are closely related to the Arctic Council (e.g. the search-and-
rescue agreement and the enhancement-of-science agreement), and some
of which are evolving in different settings (e.g. the Central Arctic Ocean
Fisheries Agreement and the science ministerial forum). This suggests
that the role of the Council itself can and should center on efforts to
coordinate/integrate the elements of this rapidly growing Arctic “regime
complex” in the years to come. What makes this point relevant in terms of
the issues considered in Session VI is that there is considerable room for
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non-Arctic states to participate in a number of the elements of the Arctic
regime complex. The 5+5 formula used to develop the Central Arctic
Ocean Fisheries Agreement is an interesting model in this regard. So is the
mechanism of the science ministerial forum, which allows representatives
of non-Arctic states to participate freely. The role of the Council, in this
formulation, is/should be to play a coordinating/integrative role rather than
to make formal or legally binding decisions. This may facilitate efforts to
engage non-Arctic state observers in Council activities on an informal basis
without raising questions about who can participate in formal decision-
making processes.

International cooperation in the realm of science, a priority concern
for many of non-Arctic states as well as Arctic states, exemplifies what
is possible in addressing Arctic issues of interest to many actors. What
is emerging in this realm is a tripartite structure in which: (i) research
priorities are identified by organizations such as the International Arctic
Science Committee, a nongovernmental body open to scientists from many
countries; (ii) matters of research policy and funding are considered in the
science ministers forum, and (iii) practical matters involving issues such as
visas, access to field sites, and the handling of data are dealt with under the
2017 science agreement among the eight Arctic states. The result is a mixed
system that has the potential to advance the cause of scientific research on
Arctic themes effectively.

Some Arctic issues are now dealt with in forums provided by universal
organizations such as the International Maritime Organization, as is the
case with the Polar Code. Here, the non-Arctic states can engage fully as
members of relevant universal organizations. The need in such cases is to
clarify practices involving the treatment of regional issues within universal
organizations and to develop constructive relations between the Arctic
Council and organizations like the IMO. For the most part, the Polar Code
offers a positive example of what is possible in such contexts. The Arctic
Marine Shipping Assessment, conducted under the auspices of the Arctic
Council, played a seminal role in promoting the development of the Polar
Code by preparing the ground for the successful effort of the IMO to
address regulatory issues relating to Arctic shipping. Yet the code itself as
adopted by the IMO is embedded in broader legally binding arrangements
such as the SOLAS and MARPOL Conventions. It seems fair to regard this
as a success story in the realm of Arctic governance. Still, there is room for
clarification of the roles that non-Arctic states can/should play regarding
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the treatment of Arctic issues in settings like the IMO.

A striking feature of the discussion in Session VI was the active
engagement of members of the policy community, including senior officials
from Iceland and Korea. These officials expressed a clear and constructive
interest in thinking about ways to improve the cooperation between Arctic
states and the non-Arctic state observers on matters of mutual interest.
One point of agreement regarded the identification of practical suggestions
for making suitable adjustments in existing Arctic Council practices. They
observed that deliberations in settings like NPAC under the Chatham
House rule are useful in developing innovative ideas that can inform policy
processes.

The take-home messages from Part VI are that: (i) there are no simple
and comprehensive adjustments to current practices of the Arctic Council
that will solve all the problems arising in the relations between Arctic states
and non-Arctic state observers; (ii) there is a spirit of cooperation between
the two communities that now prevails; and (iii) there is a willingness
to entertain a variety of ideas about practical steps that can improve the
performance of the Arctic Council and the broader Arctic regime complex
going forward.

CONCLUSION: ARCTIC FUTURES/NPAC FUTURES

Three prominent but somewhat discordant themes emerged from
the discussions that took place during NPAC 2019. Taken together,
these themes identify the drivers that will determine the content of the
Arctic agenda going forward. They also pose a challenge and provide
opportunities for NPAC as it enters its second decade.

The role of the Arctic in an era of climate change

The Arctic constitutes ground zero regarding the consequences of
the onset of the climate emergency. In effect, it provides something of a
“crystal ball” through which we can imagine future impacts around the
planet. That is because the impacts of climate change are unfolding in
the Arctic more rapidly than anywhere else on the planet, and they are
accelerating and expanding. Arctic feedback processes in such forms as
the recession and thinning of sea ice and the melting of the Greenland ice
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sheet are increasing the global pace of climate change. Ironically, increased
accessibility to the Arctic associated with the effects of climate change is
accelerating the pace of efforts to extract Arctic hydrocarbons. Norway
is opening areas in the Barents Sea to oil and gas development, and the
Trump administration in the United States is intent on opening new areas
in Alaska to such development. But the main event is occurring in Russia,
where Novatek is moving vigorously to build on its initial success with
the extraction and shipment of Yamal natural gas, and where the Russian
government has taken steps that are linking the future of the Russian
economy tightly to the continued development of Arctic hydrocarbons. The
Russian commitment to the exploitation of the Arctic’s natural resources
is matched by the growth of Chinese interests in the region in such forms
as substantial investments in the development of Russia’s energy resources
and in exploratory initiatives aimed at testing the feasibility of increases in
commercial shipping using the Northern Sea Route. For its part, the United
States is reacting to these developments in a competitive manner, calling for
enhanced efforts to counter Russian and Chinese initiatives in the Arctic.
The failure of the Arctic Council to agree on the provisions of a Ministerial
Declaration at its 2019 biennial meeting is one highly visible manifestation
of these new conditions.

For example, as the recent IPCC Special Report on the Ocean and
Cryosphere in a Changing Climate concluded with “very high confidence”
that global mean sea level (GMSL) is rising, with accelerations in recent
decades due to increasing rates of ice loss from the Greenland and Antarctic
ice sheets. There have also been increases in tropical cyclone winds and
rainfall. The report stated with “high confidence” that extreme weather
events, when combined with relative sea level rise, are exacerbating extreme
rising seas events and coastal hazards. Further, the report documented with
“high confidence” that there has been a decline in the abundance of fish and
shellfish stocks due to direct and indirect effects of global climate change
and attendant biogeochemical changes that contributed to reduced fisheries
catches. In short, we know with great confidence that anthropogenic
climate change is accelerating, with alarming implications for human
societies. Yet the collective response has not yet been commensurate with
the threats that have been assessed and documented in these and other
venues.
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The role of the Arctic in national and global policy

What are the implications of these developments for Arctic policy and
more broadly the future of the region? A common denominator involves
clarifying the tightening of links between what happens in the Arctic (which
has historically been treated as a distinct region) and overarching global
processes. Whether we focus on climate change, global energy markets,
or the rise of great power rivalries, the story is the same. In the aftermath
of the Cold War, the Arctic emerged as a distinctive but somewhat
peripheral region with a policy agenda of its own dominated by issues of
environmental protection and sustainable development. This framing is no
longer adequate. The consequences of the continued rise in global emissions
of greenhouse gases is are changing the Arctic dramatically. The fate of
Russia’s gamble on fossil fuels as the key to its economic resurgence will be
determined in large measure by the dynamics of the global energy market.
The China-Russia-United States rivalry is already diverting attention from
efforts to pursue the UN 2030 Agenda in the Arctic with its focus on
sustainable development.

Increasingly, these developments are calling into question the premises
underlying the cooperative activities of the Arctic Environmental Protection
Strategy that began in 1991, followed by the Arctic Council in 1996.
Founded on the premise that the Arctic is properly treated as a zone of
peace focused on cooperative efforts to address questions of environmental
protection and sustainable development and insulated from the effects
of great power rivalries, these bodies have performed remarkably well.
The Arctic Council, which is widely recognized as the most important
Arctic policy forum, has played a central role in highlighting issues such
as the impact of pollutants (e.g. POPs and heavy metals) in the Arctic, and
spearheading efforts to persuade other bodies such as the International
Maritime Organization to adopt regulatory measures applicable to
commercial shipping in polar waters. But the trends described above
raise fundamental questions about the role of the Arctic Council going
forward. The Council is not in a position to make a difference regarding
the course of climate change; it is not even well equipped to play a major
role regarding the adaptation of Arctic communities to the impacts of
climate change. The Council has little influence over the dynamics of world
markets for oil and natural gas. The emerging rivalry among China, Russia,
and the U.S. in the Arctic constitutes a threat to the normal operations of
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the Council rather than an issue that the Council is in a position to address
effectively on its own.

All this suggests the need to rethink the basic narrative underpinning
efforts to address issues on the Arctic policy agenda. From the end of the
1980s, we have organized our thinking in terms of the “Arctic zone of
peace” narrative. According to this narrative, the Arctic is a distinct region
with a policy agenda of its own; the eight Arctic states are and should be
acknowledged as the key players in addressing Arctic issues; there is no
shortage of governance arrangements in place to deal with Arctic issues,
and the primary concerns in this region involve matters of environmental
protection and sustainable development.

Clearly, this narrative is not sufficient as a basis for organizing thinking
about Arctic policy in the future. It is not just geopolitics, but also the
growth of interest in the region by non-Arctic but highly involved states.
But what is the alternative? There is a natural tendency among analysts
and policymakers alike to fall back on the familiar neo-realist narrative
emphasizing competition rather than cooperation and the resultant
reemergence of high politics in the Arctic. In this case, we should expect the
Arctic to be drawn into the dynamics of great-power rivalries played out
on a global scale. But this line of thinking also is not persuasive. Most of
the cooperative mechanisms put in place under the auspices of the Arctic
Council continue to work well and would be damaged. The challenge
of climate change in the Arctic urgently calls for collaborative responses
rather than national programs, which are more about exploitation than
environmental protection. Sustainable development continues to provide
a convincing rationale for cooperation rather than competition for people
who are concerned with the fate of the Arctic. If there is one over-arching
message from NPAC 2019, it is that every human is included in that group
of people, since what happens to the Arctic most definitely does not stay in
the Arctic.

The future of NPAC and its international roles

All this suggests that a critical determinant of the future of the
Arctic will be the capacity of policymakers and analysts to articulate and
disseminate a new Arctic narrative that can provide a basis for coherent
thinking about matters of Arctic policy. This introduces both challenges and
opportunities for the North Pacific Arctic Conference. Bringing together
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policymakers and analysts from both Arctic and non-Arctic states who
engage in free-flowing conversations without fear of being quoted directly,
NPAC has been able not only to foster innovative thinking about specific
Arctic issues but also to promote a sense of engagement in a common effort
to contribute to new ways of thinking about the future of the Arctic in a
shifting global context. The principal elements of a new Arctic narrative
are far from clear at this stage. But there is no doubt about the usefulness
of thinking about such matters in a setting that encourages constructive
transnational and off-the-record dialogue. NPAC remains committed to
providing such a platform into the future.

Notes

1. Many of the following points are based on Session Chairs’ Reports from the
2019 North Pacific Arctic Conference prepared by Robert W. Corell, Charles E.
Morrison, Arild Moe, Yoon H. Kim, David L. VanderZwaag, and Oran R.Young.
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INTERACTIONS
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Keynote Speech: All Eyes on the Arctic
Heung Kyeong Park'

The theme for this 2019 North Pacific Arctic Conference, organized by
the East-West Center and the Korea Maritime Institute, is “Global-Arctic
Interactions: The Arctic Moves from Periphery to Center.” It is a most
appropriate one in view of recent events in the Arctic.

The Arctic environment continues to show dynamic and sometimes
worrisome changes. As the AMAP of the Arctic Council stated, annual
average warming in the Arctic continues to be more than twice the global
mean. Arctic annual surface air temperatures over the past five years
have exceeded those of any year since records began in 1900. In 2020,
global warming continued to accelerate, generating further meteorological
interactions between the Arctic and its neighboring regions.

In one of those regions, Europe, a heat wave hit hard, setting all-time
high temperature records of more than 40 degrees Celsius in Belgium,
Germany, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands. The heat wave also
exacerbated the process of melting Greenland’s ice sheet. Greenland lost
160 billion tons of ice in July, which reportedly had an impact equivalent
to a 0.5mm rise in global sea levels. Last year, Arctic sea ice extent again
hovered at record lows during the melt season.

These rising temperatures propel other impacts as well. Since the start
state between June and September of 2019, the Copernicus Atmosphere
Monitoring Service (CAMS) tracked more than 100 intense and long-
lived wildfires in the Arctic Circle. In June alone, these fires emitted 50
million tons of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere, which is equivalent to
Sweden’s total annual emissions. This is more than was released by Arctic
fires in the same month between 2010 and 2018 combined. Furthermore,
particles of smoke land on snow and ice, causing the ice to become darker
and absorb sunlight that it would otherwise reflect, thereby accelerating
warming in the Arctic. Fires in the Arctic also increase the risk of further
permafrost thawing that releases methane, which is also a greenhouse gas.

With a backdrop of these interactions and interconnections between
the Arctic and the globe, Korea has steadily participated in cooperative
activities concerning the Arctic, both before and after joining the Arctic
Council as an observer state in 2013. In order to handle Arctic issues in
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a systematic manner, the Korean government adopted its 1% Arctic policy
Master plan in 2013 and a 2™ Master plan in 2018. The new plan has four
goals: (1) pursuing cooperation with Arctic communities; (2) promoting
Arctic partnerships; (3) strengthening scientific research activities; and (4)
strengthening Korea’s capacity to pursue Arctic policy. I would like to share
with you the underlying issues and recent developments regarding the four
goals.

The first goal is to pursue mutually beneficial cooperation with Arctic
communities. As Korea imports almost all of gas and oil, it is keenly
interested in energy resource development in the Arctic. As a maritime
nation, Korea is also an important stakeholder in developing Arctic
shipping routes. Korean companies made the first test navigation through
the Northern Sea Route (NSR) in 2013 and sent ships through the route
three times in 2016. These voyages reaffirmed that the NSR is a shorter
route to connect Asia and Europe compared to the southern route via the
Suez Canal. In September 2017, Korean President Moon Jae-in announced
the New Northern Policy and Nine-Bridge Strategy, which incorporate the
potential of the Northern Sea Route. We believe that if the Arctic shipping
routes become commercially competitive, it will open up a new era of
economic ties between Asia and Europe. In addition, Korean shipbuilding
companies have built and delivered a total of 15 Arc-7 class ice-breaking
LNG carriers for the Yamal project in the northwestern part of Russia.

The second goal is to promote partnerships with Arctic states and other
participants. Korea joined the Arctic Council as a permanent observer
in May 2013. We have readily participated in the work and activities of
the Arctic Council and other international bodies and regimes. Korea has
regularly attended the Senior Arctic Officials meetings and the Ministerial
meetings. Korean experts have participated in working groups, task forces
and expert groups in the Arctic Council. For instance, Korean officials
and experts attended the meetings of the Arctic Council and its subsidiary
bodies 19 times in 2018.

Paying special attention to the human and social dimensions of
Arctic issues, Korea has established various programs and activities to
engage Indigenous Peoples and communities. Korea Maritime Institute
(KMI) has provided financial support and mapping technology to the
Aleut International Association (AIA) for its “Artic Indigenous Marine
Use Mapping project.” KMI has also joined the Arctic Renewable Energy
Atlas (AREA) project as partner in SDWG of the Arctic Council. And with
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the exchange program, “Korea Arctic Academy,” KMI has invited 150
young students to Korea since 2015, including 47 Indigenous students in
cooperation with the University of the Arctic. In 2018, Korea launched a
new initiative, the “Arctic Science Fellowship Program,” targeting early-
career researchers from Arctic countries.

In addition, Korea has pursued bilateral cooperation with various
Arctic Council member states and observer nations. For example, Korea
holds bilateral consultations on a regular basis with AC members Canada,
Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and Russia. Moreover, Korea launched
the Trilateral High-Level Dialogue on the Arctic in 2016, along with Japan
and China. Last June, Korea hosted the fourth session of the trilateral high-
level dialogue, adding a separate expert group meeting to explore potential
areas of cooperation on an ad-hoc basis for the first time. Last December,
Korea also cohosted the Arctic Circle Korea Forum along with the Icelandic
Arctic Circle Secretariat, with 250 officials and experts participating from
Korea and abroad.

Meanwhile, Korea signed the Central Arctic Ocean Fisheries Agreement
with five Arctic coastal states and four other fishing states with a view of
the protection and sustainable management of marine resources in the
Central Arctic Ocean. Korea will take part in cooperative efforts to prevent
illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing in Arctic Sea areas.

The third goal is to strengthen scientific research activities in
addressing common challenges in the Arctic. In 1991 we first conducted
our first basic scientific survey in the region. We then established the
Dasan Arctic Research Station in Svalbard in 2002 and built our first ice-
breaking research vessel, Araon, in 2009. Korea has contributed to the
Arctic Migratory Bird Initiative (AMBI) under the working group of
Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) working group. Separately,
Korean scientists have continued to conduct scientific research, mostly
in cooperation with other partners, with a view to conserve vulnerable
ecosystems and to monitor weather changes and ecological conditions
in the Arctic. For example, the Korea Polar Research Institute (KOPRI)
has conducted the Korea-Arctic Ocean Observing System project, which
monitors marine organisms in the Arctic Ocean. The Korean research
icebreaker Araon has incorporated plankton sampling in the project and
has yielded microscopic specimens and pigment samples.

As well as monitoring natural conditions, Korean researchers have been
assessing the impact of artificial influence on the Artic. Araon has conducted



40 Policy Dialogue on Global-Arctic Interactions

additional surveys on the state and effects of marine litter in the region,
including micro-plastics, by collecting samples from seawater, the sea floor,
and sea ice. Korea has also focused its investigative efforts towards securing
the future of Arctic resources. Korea voluntarily submitted a national report
on black carbon and methane to the related expert group. Our scientists
have also carried out various joint research projects with Arctic states and
international scientific institutions, such as the International Arctic Science
Committee.

In order to strengthen its scientific research activities, Korea plans
to launch the Arctic Ocean Collective Expedition (ACE) initiative with
the view of effectively utilizing the active vessel Araon and a second
ice-breaking research vessel, which a related ministry has been eagerly
pursuing.

The fourth goal is to strengthen our national capacity to execute Arctic
policies. The Korean government plans to develop domestic institutional
foundation support. It plans to pursue the enactment of legal grounds for
cooperation in the Arctic region. It also plans to systematically coordinate a
set of implementation bodies, although the Korea Polar Research Institute
(KOPRI) is the leading agency for Korea’s national polar program. KOPRI
has been conducting research, utilizing platforms such as the Dasan Arctic
Research Station in Svalbard and the ice-breaking research vessel Araon.
In addition, Korea aims to educate and train professionals and strengthen
activities to enhance public attention and awareness about the importance
of the Arctic. In this regard, the Korean government hosts the annual “Arctic
Partnership Week,” featuring a series of seminars, exhibitions, and events
related to the Arctic. Last year, more than 1,000 participants from Korea
and abroad attended the event.

I would like to conclude by saying that Korea will continue to
participate in protecting the ecosystems of the Arctic and exploring its
sustainable use. We welcome any cooperative international efforts towards
that end.

Notes

1. Ambassador Park is now the Republic of Korea’s Ambassador to Cambodia.
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Arctic Genesis?
Tony Penikett

In 1867, the United States purchased Alaska from Russia. Nowadays,
Alaskans would strongly object to such a “sale”—as would Yukoners,
Nunavummiut, and Greenlanders in similar circumstances. In the 21*
century, northern peoples have found their voices, something the global
south does not yet understand. Olafur Ragnar Grimmson, former president
of Iceland, observes that particularly in the federal states—the United
States, Russia, Denmark, and Canada—capital cities exist at the greatest
physical and psychological distance from their Arctic regions." With that
in mind, let me offer a distinctly northern Canadian perspective, including
both an historical view and some speculation on the fundamental policy
question of Indigenous-Settler relations.
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We recognize the Mediterranean Sea as the birthplace of Western
civilization: Greek philosophy, Arab arithmetic, Roman law, and notions
of imperialism and empire later inherited by Spain and other European
powers in their “conquest” of the Americas. This conquest involved the
enslavement and slaughter of millions of Indigenous Americans.

Like the Mediterranean, the Arctic is an ocean surrounded by land, and
a region alive with innovation. An outstanding question in Arctic policy has
been whether the Arctic States and world powers might repeat this historic
nightmare in the Americas on the shores of the Arctic Ocean.

One can imagine at least three possible futures for the Arctic:
assimilation, annihilation or accommodation. Could colonization and
globalization turn the northern polar region into a poor imitation of the
global south? Perhaps. Could the climate crisis that is already uprooting
coastal communities and shifting fish and game populations make Arctic
residents its first fatalities? No. Or might Arctic Indigenous villages, Settler
cities and regional governments forge syncretic accommodations to create a
new community of Arctic communities?

Let us hope so.

Outsiders

Historically, the outside world viewed the Arctic as a vast empty space full of
little but snowdrifts and polar bears, yet rich with untapped resources. For
centuries, the Arctic has been the locus for dreams of instant riches: Aleutian
sea otter pelts, Beaufort whales, nuggets of Klondike gold, and deep-sea drill
rigs. For southerners, this dream of Arctic bounty awaits them still.

The Arctic’s harsh environment once prevented corporations from
plundering all of its rich natural resources. Now, the melting of the polar
icecap opens the Northern Sea Route and the Northwest Passages to
exploitation by southern trading nations.

Arctic maps show only tiny communities dotting the white ice, but the
dots’ inhabitants have different perspectives on those cartographic points.
For northerners, the Arctic is home. Outsiders who come north to get
rich quick, the locals label “boomers.” Throughout modern Arctic history,
outsiders called the shots. Nowadays, Northern peoples, “lifers” especially,
demand fair shares of any developments and the last word on major
economic decisions.
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Out of the Mediterranean

The Mediterranean Sea was the birthplace of Western civilization. Greeks
founded the fields of science, philosophy and mathematics. Universities still
teach the philosophies of Aristotle, Plato and Socrates. Greeks invented
democracy, and also the practice of rhetoric and dialogue. Muslim
mathematician al-Khwarizmi learned from and expanded upon Greek
mathematicians Euclid, Pythagoras, and Thales. Algebra comes from an
Arab word “al-jabir,” and we all use “Arabic numerals: 0, 1, 2, 33...””

Even after Greece fell under Roman rule, Rome exported Greek
learning to the far corners of the Empire. Centuries later, the Italian
Renaissance rediscovered classical Greek ideas and Roman notions of
conquest and empire.’ Then, in 1492, Christopher Columbus, an Italian
sailor in the employ of Spain’s monarchs, arrived in the Americas. So began
the conquest and colonization of the New World.

To the Americas

When Columbus returned from his first voyage to the Americas in the
spring of 1493, Pope Alexander VI issued an edict donating the New
World to Spain’s monarchs. In rewarding Ferdinand and Isabella for the
expulsion of Jews and Muslims from Iberia,’ the pope prayed that the
New World’s “barbarous nations be overthrown and brought faith itself.””’
For Indigenous Americans, the pope’s hope meant slaughter, slavery, and
continental smallpox epidemics.” This “clash of civilizations”” or cultures
triggered the burning of Aztec writings, the looting of Mayan temples and
Inca regicide.

None of this happened without debate. The Dominican cleric Bartolomé
de las Casas loudly protested the brutality of Hernan Cortés’ conquest of
Mexico. While millions died at Conquistador hands, Las Casas tirelessly
petitioned the Spanish monarch Charles V to intervene. In 1550, the king
finally referred arguments about the morality of the Conquest to a judicial
inquiry. Juan Ginés de Sepulveda, a Catholic intellectual, defended Cortés’s
savagery by invoking Aristotle’s theory of “natural slavery” to describe
Indigenous Americans as “inferior to the Spaniards as infants to adults
and women to men.”" In rebuttal, Las Casas questioned how a pope with
only spiritual powers could grant temporal powers over Mexico and Peru
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to a Spanish monarch. He passionately argued that, before the conquest,
Amerindian Nations lived in great cities, with their own kings, laws and
judges. Sadly, the Valladolid tribunal failed to reach any conclusion and
a legend of Indigenous governmental incompetence took root. However,
historians now realize that when Cortés levelled Tenochtitlan in 1521, the
Aztec capital was perhaps the largest city in the world.” In the Caribbean,
Columbus had discovered a Garden of Eden."” For Indigenous populations,
the Conquistador invasion unleashed by Pope Alexander VI turned it into a
living hell.

Following an Indigenous “uprising” led by Ottawa warrior-genius
Pontiac, England’s King George III issued the Royal Proclamation of
1763, which affirmed: “the several Nations or Tribes of Indians...who
live under our Protection, should not be molested or disturbed in the
Possession of...their Hunting Grounds.”'' Thomas Jefferson responded
that, “The English King has...endeavored to bring to the inhabitants of our
frontiers, the merciless Indian Savages whose known rule of warfare is an

212

undistinguished destruction...” ~ Less excitable, George Washington saw the

Proclamation merely as a “temporary expedient to quiet the minds of the
Indians...” "

Nevertheless, in consequence of the Royal Proclamation, the United
States negotiated hundreds of Indian treaties, almost all of which were
subsequently violated by federal authorities.'” Canada followed a similar
path in the 19" and 20" centuries with a series of “numbered treaties,”
reserves or reservations on marginal lands and, therefore, ensuring nearly

permanent poverty for most Indigenous inhabitants.

Rationalizers and Revisionists

Enlightenment intellectuals rationalized the conquest of the Americas. John
Locke, an investor in a Carolina colony trading Indian slaves, argued that
a colonizer earned the right to take Indigenous lands by “improving”"’
the soil'® with his labour."” Adam Smith added that, as nomads, Indians
could not actually own land."* In 1832, Chief Justice John Marshall of the
U.S. Supreme Court ruled that the Indian Nations’ “relation to the United
States resembles that of a ward to his guardian.”'” Not farmers or Nations
or citizens, America downgraded its original peoples to dependents or

children.
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Old ideas die hard. In 1937, Winston Churchill declared: “I do not
admit for instance, that a great wrong has been done to the Red Indians
of America... by the fact that a stronger race...has come in and taken their
place.””’

What historian Alfred W. Crosby called “the Columbian Exchange””'
between the Old World and the New involved massive swaps of foods,
flora, fauna, trade goods—and also germs. This was not fair trade; Aztec
gold and Inca silver financed the industrial revolution in Europe. Locke
believed the Indian hunter “owned” the deer he had killed, while the Indian
Nation viewed game as the common property of the community that
depended on its meat, skin and bones.”” Thus Locke’s idea of “improvement”
enriched America’s landlords but impoverished Indigenous communities.

In the 20" Century, scholars began to question the shaky foundations
of Indigenous-Settler relations. Revisionists such as Charles Mann argued
that pre-1491 populations of America were farmers and landowners, not
landless nomads.”’ Anthropologist Ronald Wright noted that surviving
Indigenous nations trod paths of syncretism, routes that allowed a minority
community to borrow useful features of the dominant society (cars,
hospitals, iPhones) in order to guarantee the survival of their core cultural
values such as land, language, and law.”

Though mainstream society is increasingly aware of the impacts of
colonization on Indigenous Peoples, the ideologies of Locke and Smith still
prevail. Reconciling rival Settler-Indigenous worldviews remains unfinished
business, the resolution of which will undoubtedly shape the Arctic’s future.

The Arctic: Three Possible Futures?

Like the Mediterranean, the Arctic is an ocean surrounded by land.
Colonization in the Arctic began centuries ago, and eight nation states now
assert sovereignty over the homelands of the region’s Indigenous peoples:
Athabascans (Dene), Aleut, Inuit, Sdmi, and numerous Indigenous tribes
scattered around modern Russia. Inuit homelands include northern Canada,
Greenland (Denmark), Russia, and the United States. The Sami still occupy
Arctic regions of Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia. Northern Dene
largely live below the tree line in Alaska and Northern Canada. Only in
Greenland do Indigenous People, the Inuit, represent a large majority. “Is
the North American Arctic destined to relive the old Conquistador story?”
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Consider three possible futures for the Arctic:

The Arctic becomes less northern and more Southern: As portrayed
by Laurence C. Smith in The World in 2050,” the Far North becomes
more and more like the south. Smith observed that landscapes transformed
by globalization and climate change will open new arenas for Arctic
Ocean navigation, propel major population shifts and new agricultural
opportunities, and open the door for new mines, pipelines, and
environmental despoliation. While “boomers” may come north to profit
from climate change, northern “lifers” work to adapt to the climate events
while building community. On the frontline of Arctic changes, boomers and
lifers will debate their respective futures.

Climate catastrophes cause even greater calamities: Many political
leaders may avert their eyes, but climate catastrophes present dark
prospects for the planet. None of climate scientist Robert Corell’s data
surprises Arctic residents—although they feel relatively powerless to resist

26

the destructive effects.” Liberal media in southern cities tend to paint
Indigenous northerners (including polar bears) as the inevitable victims
of the climate crisis. But if climate catastrophes breed global economic
collapse, massive extinctions, population exoduses, or even thermonuclear
war, might Arctic peoples be the only human communities resilient
enough to endure? Northerners live far from target cities but know how
to live off the land: to hunt, fish, forage and build shelters with materials
at hand. Arctic communities might then be the only survivors of climate
catastrophes.

An Arctic community shaped by northerners: Can an Arctic community
of tiny communities truly shape the Arctic’s future? What has actually
happened in the last 50 years? Has the pivotal issue of Indigenous-colonizer
relationship evolved beyond colonial patterns? Are northerners breaking
trail in new directions? Yes. Over the past 50 years, the Arctic region has
been an important laboratory for inter-societal conflict resolution. On the
borders of the Arctic Ocean, might we even imagine the birth of a new
post-colonial political order?

Mediterranean 2.0

Out of sight of most southern observers, beyond the gaze of global media
and far from the thoughts of world leaders, Arctic communities have
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learned from America’s tragic histories. For the last two generations, they

have

been determined not to repeat that misery. In this pursuit, Arctic

leaders, Indigenous and non-Indigenous, have been highly inventive in

governance, diplomacy, and philosophy. Among their innovations:

1970: A thousand years after the first Olympic Games, the first Arctic
Winter games at Yellowknife revived Inuit games (one-foot-high kick
and two-foot-high kick), and Dene sports (hand games and pole
push). Of course, today’s competition also includes hockey, cross-
country skiing, and snowshoe races.

1971: When explorers found oil in Alaska, oil giants plotted pipeline
routes on state maps but Alaska Natives told them to stop, saying,
“You do not own the land.””” Expeditiously, the United States
Congress passed the Alaska Native Claims Act, the most generous
treaty in U.S. history. It provided 37,000 Indigenous Alaskans with
a billion dollars and 178,000 km* of land, plus a template for what
followed.

1975: Cree and Inuit leaders signed the James Bay and Northern
Quebec Agreement, Canada’s first modern treaty. Over the next 40
years, twenty more treaties followed, which covered the northern 40
percent of Canada’s land mass. Indigenous co-management of fish and
wildlife in the region became a key feature of these treaties, which
embody reformed stewardship priorities that privilege conservation
and subsistence over sports and commercial harvests.

1979: Greenland achieved Home Rule by 1979, Self-Government
in 2009, and may become the Arctic’s first Indigenous nation-state.
The Arctic region has long suffered great power competition but
northerners will tell the world “enough”; nowadays, the United States
can no more purchase Greenland than China can buy Iceland.
March, 1987: Norway’s Gro Harlem Bruntland’s UN report, Our
Common Future, promoted the concept of “Sustainable Development”
—development that balances economic and environmental needs.
October, 1987: In a speech at Murmansk, Mikhail Gorbachev
proposed that the Arctic region should cease being a Cold War
battleground and become instead a “Zone of Peace.”

1989: Following Gorbachev’s cue, Finnish president, Mauno Koivisto
launched the “Finnish Initiative,” which ultimately became the Arctic
Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS)—to coordinate protection
of the Arctic ecosystem.
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® 1992: Yukon First Nations, the Yukon Territorial Government and
Canada concluded the country’s first Aboriginal Self-Government
Agreements, which recognized regional rather than merely local
government powers for Indigenous treaty signatories.

® 1996: at Yellowknife, Inuit leader Mary Simon negotiated “Permanent
Participant” status for six international Indigenous organizations in
the new Arctic Council forum created by the Ottawa Declaration.™

* 2001: The Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants,”
signed following Inuit and Sdmi lobbying campaigns, protects
Arctic food sources from contamination by airborne chemicals from
southern industrial centers.

®2005: Norway adopted the Finnmark Act, modelled on northern
Canadian experience, which authorizes Finnmark County and Sami
parliament co-management of regional lands and resources.

©2008: Edward Vajda, a Western Washington University linguist,
visited the Yenisei River to explore links between Siberia’s Ket
language and the Na-Dené languages of North America’s sub-Arctic.

® 2019: Russia floated an Arctic nuclear power station. Launched from
Murmansk, it sailed 5,000 km to Chukotka in the Russian Far East,
where it will serve remote Arctic communities.”’.

* Three Nordic states and Sdmi leaders are negotiating a Sami
Convention, potentially the first international treaty to be signed by
an Arctic Indigenous people.

* By 2020, Norway’s sovereign wealth fund will grow into a $1 trillion
oil investment pool designed to build a post-oil economy.

® Meanwhile, artists and writers share their Arctic stories with the
world: Alva Aalto, Robert Arthur Alexie, Pitseolak Ashoona,
Pierre Berton, Gerd Bjorhovde, Bjork Guomundsdéttir, Maxim
Gorgy, Edvard Grieg, Ted Harrison, Aka Heegh, Peter Hoeg,
Arnaldur Indridason, Ingmar Bergman, Aki Kaurismaki, Jewel
Kilcher, Zacharias Kunuk, Halld6r Laxness, Jack London, Finn
Lynge, Henning Mankell, Mads Mikkelsen, Tahmoh Penikett, Kirill
Shamalov, Jean Sibelius, Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, Viljalmur Stefansson,
Andrey Zvyagintsev, and others.
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Arctic Genesis

Against a global backdrop of rising income inequality, raging white
nationalism, China’s Uighur “reeducation” camps, Russia’s annexation of
Crimea, an American president’s embrace of the world’s brutal autocrats,
Canada’s “blackface” embarrassment, Mexican border walls, Muslim bans,
porn star payoffs, plastic pollution, police brutality, and political denial of
the climate crisis,”’ might we envision an Arctic alternative?

Dare we imagine, on the shores of the Arctic Ocean—a threatened
and mutating environment—the birth of a new consciousness based on
the following: reconciliation between Indigenous and Settler communities;
democratic debate and dialogue; social peace; a much longer view of
immigration issues,”” sustainable development; and climate adaption? And
like the Mediterranean, could the Arctic become the basis for a global
paradigm shift? Based on northerners’ experiments and innovations over
the last half-century, might we imagine something akin to an Arctic genesis?
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Russia’s Arctic Policies: Historical Legacies,
Current Implementation, and International
Cooperation

Andrey N. Petrov

Introduction

The Russian Arctic has historically been and currently remains a prominent
part of the Russian realm that occupies a central place in both development
discourses and policy practices. Throughout Russia’s history, policymaking
in the North and in the Arctic relied on changing perceptions of the role
of this region in the Russian state. These discourses of Arctic development
evolved over time, shaping both domestic and international policies. This
essay discusses the current dynamics of Russia’s development policies in
the Arctic and places them in broader historical and societal contexts.
The emphasis is on the continuity of policy approaches with the past and
projections on how they will progress in the future. In addition, the paper
considers the international science collaboration opportunities created by
the new Agreement on Enhancing International Arctic Science Cooperation.

The Russian Federation uses several official designations to define its
northern territories. The more traditional, Soviet construct is the “Russian
(Far) North and Equated Areas” that comprises remote places with severe
climates, and which cover approximately 60 percent of the country’s
territory. A more recent designation is the “Arctic Zone of the Russian
Federation” (AZRF), which includes the following northern, primarily
coastal, Russia’s provinces: Murmansk Region, Nenets, Yamal-Nenets and
Chukotka Autonomous Districts, as well as northern parts of Arkhangelsk
Region, Republic of Karelia, Komi Republic, Republic of Sakha-Yakutia,
and Krasnoyarsk Territory. The Russian Arctic Zone occupies 10.5
million square kilometers. With less than one percent of the nation’s total
population, it accounts for almost 80 percent of natural gas, 60 percent of
oil, 90 percent of nickel, 60 percent of copper, and nearly 100 percent of
platinoids extracted in Russia. Arctic regions contribute 12 percent of the
country’s GDP and 25 percent of total exports. In addition to currently
exploited reserves, there are vast untapped resources of fuels, minerals,
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water, and energy, to name but a few (Pavlenko, 2013).

Historical Context of Russia’s Arctic Policies: State and
Imaginaries of the Russian North

The development of the Russian-Soviet North was based on a colonial
paradigm that has a lot in common with the Canadian and U.S. frontier
experiences (Petrov 2018). Similar to Canada (and to the United States-
Alaska relationship), the Russian discourse of developing the North was
based on “othering” the North from the mainland and assigning a unique
role to the region in the national mythology. The Soviet views largely
inherited the core components of the Russian Imperial discourse on Siberia.
In the public consciousness of Imperial Russia, Siberia and the North has
always been the “other,” but yet has been considered “ours” (Weiss 2007).
Much like the American West, Siberia emerged as a mythical realm of
future power and prosperity; an exotic yet integral part of Russia.

It is worth remembering that the Russian State has controlled its North
and Arctic lands throughout history. The State has always been the central
negotiator and actor in the “project” of developing the North, and that the
evolution of development imaginaries (propagated by the state) has always
been followed by the transformation in policies (enforced by the state).

After taking power, Vladimir Lenin (1918) strongly promoted the idea
of rapid exploration and development of the North. The leitmotif of the
Soviet development plan (GOELRO) was the “rationalization of allocation
of productive forces” based on the geographic division of labor. GOELRO
propagated the minimization of transportation costs by moving production
closer to raw materials. Laid upon Lenin’s concept of “comprehensive
socioeconomic development,” the paradigm of the equalization of
development across the county was seized as a goal of socialism. Soviet
policymakers fully embraced this discourse (Hill and Gaddy 2003).

By accepting a proactive modernization paradigm, the Soviet policy
of northern development substantially diverged from Canadian policies
of that time. In fact, it appears to be closer to ideas promulgated in U.S.
historian Frederick Jackson Turner’s 1893 Frontier Thesis, which viewed
the U.S. frontier as an extension, not an adversary of the core. The North
was “true” and “purely” Soviet, just like the West was fully American. The
Soviet discourse empowered the ideas of acquisition and expropriation
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of the North-space and its resources. This fundamental difference is the
ultimate reason for drastically more extensive “development™ of the Soviet
North compared to the Canadian and Alaskan northern frontiers.

The early Soviet discourse of the North was a discourse of romanticism
and modernistic triumphalism. There was a common belief in making the
North a Soviet stronghold (McCannon 1998). The dominant discourse
materialized in public policies. In 1932, the Soviet Government included
the North into the plans of “rational distribution of productive forces.” It
was believed that northern regions would ultimately become self-sufficient.
Soviet regional planning was built upon the ideology of acquiring and
remaking the North by expropriating its riches for the Stalinist economy
(McCannon 1998). This economic ideology also served a geopolitical goal
of Soviet planners to re-construct Soviet nation-space and make the USSR
self-sufficient in natural resources.

However, since the 1960s, development doctrine shifted to impose a
truncated version of the Soviet doctrine based on using “natural resources
available for quick extraction and giving the largest economic effect”
(Programma KPSS 1961, 74). Thus, the Soviet discourse since has been
focused on resource exploitation, a paradigm inherited in the post-Soviet
times. This shift is important to explain persisting economic marginality
and disproportionate sectoral and geographic regional development in the
Russian North.

Current State and Significant Developments in Russian Arctic
Policies

With their roots deeply in the history of Arctic exploration and northern
development, current policies of the Russian Federation in the Arctic are
multifaceted, albeit fragmented, encompassing economic, (geo)political,
military, social, and environmental spheres. It has been observed that
Russia has more than 500 legal documents regulating Arctic affairs (see
also Berkman et al. 2019). There are also regional laws enforced by the
Russian regions.

Russia is still seeking a new model for developing and managing
the Arctic (cf. Sergunin and Konyshev 2014). The Soviet approach was
largely discarded in the early- and mid-1990s, when development through
populating and industrializing the North had been criticized both in Russia



Perspectives 55

(Agranat 1992) and in the West (Hill and Gaddy 2003). The Russian
North, and the Arctic in particular, experienced rapid depopulation and
deindustrialization (Heleniak 1999). However, the model of “shrinking of
the intensively used space” and withdrawing from the North and other
remote areas (for which Russia even received funds from the World Bank)
has never been fully embraced and has been eventually rejected (as it was
contrary to the discourse of northern development prevalent throughout
Russia’s history, as described above). As a result, both paradigms were
discarded, and a reinvigorated version of the Russian/Soviet model with
a much-reduced scope (but with considerable ambitions) reemerged. The
philosophy behind this restoration remained virtually unchanged from the
Soviet and Imperial Russian times, although methods and means evolved.
The “leaner” option of development (first promulgated in the 1960s)
supplemented by the focus on extractive industries, technologies and
transportation, alongside with military security, represents a mixed and
yet evolving model of development portrayed in and supported by Russia’s
Arctic policies.

The present state of the policies is the expression of the overarching
idea that Russia is a (or, possibly, the) leading Arctic power, and that its
policy in the Arctic needs to demonstrate its geopolitical and economic
strengths in diverse ways: by ensuring the presence of resident populations
and robust economic activity; availability of military assets; social stability;
and global influence over the Arctic affairs agenda, including environmental
protection and science (Pelyasov 2013). Russia has been actively pursuing
territorial claims over the Arctic shelf and settling maritime border disputes
whenever possible (such as with Norway).

The Russia’s federal policies and strategies in the Arctic are expressed
in the three key documents:

(1) Strategy for the Development of the Arctic Zone of the Russian

Federation and Provision of National Security through 2020 (2013)

(2) Strategy of National Security of the Russian Federation through

2020
(3) Foundations of the State Policy of the Russian Federation in the
Arctic through 2020 and beyond (2008)

The most recent Strategy (2013) identifies four key factors of Russia’s
Arctic development: extreme climate (with no reference to climate change),
sparse industrial development and settlement, remoteness, and vulnerability
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of Arctic ecosystems. To address these challenges, the Strategy calls for
concerted activities in six primary directions. These include socioeconomic
development (diverse industries), science and technology, communication
systems, environmental security, international cooperation, and military
security.

In order to implement the Strategy, the Russian Government adopted
several Federal Programs (FPs). The mainline Program established in
March of 2014 and extended in August 2017 to last until 2025 focuses on
economic development. It proposed pouring 190 billion rubles ($7 billion
in in Purchasing Power Parity Dollars) into the Program including (but not
limited to) three priority areas: (1) development of the base or core zones
of diversified industrial development; (2) investment in the Northern Sea
Route (NSR), and (3) support for oil and gas extraction and technology.
It is notable that the ideas of “diversified” economic development in the
North and of the “base zones” are borrowed from a combination of the
Soviet development paradigm and western economic development models.
In other words, although Russia’s Arctic economic development strategy
remains focused on expanding extractive industries and Arctic navigation
that supports them, the rhetoric and discourses of development in the Arctic
retain signs of the Soviet model (exploitation and acquisition of space and
making it inseparable from the rest of Russia).

Other elements of the Strategy are scattered around a myriad of
FPs, such as FPs on environmental protection, science and technology,
shipbuilding, transportation systems, fisheries, energy consumption, and
predictions, etc. This patchwork makes it difficult to assess the full scope
and success of the Strategy’s implementation.

Most certainly, the Strategy has led to considerable institutional changes
in Arctic federal governance. A 2014 Presidential Decree established
the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation (AZRF) as a separate unit of
planning and management, and the focus of the Strategy’s application. To
oversee the implementation of the Strategy and direct development in the
AZRE, in 2015 The Russian Government created the State Commission on
the Issues of Arctic Development, chaired by a Deputy Prime Minister. The
Commission coordinates activities among authorities at the federal, regional
and local levels to implement the Strategy and associated programs,
including strengthening the geopolitical standing of Russia in the Arctic,
support for science, development of the NSR, military readiness, disaster
prevention, economic development, and environmental protection, among



Perspectives 57

others. In addition, in February 2019 the Federal Government established
a new “Arctic Ministry”: the Ministry of the Far East Development added
the Arctic to its portfolio to become the Ministry of the Far East and Arctic
Development. This institutionalization marks an important turn in Russia’s
Arctic polices by creating a federal “home” for Arctic development and to
some degree reinvigorating the long defunct State Committee on Northern
Affairs that existed in the 1990s (Zhukov et al. 2019).

In the business and economic development spheres, a notable emerging
change includes new initiatives of the Ministry of the Far East and Arctic
Development to grant tax and customs preferences to “Arctic residents”
(both companies and individuals) who are engaged in new extractive
projects. This may include reduced taxation (fixed for a long-term),
improved access to infrastructure (such as the NSR) and a streamlined
decision-making process—in exchange for investments in Arctic projects.

In addition, major recent developments occurred in the functioning
of the NSR. The NSR has global relevance as a way to drastically reduce
travel time between Asia and Europe (by 25-30 percent) and is the only
viable Arctic transit navigation route, at least in the short term. In this
sense it is notable that Russia welcomed the inclusion of the NSR and
Russian Arctic in China’s Polar Silk Road initiative (2018). However, NSR’s
present use is overwhelmingly destination-based and domestic, with most
cargo consisting of various mineral resources (LNG, ore, etc.). Intensified
exports of LNG spearheaded rapid growth in the volume of transported
cargo, which has tripled in three years and stands at 18 million tons in
2018, three times as much as at the peak of the Soviet Union. In a major
management shift, NSR operations have been transferred from the Ministry
of Transportation to the State corporation Rosatom (Russia’s atomic energy
state corporation).

Another important component of the Russia’s Arctic policy that is
related to both economic development and geopolitics is the control over
the Arctic Ocean and its shelf. Russia is a party to UNCLOS. The country
submitted its claims over 1.2 million square kilometers of the Arctic
continental shelf, first in 2001 and then in 2015, including vast estimated
mineral reserves.

Arctic strategies in Russia are intertwined with other policy arenas that
involve Arctic territories. For example, Russia is implementing its Concept
of Sustainable Development of the Indigenous Peoples of the North, Siberia
and the Far East, adopted in 2009. The Concept is focused on incorporating
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sustainable development concepts among various Indigenous Peoples,
with respect to preserving the natural environment, “modernization” of
economic activities, and improvement of social services. Currently in its
third phase, the implementation plan concentrates on improving the quality
of life, demographic characteristics of population, education accessibility,
and preserving cultural heritage.

Broadly speaking, the most urgent pending issues in Russia’s Arctic
policy include (see also Pelyasov 2013; Romashkina and Melniklov 2017):

Economic and social:

(1) High costs and remoteness as an impediment of large scale
development.

(2) Rapidly changing environment (permafrost thaw, floods, fires,
erosion, etc.).

(3) Costly or non-existent technologies, lack of local innovation
capacity and entrepreneurship.

(4) Limitations associated with curtailed investment and technological
transfer under existing international economic restrictions.

(5) Diverging trends in economic development among Russian Arctic
regions.

(6) Continuing lagging in quality of life and social services.

(7) Often problematic relationships between local communities and
extractive companies, lack of meaningful benefit sharing.

(8) Management of the Arctic Ocean.

(9) Uncertainties about international economic cooperation in the
Arctic: NSR, China, Arctic Five.

(10) Lack of investment in non-extractive activities.

(11) Demographic and health issues in remote communities, including

shorter life expectancy and a decline in fertility, including among
Indigenous People.

Political and power:

(1) Continental shelf boundaries, overlapping claims and other border
uncertainties.

(2) Control over waters and navigation in the Arctic Ocean, including
NSR.

(3) Emerging role of non-Arctic states in the region and Arctic
governing structures (such as the Arctic Council).
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(4) Use of shared infrastructure among Arctic Five (search and rescue,
Svalbard).

(5) Military Security and NATO?s presence in the Arctic.

(6) Role and future of the Arctic Council.

(7) Indigenous Peoples’ rights.

(8) Building infrastructure, including military.

Russia’s Arctic policy is Key in Defining Future Scenarios

Our work demonstrates that policy in the Arctic is recognized as the
predominant driver of Arctic development in the future. A recent scenario
workshop held by the Arctic-COAST research network in Naryan-
Mar, Russia gathered more than 30 academics, policymakers, business
representatives and local residents, including Indigenous northerners, to
discuss factors and paths for the Arctic Zone of Russia through 2050
(Petrov et al. 2018). Three thematic scenarios were considered: social
processes, economic development, and coastal and maritime development
and navigation. In all three areas, Russia’s domestic Arctic policies have
been voted by the participants as one of the top two most important drivers
of the future. The final scenarios created by the group also had Arctic
policies as the defining vector. The first, most preferred scenario leading to
sustainable development in the Arctic incorporates policies that stimulate
innovation, entrepreneurship, equitable benefit sharing, and Indigenous
rights. The second scenario, which portrays the Arctic developing under
conditions of low resource demand, assumes that Arctic policies are
directed to support non-extractive industries, such as tourism and military,
while maintaining social programs. The third, resource-based scenario
is defined by weak domestic policies overtaken by external interests and
actors who exploit the Arctic’s natural resources for their own benefit.
Finally, the fourth scenario unfolds when neither the State nor external
actors are interested in developing the Arctic (or the State does not have the
means to pursue an active Arctic policy, as happened in the 1990s), which
leads to depopulation, deindustrialization, and the Arctic in more in the
role of a dependent. Again, in all these scenarios, domestic policies were
recognized to play a critical role.

The current trajectory of the Russian Arctic is a mix of these scenarios,
but only the nature of the policies, alongside with other factors, will be
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able to push the development in a certain direction. Although Russia’s
Arctic policy is overall relatively strong compared to other Arctic states, the
enormity of the tasks and the complexity of the Arctic Zone itself, as well
as its special positioning in the Russia’s imaginaries, creates considerable
uncertainties in the future of this vast region.

Concluding Remarks

Russia’s Arctic policies are still evolving and shaping to adjust to the
current dominant political and economic discourses. However, these
policies are deeply entangled by the histories of northern development in
the Soviet Union and Russian Empire. In order to understand the policy
trajectories in the 21 century, one needs to re-link current and future
policymaking with its discursive historical context. This includes such
elements as expropriating and acquisition of space that requires both
physical and symbolic control over land, sea and resources, as well as a
desire to integrate the northern frontier into the realm of the mainland.
Rapid institutionalization of Arctic development policies through major
government legislative and administrative initiatives is a sign that past
legacies persist. Key initiatives of the last decade are manifested through
adopting strategy documents, funding federal programs and institution
building in order to govern Arctic development (e.g. the creation of the
Ministry of the Far East and Arctic Development). The new institutional
arrangements will likely lead to another round of influx of strategies and
multimillion-ruble programs. Still, there remains both programmatic and
spatial disjointedness of Arctic development policies, since development
implementation efforts are either splintered among multiple ministries
and programs or use mismatching geographical administrative units (i.e.
the federally-defined Arctic Zone, a unit of spatial planning, consists of
municipalities whose ability to exercise policies in limited to small budget
and lack of authority (typically delegated to the region). The institutional
experiment with the new Ministry and emerging federal programs built
upon persistent northern development discourses and immediate policy
demands will define the next few years of Arctic development policymaking
in Russia.
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A Strategic Pause in the Arctic
Paul Zukunft

For the past 151 years, the United States has been an Arctic Nation. On
March 30, 1867, Secretary of State William H. Seward brokered the
acquisition of the Alaska territory from a cash-strapped Russia at a cost of
$7.2 million—or roughly two cents per acre. Skeptics dubbed this landfall
acquisition “Seward’s Folly.” Yet in hindsight, Seward might be considered
a strategic genius when one takes into account the vast natural resources
contained in and the pivotal nuclear deterrent role of the 49" State that
would otherwise be sovereign to Russia today.

As an Arctic Nation, the U.S. does not lack for strategic directives,
policy statements, and myriad federally, scientific-community and private
sector-funded studies directed towards this region. But as you open this
aperture in the context of the entire U.S. national security objectives
portfolio, the Arctic finds itself in a strategic pause despite the stalwart
efforts of Senators Lisa Murkowski (R-AK), Dan Sullivan (R-AK), Angus
King (I-ME) and Alaska’s sole congressman Don Young (R), among
others. Indeed, we have hit the pause button at a time when the Arctic is
anything but static. Here, I provide an overview of the strategic roadmap
that currently exists, what’s at stake in the Arctic, and a series of actions
that would convey to the world that the U.S. is a pivotal stakeholder in the
Arctic region.

Strategic Direction and Declarations

The Ottawa Declaration of 1996 formerly established the Arctic Council
(comprised of Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden
and the United States). This eight-nation Council serves as a coordinating
body to address non-maritime security matters (emphasis added) to include
safety of life at sea, maritime pollution, and subsistence living among
the Indigenous inhabitants of the Arctic. The U.S. chaired the Council
from 2015-2017, a period that straddled two administrations but lost
momentum before the chairmanship transitioned to Finland in 2017.
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National Security Presidential Directive 66 and Homeland Security
Presidential Directive 25 were issued on January 9, 2009 and requires the
following;:

a. Increased capability and capacity to protect air, land and sea borders

in the Arctic.

b. Increased maritime domain awareness to protect maritime commerce,

critical infrastructure and key resources.

c. The preservation of global mobility of U.S. military and civilian

aircraft and surface vessels throughout the Arctic region.

d. The projection of sovereign U.S. maritime presence in the Arctic.

e. The peaceful resolution of disputes in the Arctic region.

The National Strategy for the Arctic Region was promulgated on May
10, 2013 and delineates three lines of effort but does not make reference to
NSPD 66 and HSPD 25. These lines of effort include:

a. Advancing U.S. security interests that explicitly address cooperation
with state, local, tribal, public and private sector entities to advance
regional infrastructure; enhance maritime domain awareness; and the
preservation of freedom of the seas and future energy security.

b. Pursuing responsible Arctic stewardship that includes environmental
protection; striking a balance between economic development and
the preservation of cultural values; and advancing scientific research
and charting in the Arctic. (Of note, approximately five percent of
the Arctic Ocean has undergone hydrographic surveys that comport
to 21 century charting standards.)

c.Strengthening international cooperation through continued
engagement with the Arctic Council and International Maritime
Organization (IMO) as well as acceding to the Law of the Sea
Convention.

The Arctic Executive Steering Committee was established on January
23, 2015 to create a whole-of-government approach in coordinating
these three lines of effort, but has been in hiatus during the current
administration.

Other integral and by no means all-inclusive declarations, policies and
studies include:

The 2008 Ilulissat Declaration among the five Arctic coastal states:
Canada, Denmark (Greenland), Norway, Russia and the United States. The
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Declaration reinforces a commitment to the Law of the Sea Convention and
IMO on matters pertaining to overlapping claims; protecting the maritime
environment and livelihoods of local inhabitants; and scientific research,
safety and freedom of navigation.

The High Latitude Study of 2011, a three-volume, independent study
that concludes with a requirement for a total of six polar icebreakers—
three heavy and three medium class vessels—to be operated and maintained
by the U.S. Coast Guard.

The International Code for Ships Operating in Polar Waters (otherwise
known as The Polar Code) was adopted by the IMO in 2014 and entered
into force on January 1, 2017. The Polar Code addresses ship construction,
specialized training for crew members, safety of life at sea, and protection
of the maritime environment.

Again, the U.S. is not lacking in the strategic narrative, but this
narrative has not translated to meaningful and tangible outcomes. It is
worth noting, however, just what is at stake in the Arctic. I share these
insights from the perspective of first-hand observations in my frequent
travels to the Arctic and direct interactions at the international, federal,
state, tribal, local, and private sector levels as well as with the scientific
community.

Natural resources—Approximately 13 percent of the world’s oil
reserves, one third of the world’s natural gas reserves and more than a
trillion dollars worth of metals and minerals that can be exploited through
offshore drilling and seabed mining.

Fish stocks—As ocean temperatures rise and sea ice retreats, we can
anticipate a northern migration of fish stocks. An international moratorium
was established in 2018 that prohibits commercial fishing in the Arctic for
the next 16 years. Yet at the same time, 87 percent of the world’s fisheries
are fully exploited, while nations such as China (which has ratified the
moratorium) maintains a fleet of more than 2500 distant-water fishing
vessels that ply the oceans worldwide. We can anticipate increased
competition for dwindling fish stocks, as well as more illegal and under-
reported fisheries. The U.S. has little to no capacity for at-sea enforcement
of distant water fishing fleets in the Arctic.

The maritime environment—The increase in shipping activity is literally
plying uncharted waters, exacerbated by extreme weather and wind-driven
ice flows. The pollution-response infrastructure in the Arctic is nascent and
ostensibly non-existent in the event of a vessel grounding that ruptures its
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fuel and/or cargo tanks.

Our extended continental shelf—There is an area roughly twice the
size of California’s land mass that lies beyond the 200-mile U.S. exclusive
economic zone. Under the Law of the Sea Convention (that the U.S. has not
ratified) the seabed of this extended continental shelf and the riches that lay
beneath it are sovereign to the United States. Concurrently, Russia, which is a
party to the Convention, has made a claim that extends up to the North Pole.

Tyranny of distance—Despite our strategies and declarations, there is
no U.S. deepwater port in the Arctic. The closest deepwater port is Dutch
Harbor along the Aleutian chain, approximately 1100 nautical miles
distant. This situation inhibits provisioning and logistics in the Arctic
region.

Shortcut between Asian and European markets—The Northern
Sea Route trims between 12-15 days of ocean transit or roughly 4700
nautical miles between these markets compared to the conventional Suez
Canal routing scheme. Russia is already building out a fleet of ice-capable
liquified natural gas (LNG) carriers to service the rich gas fields along the
Yamal peninsula, and the Russian LNG carrier Christophe de Margerie was
launched in August 2017. Furthermore, Russia established the Northern
Sea Route Administration in 2013 that requires a Russian icebreaker
escort vessel and confers sovereign rights over the Northern Sea Route in
defiance of the Law of the Sea Convention. And in March of 2019, the
Kremlin announced that any foreign warships transiting the Northern Sea
Route must provide 45 days advance notice to include vessel characteristics
subject to Russia’s approval.

Bellwether for climate change—The Arctic is experiencing the highest
pace of temperature rise on the face of the Earth and has given rise to the
term, “Arctic amplification.” (In the past 40 years, average temperatures
have risen by more than seven degrees Fahrenheit.) Sea ice continues to
diminish, which allows the Arctic Ocean to absorb more heat and create
a feedback loop of more warming and more ice melt. One immediate
consequence is coastal erosion. As sea ice retreats, there is no natural buffer
against extreme sea states and today, more than 30 coastal communities in
Alaska are at risk of inundation. Topping that list, more than 600 Inupiat
native Alaskans reside on the island village of Shishmaref and have dwelled
there for more than 400 years. Contingency plans are underway to re-
establish their first nation homestead at an alternate location inland, as
village homes are already falling into the sea.
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Beyond coastal erosion, a warming Arctic affects global weather
patterns, enabling the jet stream to meander, altering weather patterns
and spawning severe droughts and historic fires such as the Camp Fire
in California in 2018. Similarly, a warming atmosphere absorbs more
water, resulting in historic flooding events, such as the one that unleashed
more than 40 inches of rain upon the Houston metropolitan area during
Hurricane Harvey in 2017.

Rising sea level—The land-based ice in Greenland is shedding gigatons of
ice melt each year, while scientists are monitoring the collapse of the Florida-
sized Thwaites Glacier in Antarctica, which alone could produce a two-foot
rise in sea level. Estimates vary that the sea level will rise between one to
two meters by the turn of this century, and there is empirical proof that the
world’s oceans are on the rise and the rate of increase is also growing. Absent
a significant investment in infrastructure, coastal communities in New York,
Hampton Roads, VA (home to more than 20 percent of the U.S. Navy),
Miami, FL, New Orleans, LA, and California’s San Francisco Bay Area will
experience frequent seawater inundation. Several Pacific Island nations will
cease to exist. The catch phrase, “What happens in the Arctic does not stay in
the Arctic” has never been more poignant.

Militarization of the Arctic—Russia is on the cusp of delivering several
ice-breaking corvettes within the next three years that can be equipped with
the Kalibr-M cruise missile and carry a one-ton conventional warhead that
can strike U.S. critical infrastructure with great accuracy and precision from
a range of 2800 miles. Concurrently, several Russian search-and-rescue
outposts in the Arctic are being retrofitted to support military operations.

In 2015, the Coast Guard cutter Bertholf was patrolling in the Arctic
region when it detected a combined Russian and Chinese naval exercise.
There are significant gaps in our maritime domain awareness in the high
latitudes. Had it not been for Bertholf’s surveillance and reporting, this
naval exercise would have been undetected by other means.

The Silk Road runs through the Arctic—China has invested more than
$90 billion in the Arctic and accounts for six percent of Iceland’s GDP
and 12 percent of Greenland’s GDP. In addition, China owns 20 percent
of the shares in Novatek, Russia’s largest LNG producer. Concurrently,
the Chinese icebreaker Xue Long has repeatedly conducted “research”
within the extended continental shelf of the U.S. and established a pattern
of behavior that would most likely challenge any claim made by the U.S. if
and when we ratify the Law of the Sea Convention.
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Subsistence living—A combination of increased shipping and the
ambient noise and pollution risk that that imposes as well as the retreat
of sea ice may very well impinge upon the cultural norms and ability to
sustain subsistence living among the Indigenous residents of the Arctic.
Freshwater reservoirs and aquifers are being subjected to salt water
intrusion, while investments in resiliency are not keeping up with the pace
of a changing environment.

Yes, the stakes are high, and so is our apathy from a strategic
perspective—until such time we have a bona fide crisis in the Arctic. What
I have laid out in the previous paragraphs are not “black swan” events
per se, but “predictable surprises.” The Arctic is the climate canary in the
coal mine, while we find ourselves in a politically charged impasse debate
that is centered on causality and not the consequences of a world that is
changing. We are long overdue to harness a whole-of-government approach
to establish a strategic foothold and multi-year commitment to maritime
governance, security, and sovereignty in the Arctic region. I offer the
following recommendations:

Resurrect and empower the Arctic Executive Steering Committee and
charter a framework that is not subject to the vagaries of shifting political
administrations.

Recapitalize our polar icebreaking fleet—Policies and papers do not
add up to the kind of presence in the Arctic domain that is necessary to
exert sovereignty in this harsh operating environment. As an Arctic Nation,
we have not constructed a heavy icebreaker in more than 40 years and
we are losing the technical means to do so in our industrial complex.
Inconsistent political currents in the Congressional appropriation process
have failed to include funding to build out a fleet of polar icebreakers.
This has led to a lack of confidence among U.S. shipyards that would
build ships appropriately described by the 26" Commandant of the Coast
Guard, Admiral Karl Schultz, as “polar security cutters.” Accordingly, it
will be necessary to reserve space, weight, and power to accommodate
combatant capabilities in this future fleet of polar icebreakers, which were
not envisioned in our legacy fleet. Finally, our gross domestic product is
more than 10 times that of Russia, yet our polar fleet is out numbered 20:1.
This is not an issue of resourcing, but political will—which takes us back to
recommendation #1.

Enhance maritime domain awareness in the Arctic—This runs the full

gamut, from space-based to autonomous technology and an interagency
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enterprise analogous to a joint interagency task force to assimilate this data
and provide whole-of-government awareness.

Sustain combined military exercises with Norway and Canada—The
U.S. does not have to “go it alone” in the Arctic. The USS Roosevelt carrier
strike group recently participated in the Arctic exercise Northern Edge this
past May, and has conducted combined operations in the Arctic with our
NATO counterpart, Norway. Meanwhile, Canada is building out a fleet of
six Harry De Wolfe class, ice-capable combatants.

Be prepared to conduct freedom of navigation exercises in the Northern
Sea Route contingent upon the recapitalization of our polar icebreaking
fleet.

Sustain the Arctic Coast Guard Forum to not only operationalize the
treaties and binding agreements established by the Arctic Council, but to
advance a multilateral maritime security regime among the Arctic Council
nations.

Ratify the Law of the Sea Convention—The U.S. is a first-world Nation
that has been the keystone in promoting world order, but is also the only
Arctic nation and only G20 nation that has not ratified the Convention.
The first order of business is to secure our sovereign rights over our
extended continental shelf.

Advance a whole-of-science approach to address the affects of climate
change on agriculture, infrastructure, natural disasters, the advent of
“environmental refugees” as land masses give way to a rising ocean, marine
mammals and fish stocks, Indigenous residents of the Arctic, economic, and
yes—national security. A critical element of this approach is a coherent and
bipartisan strategic narrative.

Revisit the Unified Campaign Plan to consider the consolidation of the
Arctic region under one geographic combatant commander.

In closing, there is no lack of interest at the operational level among
the many federal, state, local, tribal and private sector entities that have
equities in the Arctic. What the U.S. lacks is a steady, strategic drumbeat 