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Foreword

As a tactical and strategic military practitioner with some 25 years of
experience in operating in the Arctic, I can say confidently that much in the
region has changed. Yet for many decision-makers, be they from a security or
political perspective, the Arctic has only recently gained relevance. For much of
the post-Cold War era, the region was a political and military dead end.
However, with Russia resurgent, China rising, and the international rules-based
order weakening, all set against the backdrop of climate-induced change,
geopolitical uncertainty in the region now abounds. Yet, above all, the Arctic
remains an environment into which forces cannot easily be pitched, a factor
that is, on occasion, overlooked by not only politicians, but also the military. As
a consequence, assessments in and of the Arctic, both in times of peace and of
tension, must utilize foresight and inform decision-makers as coherently and
concisely as possible.

I have had the pleasure of working with Duncan Depledge and Professor
Whitney Lackenbauer over several years, and have always welcomed and
enjoyed their counsel and exchange of clarity and wisdom on Arctic security.
This volume perfectly illustrates the importance of giving both politicians and
practitioners access to the latest research in a concise and consumable format.
Since my initial deployment to the region in 1994, to serving as branch head of
the Royal Marines Mountain Leaders specialization conducting regular Arctic
deployments, through to writing futures reports on the Arctic as a strategic
analyst for NATO, the importance of the speed of relevance, clarity of material
(cutting through the sheer volume of information), and a concise methodology
to ease decision-making has never diminished. In a world where information
load and cadence are rapidly on the increase, narrowing the scope and range of
perspectives affords decision-makers, at every level, the best opportunity to out-
pace and out-think the competition.

Nowhere more than NATO is the synchronization of political and military
decision-making more acute. Given the transformation taking place in the
Arctic due to the impacts of climate change, and the significant bearing on the
Alliance’s freedom to operate over the coming decades, assistance in improving
foresight and generating a concise but well-informed narrative, as this volume
provides, is rarely seen, but always welcomed.

Lt Col Adam Rutherford — Royal Marines
Strategic Foresight Branch, NATO
March 2021
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Preface

In December 2016, the United Kingdom’s House of Commons Defence
Committee decided to examine the security and defence implications of
environmental and geopolitical transformation in the Arctic. The inquiry was
led by a sub-committee chaired by James Gray, MP, a figure who has been, and
continues to be, a major driving force of British parliamentary engagement with
polar affairs. It was my great honour to be invited to serve as the specialist
adviser to the sub-committee throughout the inquiry, which lasted until 2018.
This was a period in which I learnt a great deal about how to speak plainly and
help parliamentarians quickly get up to speed with the latest ideas and debates
emerging from academic research.

During the inquiry, the sub-committee received 29 submissions of written
evidence, which offered a range of perspectives from academics and other expert
researchers. I was greatly impressed by the quality of what we received. So too
was Professor Whitney Lackenbauer, who had been watching the inquiry
unfold from Canada. Quite by chance, Whitney and I found ourselves
discussing all this in the margins of a workshop in Oslo in 2019, at which point
Whitney proposed an idea: why don’t we use the Committee model of
collecting written evidence to curate a new volume showcasing — in an
accessible format — what a distinguished group of experts believe are the key
issues, trends, and developments in the Arctic that need to be the focus of
attention? We could then put this volume in the hands of any parliamentarians,
ministers, civil servants, diplomats, and military personnel looking for a rapid
introduction to some of the very latest thinking on security and defence in the
Arctic, from a wide range of international perspectives. This idea has inspired
us to bring together this volume and make it freely available. The title, On Thin
Ice? Perspectives on Arctic Security, is our nod to the House of Commons
Defence Committee’s own report, On Thin Ice: UK Defence in the Arctic, for
the role it played in setting us off on this endeavour.

We began approaching experts from our networks in September 2020,
starting with those who had submitted evidence to the UK House of Commons
Defence Committee inquiry and asking them if they would be willing to
update their original papers. We then widened the net to be more inclusive of
other perspectives and ideas, each time asking our authors to write about what
they thought were the key security and defence dynamics emerging in the
Arctic. Given the short turnaround for papers, we were unable to accommodate
everyone. Indeed, if anything, we risked inviting too many submissions as we
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came across more and more excellent research and scholarship. We accepted
that we could not cover Arctic security and defence from every angle, which is
why we opted to present the volume as a showcase of ideas, rather than a
comprehensive account. We also recognized that constraints on the availability
of other experts to write for a tight deadline meant that we would inevitably
end up with silences around specific state and non-state perspectives,
geopolitical controversies, and alternative ways of framing Arctic security and
defence challenges. Nevertheless, we believe that the expert insights presented
in this volume will be of considerable value to anyone looking to make a rapid
assessment of the security and defence dynamics shaping the Arctic.

Duncan Depledge
February 2021
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Introduction

Duncan Depledge and P. Whitney Lackenbauer

Around the world, politicians, civil servants, and military planners are
waking up to the transformative effects that climate change will have on
national and international security. The Arctic, which is warming at more than
twice the average rate of the rest of the world, is at the epicentre of this
challenge, with commentators frequently highlighting how the rapidly
diminishing ice cover is transforming the geography and geopolitics of the
region.

Many policymakers and publics still see Arctic climate change in
deceptively simple terms, however. A popular narrative is that an increasingly
ice-free Arctic Ocean (in summertime, at least) raises the prospect of shorter,
faster shipping routes between the world’s largest trading economies. At the
same time, greater maritime access is expected to facilitate the exploitation of
vast troves of mineral and energy resources, as well as create new opportunities
for fishing, bioprospecting, and tourism. Owing in part to the appeal of this
story, when two submersibles planted a Russian flag on the seabed at the North
Pole in 2007, there was worldwide alarm that the starting gun had been fired
on an armed dash by Arctic states to seize new territory and assert exclusive
access rights.

While the Arctic states' correctly dismissed claims of impending armed
conflict in the region (by both word and deed) and hyperbole alleging a new
Arctic “gold rush,” the calm that has settled over the region is an uneasy one.
Within and beyond the Arctic, questions remain about whether all is as well in
the Circumpolar North as the Arctic states’ foreign ministries like to suggest.
The intensity of regional military activity has risen, especially in the European
High North, as tensions between NATO (North Atlantic Treaty Organization)
allies and Russia have heightened in other parts of the world. Indeed, it did not
take the Trump administration (2016-2020) long to expose the fragility of the
so-called “Arctic exceptionalism”? by declaring the Arctic “an arena of great
power competition” and adopting a more confrontational posture towards
Russia and China.

While the Trump administration lacked subtlety, its approach did contain
three kernels of truth:
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(1) that Russia’s military posture in the Arctic is not easily disassociated
from its attempts to divide, destabilize, and ultimately diminish the
West;

(2) that China’s science- and commercially-led push for influence in the
Arctic, most recognizably in Greenland and Iceland, raises important
questions about the compatibility of Beijing’s long-term aspirations
with the regional szatus quo; and

(3) that for decades, Western policymakers have under-invested in
securing — in the broadest sense of the word — the Arctic and those

who live there, leaving a void for potential competitors to exploit.

These kernels of truth have formed the basis of recent discussions about what a
changing Arctic means for national defence and international security planning,
and are readily apparent in the recent pronouncements and strategies of
Western Arctic states, as well as public inquiries such as the one conducted by
the United Kingdom’s House of Commons Defence Committee between 2017
and 2018.° Instead of worrying about an ungoverned race for resources and
territory in the Arctic, the emerging narrative locates a more significant
concern, for Western security and defence communities, in the intensifying
competition for global influence, and its effects on the Arctic. As geographers
Klaus Dodds and Mark Nuttall have argued, the real “scramble” underway in
the Arctic is for the authority to determine the region’s future, both in terms of
who the principal actors are and what they are able to do there.* The challenge
for policymakers and other actors is to decide how best to monitor, respond,
and intervene in this context.

The chapters in this volume echo other scholars in emphasizing that there
is a robust array of rules, norms, and institutions that guide international
interactions in the Circumpolar North. This rules-based order not only
advances the Arctic states’ national interests but their global ones as well,
offering opportunities to shape international agendas on climate change,
contaminants, and other global environmental threats that have a
disproportionate impact on the Arctic. Furthermore, the Arctic states continue
to leverage existing multilateral organizations — such as the Arctic Council,
Arctic Economic Council, United Nations Commission on the Limits of the
Continental Shelf, International Maritime Organization (IMO), North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), Arctic Coast Guard Forum, and Arctic
“5+5” dialogue on Central Arctic Ocean fisheries — to promote their interests in
the circumpolar world.” These multilateral tools have proven resilient even with
the downturn in relations between the West and Russia since 2014, with
complex interdependence sustaining regional cooperation on search and rescue,
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transboundary fisheries, extended continental shelves, navigation, a mandatory
polar code, and science.® While these successes should be celebrated, this
volume also reminds us that cooperative endeavours in the Arctic must be
nurtured and sustained if the region is to remain peaceful.

Notably, defence cooperation is one area that has already felt the direct
effects of resurgent major power competition internationally — perhaps
predictably, given that five of the Arctic Council’s eight member states are also
NATO members. Countries such as Norway have pushed for stronger NATO
involvement to meet a heightened Russian military threat, stand up to Russian
intimidation, and show strong deterrence. Even countries such as Canada,
which until recently was reticent to have the alliance adopt an explicit “Arctic”
defence and security role lest it unnecessarily antagonize Russia (or at least play
into Putin’s hands by appearing to validate his suggestion of Western aggressive
intentions against Russia’s Arctic), are now embracing a NATO role. This
framing inherently places Moscow in a rival camp, which is justified by
Western concerns about Russia’s robust military capabilities in the Arctic and
its regional intentions in light of revisionist behaviour elsewhere on the
international stage. Although some of these narratives continue to suggest that
Arctic regional dynamics are likely to precipitate conflict between Arctic states,
most now worry about the danger of “spill over” from competition elsewhere.
Growing non-Arctic state and non-state interest in the Circumpolar North
adds to the complexity and uncertainty.’

This volume further recognizes how the non-linearity of the physical
changes in the Arctic region complicates efforts to project and plan for possible
futures. For millennia, Indigenous peoples — whose cultures, societies, and
economies have adapted to and become intimately entwined with homelands
distant from major population centres — almost exclusively populated several
parts of the Circumpolar Arctic.® By contrast, modern states have grappled with
the challenge of demonstrating and maintaining a permanent presence in the
Arctic, with associated sovereignty and security practices often overlooking or
harming Indigenous peoples and non-Indigenous communities in the region.
States have amplified discourses about the need for a more robust presence and
greater control in the face of geophysical changes that evoke worries of
increasing “outside” incursions into the region. Even with less ice, however, the
Arctic will remain a remote, challenging, and expensive environment for non-
Northern stakeholders to operate in. For all but the most dedicated actors,
military and commercial activities in the Arctic Ocean are likely to be
expeditionary and transitory in the near-term future. Beyond that lies the realm
of speculation — and, for many commentators, acute anxiety.
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Chapter Overviews

It is not the aim of this volume to settle the debate about whether the
Arctic will still be peaceful in the years and decades ahead. Instead, we showcase
a range of expert perspectives on Arctic security based on what the authors
themselves identified as the key actors, dynamics, issues, and challenges to
which politicians, civil servants, and military planners should be attentive as
they make their own enquiries into Arctic defence and security affairs.

In the first chapter on “Comprehensive Security in the Arctic: Beyond
‘Arctic Exceptionalism,” Gunhild Hoogensen Gjorv and Kara K. Hodgson
interrogate one of the dominant concepts used to characterize circumpolar
relations, and make the case for why comprehensive security may represent a
more useful analytical tool for understanding regional dynamics. Since Mikhail
Gorbachev’s icebreaking Murmansk speech in 1987, many commentators have
considered the Arctic an “exceptional” region of peace and cooperation. While
acknowledging the relevance of this narrative, their contribution argues that the
“Arctic exceptionalism” narrative is insufficient to capture a complex regional
security situation, instead suggesting that a comprehensive security lens
facilitates a more nuanced analysis of power to be able to identify which
security narratives dominate, why, and based upon whose decision. After a brief
description of the key elements associated with “Arctic exceptionalism” and
“comprehensive security,” the authors offer four core arguments against the
dominance of the Arctic exceptionalism narrative, concluding that the
comprehensive security approach better captures dynamic cooperative and
competitive Arctic security narratives.

In chapter two, Elana Wilson Rowe, Ulf Sverdrup, Karsten Friis, Geir
Honneland, and Mike Sfraga caution against viewing trends of conflict and
cooperation in the Arctic in binary terms. While the US and Europe are
determined to confront malign activity in the region, all sides continue to
“demonstrate a commitment to cooperation and joint solutions to common
challenges.” After reviewing the key factors and drivers supporting and
challenging stability in the Arctic, the authors remind us that “cooperation in
conflict” has long been the norm in the region, allowing cooperative
governance to progress despite the enduring NATO-Russia military rivalry.
Ongoing dialogue in the region — essential for addressing the regional and
global implications of climate change — is poorly served by focusing on
“narratives or practices of strategic competition alone.” To avoid “political
tipping points” beyond which cooperation will become too difficult, the
authors call on policymakers to be more proactive in how they address
emerging governance challenges related to security and economic development.
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In chapter three, Andreas @sthagen offers a framework to conceptualize
the different, and at times contradictory, political dynamics at play in the
Circumpolar North. Adopting a state-centred approach, he refracts interactions
through three levels of analysis: the regional (Arctic) level, which he assesses as
“eood”; global power politics at the international systemic level, which he
assesses as “bad”; and bilateral relations between Arctic states, which he
characterizes as “ugly.” Turning to the question of how best to deal with Arctic-
specific security concerns, sthagen highlights that “the difficulties
encountered in trying to establish an arena for security discussions indicate the
high sensitivity to, and influences from, events and evolutions elsewhere.”
Nevertheless, he explains why paradoxical dynamics at play in the region,
featuring aspects of cooperation and competition, call for more nuance and
sophistication than simple descriptions of Arctic geopolitics or “new Cold War”
narratives encourage.

In chapter four, P. Whitney Lackenbauer echoes this call for greater
complexity and nuance. Despite being the second largest Arctic country in
geographical terms, Canada’s Arctic policies are often misunderstood or
misconstrued — both domestically and internationally. After providing a sketch
of four dominant Canadian schools of thought about Arctic security, and laying
out the domestic political context, Lackenbauer promotes a model that
deliberately parses threats through, to, and in the Arctic. In this construct,
threats passing #hrough the Arctic emanate from outside of the region and pass
through or over it to strike targets also outside of the region. Threats 0 the
Arctic are those that emanate from outside of the region and affect the region
itself. Threats iz the Arctic originate within the region and have primary
implications for the region. While threats such as climate change straddle these
categories, he suggests that “this conceptual exercise can help to determine
appropriate scales for preparedness and response to different threats — by
specific actors — rather than bundling them all together as a generic laundry list
of ‘Arctic threats.”” He provides a succinct overview of how Canada approaches
military threats through and ro the Arctic with alliance partners, and how it
approaches threats 0 and iz the Arctic through a whole-of-society framework.
Blending levels of analysis (akin to @sthagen’s approach) with specificity about
the origins and targets of “Arctic” threats, Lackenbauer suggests that while “the
evolving international balance of power may undermine global peace and
security, this is not necessarily a zero-sum game in terms of Arctic regional
stability.”

In chapter five, Rob Huebert offers a different assessment of the evolving
Arctic  security environment by highlighting the ongoing salience of
conventional military competition in the region. He suggests four distinct
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phases of recent security dynamics in the region. The first, from the end of the
Cold War to 2000, featured demilitarization and multilateral cooperation.
From 2000-2014, Huebert describes what he sees as the “re-emergence of
national security Arctic imperatives,” offering specific examples from 2007
onward. The third phase, which ran from 2014-2017, saw “the re-emergence of
the Strategic Arctic” and preparations for a “return to the Cold War,” marked
by Russia’s transition “from a defensive posture to one that is more aggressive.”
Huebert suggests that, since 2018, the Arctic has returned to the Cold War,
with “rising great power competition as a major threat to regional security and
cooperation.” He suggests that these changes are owed to the emergence of a
“new ocean” in the Arctic, its central place in strategic deterrence, and Russia’s
emergence “as a regional military hegemon.” This pits Russia against the West,
and has provoked all the Arctic coastal states to invest in more robust military
capabilities. “Thus, the real military challenge is not about a conflict over the
Arctic and/or its resources,” Huebert insists, “but rather how the Arctic is being
used by the predominant military powers.”

In chapter six, Ernie Regehr observes that while most NATO members are
concerned about the resurgence of Russian military activity in the Arctic, there
is also widespread acknowledgement that the biggest threat to peace in the
region is the potential for “geopolitical spill over” from global great power
competition, resulting in heightened hard security operations. At the same
time, regional demand for soft security capabilities is rising. As Regehr explains,
the problem confronting the region is that “these dual militarizing trends ... are
accompanied by significantly downgraded dialogue and diplomatic engagement
on security matters.” Particularly problematic, Regehr suggests, were the
exclusionary practices adopted post-Crimea, which unrealistically sought “to
marginalize Russia in a region that it dominates.” Reality dictates that both
hard and soft security operations in the Arctic will continue to expand,
demanding renewed “dialogue and consultation on arms control and the
conditions for strategic stability.”

In chapter seven, Andrea Charron looks at the implications of great power
competition for the North American security environment. While the radar
network strung along the Arctic coastlines of Alaska, Canada, and Greenland
has represented “the main solution to deterring and defending North America
via the Arctic,” she suggests that we must look “beyond the North Warning
System” to understand emerging plans for continental defence modernization.
Great power competition globally is driving the agenda to enhance the
detection, deterrence, and defeat mandates of the binational Canada-US North
American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD), which includes myriad
initiatives to improve infrastructure and communication systems in the Arctic,
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implement joint all-domain command and control, fuse and interpret
information from new and existing sensors, and devise new kinetic and non-
kinetic defeat mechanisms to defend the North American homeland. Charron
highlights the importance of industrial and Indigenous partners in NORAD
transformation efforts, wherein “the defence of North America needs to be
thought of as a global effort reimagined for the twenty-first century.”

The theme of resurgent major power competition, and its influence on
Arctic relations, informs many of the chapters in this volume. While Russia has
clear rights and interests as an Arctic state (including the right to defend its
sovereign territory), its international behaviour (which challenges Western
expectations about adherence to the global rules-based order) directly inspires
vigorous debate about the implications for regional peace and security. What
some commentators cast as a new or ongoing “cold war” between Russia and
the West and a “return of geopolitics” to the region, others decry as outmoded
or alarmist frames. Accordingly, debates persist about the pace and form of
Russia’s expanding military and security footprint in the region, with some
experts seeing it as a dramatic build-up portending Russian aggression, and
others suggesting that Russia’s military modernization program represents
reasonable defensive measures to protect legitimate economic and sovereign
interests in its Arctic and to address security and safety threats (such as search
and rescue, safe navigation, and responding to natural and humanitarian
emergencies).’

In chapter eight, Mathieu Boulégue shines a spotlight on how Russia’s
military posture in the European Arctic has shifted over the past decade. He
argues that this shift has been driven by two developments: growing concern in
the Kremlin about the threat it perceives from NATO to Russian national
interests in the Arctic, and the need to secure Russia’s “new border” in the
North as the effects of climate change take hold. After explaining Russia’s
security priorities in the Arctic, the political scientist explains how Russia’s
posture — and NATQO’s response to it — has created several “flashpoints” and
“hot spots.” Similar to Regehr in chapter six, Boulegue concludes that the only
way to avoid a worsening of the security situation in the Arctic is to “create a
proper military-security architecture for the region” with “dedicated military-
security stakeholder consultations.”

In chapter nine, Elizabeth Buchanan provides a short overview of what she
describes as “coercive cooperation” in the Arctic. She suggests that while
narratives of Arctic conflict are overblown, so too are narratives trumpeting the
prevalence of cooperation that underemphasize the efforts needed to maintain
low tensions in the face of coercive statecraft. Highlighting the salience of the
“grey-zone strategies” that Arctic states are enacting in the contemporary Arctic,
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Buchanan illustrates how these actors are asserting positions of authority based
on geographic, international legal, and “great power” pretexts. “The duality of
Arctic cooperation is understudied in the field of Arctic studies,” she
emphasizes, and “as long as the coercive undertones of cooperative Arctic
agendas exist, the region faces the potential for rapid shifts.” This reinforces the
importance of regional dialogue, particularly with Russia: the largest Arctic
stakeholder, and one “well versed in coercive cooperation and grey-zone
strategy.” Accordingly, Buchanan cautions, “if other stakeholders fail to
recognize and grasp the coercive elements that Russia is likely to couple with
these cooperative agenda items, they will find themselves increasingly
vulnerable in the evolving Arctic ‘great game.””

In chapter ten, Andrew Foxall reassesses the “prevailing belief in Western
capitals than an alliance between Russian and China exists in the Arctic,”
arguing that the relationship between these two countries is “ambiguous and
full of contradictions.” Misleading narratives that emphasize a “strategic
partnership” downplay a relationship marked by “historical suspicions,
geopolitical rivalry, and competing priorities,” in which neither country shares
“a long-term vision of the world, nor a common understanding of their
respective places within it.” Foxall argues that these divergences are readily
apparent in the Arctic, where China and Russia have distinct agendas and “do
not operate as a coordinated force.” Shared opportunities with respect to energy
and shipping through the Northern Sea Route are offset by challenges
associated with control over resource development projects, circumpolar
governance, and the actual management of activities in waters that Russia
considers to fall within its sovereign jurisdiction. Accordingly, Foxall’s long-
term prognosis for the Sino-Russian relationship in the Arctic is uncertain, and
where others see “strategic partnership,” he sees “strategic tension” that limits
the prospects for a close alliance.

In chapter eleven, Katarina Kertysova and Alexander Graef take us back to
the issues created by the absence of a robust security dialogue in the Arctic
involving NATO allies and Russia. To address this gap (and drawing on their
expertise on arms control and confidence-/security-building measures), the
authors propose turning to the 1992 Treaty on Open Skies, an agreement
which until recently has received very little attention in post-Cold War Arctic
security studies. The authors explain that “the Treaty allows members to
conduct joint, short-notice, unarmed observation flights over each other’s
territory to collect imagery on military forces and activities, as well as industrial
sites.” They argue that, despite recent setbacks, the concept of “cooperative
aerial observation” that lies at the heart of the Treaty has an “important and
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useful role to play in mitigating military security risks and, potentially,
addressing environmental challenges in the region.”

In chapter twelve, Troy Bouffard and Edward Soto look at US Arctic-
related national security priorities through the case study of a key maritime
infrastructure project: the prospect of a deepwater port at Nome. Framed
within the context of major power competition and the need for forward
presence and deterrence, they explain the role and importance of logistics to
facilitate sustained security operations in austere Arctic environments. They
highlight how sea basing support capabilities that promote freedom of
navigation, enable force projection, and deter would-be adversaries. “The
United States has significant gaps and seams involving Arctic-related national
security,” Bouffard and Soto note, and “... logistics provides the key to
sustainable operations.”

In chapter thirteen, “Reinvigorating Old Friendships: Why the US Should
Pursue an Engagement Strategy in Greenland,” Jon Rahbek-Clemmensen
highlights the importance of proper international engagement attuned to
specific parts of the Arctic. “Former President Donald Trump’s 2019 offer to
buy Greenland, a semi-autonomous territory within the Kingdom of Denmark,
came as a bolt out of the blue, causing global astonishment and no small
amount of ridicule,” he observes. To explain why this happened (and why the
US should adopt a different approach), the political scientist carefully lays out
Greenland’s geostrategic importance to the US vis-a-vis Russia and China, and
explains how the Americans can continue to secure their military objectives
“without the hassle and expenses involved in running a welfare state under
Arctic conditions” (as would be the case if it actually bought Greenland).
Rahbek-Clemmensen suggests that “the United States should pursue an
engagement strategy that combines targeted concessions with clever diplomacy
to get the Danes and Greenlanders to cooperate.” With both Nuuk and
Copenhagen “very interested in supporting US security interests” when
approached to do so appropriately, the countries can enjoy “a win-win-win
situation” through dual-use infrastructure, new economic opportunities, and
enhanced cooperation in “education, health care, science, and business
development.”

In chapter fourteen, Rebecca Pincus looks eastward to the Greenland-
Iceland-UK (GIUK) gap and the vital importance of securing those waters
during the Cold War to protect NATO’s “Northern Flank” and transatlantic
sea lines of communication (SLOCs). The recent renewal of strategic interest in
the GIUK gap (driven by the NATO-Russian military rivalry), she argues,
demands that analysts re-examine the problem of North Atlantic security from
a “transpolar perspective.” Such a perspective recognizes the growing
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significance of transpolar SLOCs, which are set to become important
commercial and strategic corridors connecting the Atlantic and the Pacific
through the Arctic. In conclusion, Pincus argues that the pressure for navies to
expand their presences and use naval diplomacy in the Arctic is only going to
increase in the future.

On the other side of the Atlantic, Duncan Depledge, Caroline Kennedy-
Pipe, and James Rogers explore the revival of the UK’s interest in the Arctic
from the perspective of defence and security policy in chapter fifteen. Following
a decade of near neglect, the UK is slowly increasing its military activity in the
region, across all domains. A step change occurred in 2018, after the Ministry
of Defence announced that it was writing a new Arctic defence strategy. Since
then, the UK has repeatedly signalled its intent to support its allies in
confronting and deterring malign Russian activity in the North Atlantic, High
North, and Baltics (the authors use the term “Wider North” to capture the
interconnections between these regions). More recently, Westminster has also
expressed growing concerns about Chinese ambitions in the region. While the
authors anticipate that the “High North, as part of an arc of concern
throughout the Wider North,” will feature more heavily in UK defence policy
in the years ahead, questions remain about how much priority it will be
afforded, especially when set against the UK’s global defence ambitions.

In chapter sixteen, Andreas Raspotnik interrogates the European Union’s
“erand illusion” with respect to Arctic engagement. Noting the emergent EU
momentum to recalibrate its Arctic strategy, he explores the geopolitical basis
for a new Arctic policy and the distinct role that the European Parliament plays
in this policymaking process. Raspotnik explains that, despite the EU’s status as
an important Arctic actor, the supranational body suffers from a “serious brand
image problem, both internally and externally,” that undermines its
attentiveness to the region (on European and broader circumpolar scales).
Although the EU “seems to be satisfied with its Arctic status quo,” Raspotnik
suggests that changing geostrategic conditions may prompt the Arctic actor “to
leave its Arctic comfort zone” and frame a distinct “geopolitical strategy the
EU-ropean way.”

In chapter seventeen, Niklas Eklund drills into the detail of Sweden’s latest
Arctic strategy (published in 2020) to examine the recent changes in that
country’s security policy towards the region. Historically, the Arctic has “played
a far less significant role” in Swedish security planning, which has typically been
oriented towards the Baltic Sea Area. Nevertheless, Eklund detects a recent
“Arctic turn” in security policy based on growing economic development in the
North, increasingly close defence relations with the other Nordic states, and
renewed concern about Russian military power. Eklund points to the inclusion
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of a new section in Sweden’s 2020 Arctic strategy devoted to hard security,
including the need to develop and deepen Nordic and Euro-Atlantic security
and defence cooperation in the European Arctic. He then explains how
Sweden’s armed forces are being restructured to meet Arctic security challenges.
Nevertheless, Eklund suggests that the complete “arctification” of Swedish
security policy is yet to be achieved, and that the country’s strategic culture may
yet resist a full turn to the North.

In chapter eighteen, Pia Elisabeth Hansson and Gudbjorg Rikey Th.
Hauksdéttir examine how recent changes in the Arctic security environment
have affected Iceland, the only country in the region without a military. The
authors begin by taking us back to Washington’s decision to withdraw the US
military from Iceland in 2006. This produced a sense of abandonment, which
led Reykjavik to put a renewed focus on strengthening relations with other
North Atlantic and High North allies, as well as carving out and embracing a
distinct Arctic identity as a way to attract international interest, including from
China. Hansson and Hauksdéttir explain, however, that these developments
have been overshadowed recently by the growing competition for influence in
the region between the US, Russia, and China. Having invited Chinese
commercial interest, Iceland now finds itself in a “tricky position” with respect
to its defence relations with the US and NATO. The authors warn that this
conundrum threatens to distract from other pressing security challenges facing
Reykjavik in the Arctic.

Climate change is reshaping the Circumpolar North, affecting all aspects of
Arctic life, including security conditions. In chapter nineteen, Wilfrid Greaves
argues that the intersection of human-caused climate change, particularly the
warming of the Arctic Ocean, and renewed great power competition is causing
the Arctic regional security complex (RSC) that emerged in the post-Cold War
period to fragment into distinct sub-regions. This means the end of the Arctic
as a holistic security region, characterized by common environmental and
human security challenges, and the emergence of distinct security challenges in
the North American, European, and Eurasian sub-regions. He predicts that this
variation will erode the Circumpolar Arctic’s status as a single, coherent region
in the twenty-first century, and strain the regional governance architecture.
This will render the Circumpolar North less distinctly “Arctic” than it has been
in the recent past, with great power competition and differing geopolitical and
ecological considerations at sub-regional levels “spilling over” and undermining
the cooperative nature of recent regional politics.
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Comprehensive Security in the Arctic:
Beyond “Arctic Exceptionalism”

Gunhild Hoogensen Gjorv and Kara K. Hodgson

The concept of Arctic exceptionalism has become a popular expression for
describing Arctic security conditions since Mikhail Gorbachev’s 1987 “zone of
peace” speech. Although many leading scholars have supported and promoted
the narrative of Arctic exceptionalism (AE), others have been more skeptical.
We acknowledge the relevance of this narrative, but argue that it is insufficient
for understanding contemporary security in the Arctic because it reifies a static
security perception that relies on a narrow, exclusive, and depoliticized
approach to security, in the interest of perpetuating an exceptional image of
regional cooperation. Instead, we propose that Arctic security conditions be
approached from a comprehensive security (CS) perspective, because CS takes
into consideration both processes of cooperation and areas of tension that foster
increased perceptions of insecurity. CS is an analytical tool that exposes the
ways in which security narratives in the region can be complementary, or in
competition, at a given time. Rather than fronting a condition of constant and
virtually perpetual cooperation that depoliticizes the power dynamics between
differing security narratives, CS allows for an analysis of power that reveals
which security narratives dominate, why, and upon whose decision. Whereas
AE is a narrative that describes a selective condition of security, CS is an
analytical approach to help better understand security perceptions in the Arctic,
and how these perceptions are dynamic over time.

Arctic Exceptionalism

The AE narrative maintains that the Arctic is an exceptionally peaceful
region because it is “detached from global political dynamics and thus
characterized primarily as .. an apolitical space of regional governance,
functional co-operation, and peaceful co-existence.”! Although the states that
make up the Arctic region have all been periodically engaged in violent conflict
either within their own territories and in out-of-area operations, no direct
conflict has touched this region since the Second World War. This condition of
peace is considered striking because two of the Arctic states — the United States
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and Russia (formerly the USSR) — were characterized as diametrically opposed
global superpowers for almost half a century. Although the region played a
strategic geopolitical role during the Cold War era “because of its position
between the hostile superpowers and its potential wartime role as a corridor for
a nuclear strategic exchange,” the two adversaries managed to maintain a
“negative peace” (an absence of violent conflict) in this buffer zone region.

This state of affairs was conducive to fostering cooperation in the region
when the Cold War ended. It became important for Arctic states to ensure that
this area remained conflict-free even if, as “global” states, they experienced
conflict with each other in other regions of the world. The Arctic Environmental
Protection Strategy (AEPS) (1991) and the creation of the Arctic Council in
1996 reflected a growing commitment to institutionalizing intergovernmental
Arctic cooperation. Arctic relations have, since then, been based on common
interests in areas of low politics, such as environmental protection, the
promotion of Indigenous governance and knowledge, increasing connectivity
across the region, scientific research, and economic development.’ The region
has garnered many peace-oriented monikers, including Gorbachev’s “zone of
peace,” Russia’s promotion of a “territory of dialogue,”* and Norway’s slogan,
“High North, low tension.”

The notion that peaceful, cooperative relations in the Arctic are
“exceptional” contrasts the security condition in the Arctic with that in other
parts of the world, and further contrasts with what is assumed to be the normal
state of international politics — violent conflict. Exceptionality might also imply
a claim of superiority in that other countries or regions have something to learn
from the Arctic.” The framing of this state of affairs as “exceptional” also owes
much to the timing and the context in which Arctic regional relations were
institutionalized. During the 1990s, global optimism about peace was high in
general and there was an overall political willingness to consider alternative
conceptions of security that encouraged more cooperation. One example is the
now-familiar concept of human security.®

Exner-Pirot and Murray contend that Arctic relations are exceptional
because they were deliberately negotiated to be so, through the cooperative
framework of institutions, through which states “have endeavored, implicitly,
to compartmentalize relations there.”” The term “compartmentalization” is
significant here because it reveals a more literal understanding of the term
exceptionalism — Arctic actors discuss only those issues of common interest at the
regional level. Actors, especially state actors, can talk about everything excepr
contentious issues, the most contentious of which being military issues. In fact,
in its founding document, the Arctic Council explicitly committed to “not deal
with matters related to military security.” Thus far, this commitment
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continues, albeit not completely unchallenged, in the background of
deliberations in the Arctic Council.’

Thus, AE attempts to define how one can speak about security in the region.
Unlike AE, a comprehensive security approach brings the contentious back in,
and allows the analyst to weigh the power of different security narratives in
relation to each other within the regional context.

The term Arctic exceptionalism itself makes two assumptions. The first is
that the “Arctic” can be considered a cohesive region about which general
conclusions about security can be made. The second is that one such general
conclusion to be made is that this entire region is exceptional compared to
other regions. These assumptions make it necessary to unpack what we mean
by “Arctic” and “security,” as well as how both might be understood in context.

Unpacking the “Arctic”

Comprehending the exceptional security status of a particular region
necessitates understanding what this region is or is supposed to be. We utilize
the definition of “Arctic” from the 2004 Arctic Human Development Report
because of its political precision. The definition illustrates both the human as
well as the geographical diversity across the region. It encompasses many of the
important human and environmental challenges relevant to, and still shared by,
the northernmost part of the globe. In it, the states themselves do not earn the
status of “Arctic,” but only the northernmost sub-national administrative units
of the eight sovereign states. Most importantly for our purposes, it illustrates
how the “Arctic” region is not cohesive; it is divided by borders, languages,
ethnicities, and political systems across eight states, all of which impact security
perceptions. '’

These divisions, then, make it difficult to distinguish “Arctic security” as
the collective or combined security of a collection of parts of states. The centres
of power (capital cities and/or centres of government) are located in the non-
Arctic parts of these states. Furthermore, in many cases, the states’ “Arctic”
identity is not dominant or a primary policy issue area. As such, it is difficult to
distinguish “Arctic” security from the general national interests of the states in
question. For example, the increasing deployment of military capabilities in the
Russian North may have less to do with the Arctic than with a general interest
in protecting national security as a whole. How do we then conceptualize
“Arctic security,” exceptional or otherwise? A comprehensive security approach
increases the analyst’s capacity to acknowledge, if not address, the competing
and complementary security perceptions emanating from a very diverse region.
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Unpacking security

As we conceptualize it, security consists of five elements: multiple actors,
both state and non-state, who embody values (which are to be secured), ranging
from the material (physical well-being) to the immaterial (identity), and who
employ practices or methods through which security is created. In general, the
values relevant to security are those values that are relevant to our survival, over
time."" Together, these elements allow the security analyst to better understand
the role of actors and what they are able to do or effect in a given context, while
they pursue approaches and opportunities to ensure security.

As regards conceptions of state, environmental, energy, economic, societal
(community/identity), and/or human security, the actors, values, and practices
often differ, and the long-term survival of one may, at times, be perceived to
contradict the survival of another (for example, state and human security, or
environmental and economic security).'? When seen as a combination of
overlapping security processes, it is possible to understand security as a
comprehensive and dynamic process in which security perceptions may build
upon and strengthen each other, or expose competing priorities.

Comprehensive Security

Comprehensive security (CS) is a theoretical approach that takes into
consideration the perspectives of multiple actors (state and non-state), at
multiple levels (local, national, regional, and global), and across the spectrum of
security topics including, among others, traditional state/military, economic,
environmental, societal, and human security issues. By examining these
multiple perspectives simultaneously, it is possible for the analyst to assess how
security perspectives are articulated for the region, by whom, and why.

Discussions about CS commenced in the early 1990s, with the widening
debates about the complexity of security.’® This approach included multiple
levels of analysis (from the domestic and bilateral to the regional and global).
Threats can be local as well as transnational, transcending the boundaries of
traditional national security approaches and emphasizing the relevance of
multiple actors (state and non-state alike). CS focuses not only on political
stability, but also the factors of economic prosperity and social harmony. This
widened perspective promoted a bottom-up approach to security that found its
roots within society. Each “part” may operationalize and balance different
factors (actors, values, practices, survival, time) relevant to security in different
ways. Furthermore, the CS approach is simultaneously more than state-based,
national security with a regional and global applicability, as it emanates from
and/or is relevant to the local community.'* While recognizing the interlinkages
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between different security perspectives, it does not claim the ability to reconcile
multiple security perspectives.

In and of itself, comprehensive security is not particularly “Arctic.” Rather,
the approach allows us to reveal the dynamic processes and tensions around
security perceptions within our chosen context. The Arctic experience with
negotiating multiple and, at times, competing security perspectives is useful for
both regional and global security analyses.

Our understanding of an expressly Arctic CS concept is based on one
articulated by Lassi Heininen, who advocates for a more holistic approach to
Arctic security.” He claims that the Arctic not only reflects traditional security
discourses (including questions of military confrontation and resource races),
but also critical security, where environmental challenges (pollution, climate
change) and the engagement of multiple state and non-state actors (including
Indigenous peoples, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), researchers) are
significant for and within the discourses about the region. In his
conceptualization of an Arctic CS approach, “military security is still very
relevant, as is regional security due to impacts of climate change, energy security
meaning both access to, and import and export of, oil and natural gas, and also
environmental security due to oil transportation, nuclear accidents and impacts
of climate change.” Most importantly for our purposes, such an approach is
also designed “to include the perspectives of human beings, societies and
regions, rather than just states.”'® This affords broader consideration of issue
areas (e.g., environmental protection) and actors (e.g., Indigenous groups) vis-
a-vis military structures and priorities, in regional institutions. He further
emphasizes how the close linkages between environmental protection and
Indigenous cultures and ways of living inform Arctic policies.

Our conceptualization expands on Heininen’s to include a more explicit
emphasis on such issues of human security. Hoogensen Gjerv notes that the
tensions that follow the human security concept in the Arctic depend on who
has the power to define human insecurity in a particular context. Despite the
“bottom up” design behind the original notion, human security has primarily
been operationalized through the lens of state security, focusing on perceived
threats &y individuals or communities 70 the state. State efforts to improve
human security have been understood as “virtuous imperialism,” whereby the
state dictates who is insecure and by which means this will be addressed, for the
purposes of state security.!” However, Hoogensen Gjerv et al. also note that a
more inclusive, participatory approach to security has developed in the Arctic
context, and can be understood as being “achieved when individuals and/or
multiple actors have the freedom to identify risks and threats to their well-being
and values, the opportunity to articulate these threats to other actors, and the



6 Hoogensen Gjorv and Hodgson

capacity to determine ways to end, mitigate or adapt to those risks and threats
either individually or in concert with other actors.”'® Human security, in this
sense, emphasizes a bottom-up approach that includes individual and
community perspectives. This does not, however, always coalesce with other
security perspectives.

The AE narrative masks potential tensions that could arise between
differing security perceptions. CS, on the other hand, makes space for analyzing
the interactions between various security perceptions in the Arctic.

Arctic Exceptionalism = Arctic security?

Here, we present four arguments contesting the dominance of the AE
term:

1. Not exceptional: A CS approach allows for analytical comparison between
regions, where each has its own distinct features but is not necessarily
exceptional. Insofar as the Arctic can be claimed to be an “exceptional
political space,” with qualities of peace and security that could
potentially be exported to the rest of the world, it is necessary to have
comparative tools that demonstrate how regions can be assessed as having
inferior or superior approaches to security in relation to one another.
Rather than claiming a static “exceptionality,” CS helps us understand
how multiple security constellations (from state to human security)
operate in relation to one another, exposing both processes of
cooperation as well as potential conflict or tension. How does the Arctic
therefore compare to other regions? As Heininen notes, there are other
regions that share common interests and cooperation between major
powers that, in other instances, behave more belligerently towards each
other. In this light, the Arctic is just one of many political contexts in
which such cooperation in common interests exists. '’

2. Narrow security perspective: The highlighted feature of the AE narrative is
the fact that strong cooperation has resulted from “common interests ...
to decrease military tension and increase political stability.”? Claims to
success and a cooperative spirit are easier to maintain when the
parameters are as narrowly defined and vigorously compartmentalized as
they are in the AE discourse. Only in this way can the AE narrative
claim that the region is exceptional and insulated from conflicts
elsewhere in the world. However, not discussing matters of “high
politics” that affect these same states elsewhere does not make them
disappear. Kipyldi and Mikkola note the impacts of the post-2014
Ukraine crisis, which resulted in initial disruptions to political
cooperation in the Arctic Council (the hold on European Union (EU)
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observer status and the US/Canada boycott of the black carbon working
group meeting in 2014); an increased distrust of Russia’s rhetoric versus
its actions, especially in regard to Russia’s military; the suspension of
regional military cooperation; the reaffirmation of Arctic NATO
countries commitment to the alliance; and the sanctions by the West
imposed on Russia after its annexation of Crimea.?! These sanctions have
resulted in the cessation of joint Western-Russian offshore hydrocarbon
development in Arctic waters, and the stimulation of closer Sino-Russian
political-economic ties, which can be seen, for example, in the addition
of Chinese investment to the Yamal LNG (liquefied natural gas)
project.”> Though the Ukrainian and Crimean crises were not rooted in

Arctic issues, they nevertheless have affected defence posturing in the

region.”

3. Not static: AE provides a static understanding of security. The Arctic’s
“exceptional” (negative) peace is in part due to its inaccessibility and the
difficulty of realistically engaging in violent conflict in the region itself.
Greaves notes that, historically, “states were unwilling to risk
destabilising the global strategic balance or their diplomatic relations
over trivial Arctic issues. The inaccessibility of many Arctic resources
made them geopolitically insignificant.”?* However, security in the
region is dynamic and in flux, especially as it is becoming an increasingly
viable pathway to other parts of the world and an expanded source of
markets itself. Russia, in particular, has been actively pursuing the
development of its vast Northern Sea Route as well as of its exploitable
natural resources. More potential activity in the region would impact
state, environmental, energy, economic, and human perceptions of
security, which need to be weighed in relation to each other to identify
which perspectives, by whom, ascend to the highest priorities in the
region.

4. AE disguises insecurity: Issues of national interest have taken, and will
continue to take, precedence in international relations and with regard
to domestic issues. Despite much rhetoric, far too little has been done to
protect the environmental and human security of the Arctic region.
Indeed, the lack of initiatives from Arctic states to curtail their own
contributions to carbon emissions, not least in the extraction of fossil
fuels that are either burned within these states or sold outside, has in
itself contributed to the detrimental effects of climate change occurring
in the region, thereby exacerbating environmental insecurity. In
particular, Norway and Russia continue to focus on their Arctic regions
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(and Canada on its sub-Arctic) as a source of economic resources,
including fossil fuels.?

Within the region, the vulnerabilities of Arctic residents and communities
to the consequences of state policies as well as larger global processes are well
documented.?® Arctic states have frequently prioritized “the national interest” at
the expense of human and environmental security, both in and beyond the
Arctic. Though much of the Arctic Council’s work is rooted in environmental
concerns, it is also restricted by the Arctic states’ interests in continuing fossil
fuel production. Environmental security perspectives take on a dominant state-
centric orientation, whereby the environment is “protected” through energy
security practices of extracting fossil fuels in an environmentally-friendly
manner. Such practices further cater to narratives wherein economic security is
dependent upon fossil fuels. These claims can be further strengthened when
linked regionally, across states that share similar economic and energy security
perspectives.?’

CS is a tool that can be used to expose these geopolitical and human
security tensions and discuss them plainly as challenges to security in the Arctic,
while at the same time acknowledging how other security perspectives, such as
environmental security, potentially play a role in uniting the region. CS exposes
this interplay of security perspectives, providing an overarching understanding
of security perspectives across actors, values, and practices, revealing both
synergies as well as tensions.

Conclusion

The AE narrative is insufficient for understanding contemporary Arctic
security conditions because 1) it assumes exceptionality where it is not merited,
2) the parameters for exceptional status are too narrow to reflect the wider
reality, 3) it falsely renders a dynamic situation as static, and 4) it does not
allow for the acknowledgement of tensions between security perspectives, or for
recognition of the conditions of insecurity experienced by Arctic populations.

A CS approach is useful for understanding the dynamic complexity of the
Arctic security arena because it acknowledges both areas of cooperation as well
as areas of tension and/or competition. Through CS, the tensions between, for
example, state-level economic security via resource extraction and local-level
environmental security are exposed. It also unmasks the political competition
for control over who decides how security is understood and defined.

Security is a concept about power, and as such a very powerful concept.?®
Those who have defining power about what security means, have the power to
determine what values we prioritize the most, and what we are willing to do to
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protect those values (including employing the use of violence). States are but
one actor, with state-oriented values and practices that they employ to ensure
state survival over time. State values and practices do not always represent the
values and senses of security held by other actors in the region. Comprehensive
security gives power to other, non-state actors (sub—regions, communities,
individuals) to articulate their own values and practices that contribute to their
own security, which may or may not be consistent with state perspectives.

Arctic security perspectives are dynamic and politically contested. To view
Arctic security from a CS perspective would afford Arctic actors and
communities visibility and a voice in matters that have a direct impact on their
lives. It would give greater legitimacy to their human, societal, environmental,
and other security needs, beyond the state level, where they might become
swallowed by national interests. Such an approach would still acknowledge and
provide a place for military security concerns to be addressed. For all of these
reasons, comprehensive security serves as a more inclusive but also realistic
perspective for Arctic security.
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A Governance and Risk Inventory for a
Changing Arctic

Elana Wilson Rowe, Ulf Sverdrup, Karsten Friis,
Geir Honneland, and Mike Sfraga

A changing Arctic

Global politics today is marked by intensified rivalry between the United
States and China, a strained and fractious relationship between Western states
and Russia, and overall uncertainty about the robustness of regional and global
order and alliances. Certainly, these elements of rivalry were at the forefront
during then US Secretary of State Mike Pompeo’s speech in advance of the
2019 Arctic Council ministerial meeting. The speech highlighted, in the
United States’ perspective, the need for further cooperation in the region, but
called for Chinese and Russian actions to be viewed in a broader context:
specifically, their perceived nefarious motives and actions on the global stage.
The speech problematized Chinese engagement in Arctic politics and criticized
Russia’s economic and concurrent military build-up, as well as its activities
along the Northern Sea Route.!

The decision to make such broad sweeping political statements prior to the
Arctic Council meeting was out of the ordinary. The speech did serve to
highlight the US administration’s position on the need to keep China’s further
influence in the region in check. It should also be noted that the speech came at
a time when the US and China’s relations were acutely stressed. These tensions
will likely endure, but the public rhetoric may be less inflammatory and more
nuanced, as mechanisms for better managing these tensions are approached in a
manner that may make it less costly for all parties. The Biden administration is
expected to have a more multilateralism-friendly approach to global governance
and be a more predictable and engaged partner for allied states than the Trump
administration. This new approach will be most evident in regard to climate
change, shared interests in the rule of law, and a reemphasis on the importance
of institutionalized governance regimes throughout the Arctic. However, the
concern for checking China’s and Russia’s influence in global economic and
security politics — and in the Arctic specifically — is widely shared across both
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parties in the United States. Engaging an increasingly interested China in the
Arctic, and managing relations of both cooperation and deterrence with Russia,
are frequently-considered issues in European Arctic policy circles as well.

Meanwhile, scientists are increasingly worried about the speed and scale of
the transformative impacts of climate change on the Arctic. A 2019 update
assessment” issued by the AMAP (Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme) Arctic Council working group, which brings together scientists
and governmental officials from Arctic and non-Arctic states, highlighted that
the region:

e Continues to warm at a rate more than twice that of the global mean

e Has had annual surface air temperatures during the last five years that

exceeded those of any year since 1900
e Experienced a decline of 75% since 1979 in the volume of Arctic sea
ice present in the month of September
It is worth noting that the drivers of climate change are global greenhouse gas
emissions, rather than regional activities. Likewise, the changes in the Arctic,
and the melting of the ice caps, will have global implications far beyond the
region.

One could assume that some states or actors are more likely to assertively
protect their interests and expand their strategic influence in order to maximize
gains and minimize losses against the backdrop of such a rapidly changing
Arctic environment. Media headlines frequently proclaim the Arctic to be in
the grips of a ‘New Cold War,” or describe the region as cooking over with
competition in a militarized ‘Hot Arctic.” And, indeed, several states have been
investing in new, or revitalizing existing, military assets and capacities that they
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deem critical to ensuring their interests in the Arctic.

There are also numerous trends and events that demonstrate a
commitment to cooperation and joint solutions to common challenges. For
example, in 2018, the Arctic coastal states (Canada, the Kingdom of Denmark,
Norway, Russia, and the USA) and key fishing nations (Iceland, South Korea,
China, Japan, and the European Union (EU)) concluded the Agreement to
Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean. This
agreement establishes a precautionary and sustainable harvesting approach to
Arctic Ocean fisheries, should they ever become commercially viable.

This short chapter reviews some key factors and drivers supporting and
challenging stability in the Arctic region. It was initially published as
background for discussion at the Arctic Security Roundtable at the Munich
Security Conference 2020.

What supports Arctic stability?

Research on Arctic governance and cooperation highlights several different
and important factors that undergird a cooperative approach to the region and
regional stability. These include:

e Adherence to the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea and other

related agreements supported by global maritime organizations

e Active participation by key Arctic actors in circumpolar/Northern

political institutions and the development of regionally-specific
agreements

e Growing and interconnected economic interests

e Regional ties and networks that challenge purely national approaches

to Arctic issues

To a large degree, the Arctic is defined by the Arctic Ocean. International
law, more specifically the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the
Sea (UNCLOS), provides a significant and comprehensive governance
framework.

Although the United States is not a signatory to UNCLOS, it is important
to note that the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration — issued by the Arctic coastal states
together — underscored a commitment to using international law to ensure the
peaceful governance of the region. Arctic and non-Arctic states have also
utilized the International Maritime Organization (IMO) to find common
ground and negotiate the Polar Code, which is an international code to ensure
and enhance safety regimes for maritime and shipping operations in the polar
regions.
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There are several organizations that enable and enhance data-driven and
policy-relevant efforts in and throughout the Arctic. The eight-country Arctic
Council, established in 1997, is a consensus-driven forum for considering
Arctic issues. Non-Arctic states, Indigenous communities, and non-
governmental organizations are also involved as observers to the Council. A
number of Arctic Council working groups engage in substantive research and
analysis to develop a shared knowledge base for data-driven circumpolar
policymaking.

It is of particular importance to note that the Arctic Council does not
address Arctic security matters; these issues have been the topic of consideration
at various international forums, including previous Munich Security
Conference Arctic Security Roundtables.

While the Arctic Chiefs of Defence meetings were suspended in light of
Russia’s annexation of Crimea, the Arctic Coast Guard Forum was established
in 2016 and has become a key venue for coordination on soft or ‘civil” security
concerns in the region.

In the European Arctic, there is a web of multilateral and bilateral
arrangements for cooperation between Russia and the Nordic countries. The
multilateral Euro-Arctic Barents Region was established in 1993, with Russia,
Norway, Sweden, and Finland as core partners. There are also substantive
bilateral ties, including the IMO-approved agreement between the US and
Russia to more effectively manage maritime traffic in the Bering Strait.

Various cooperative efforts have resulted in a series of legally binding Arctic
agreements that address regional challenges (see Table 2-1). The Central Arctic
Ocean fisheries prevention agreement, concluded in 2018 and mentioned
above, is especially noteworthy in that it brought together the Arctic coastal
states and many non-Arctic states with substantial fishing interests, such as
China and the EU, into a productive conversation about regional governance.

The Arctic region has a number of promising avenues for expanded
economic development, including extending the more established sectors of
mining, petroleum extraction, fishing, tourism, and shipping, as well as novel
pursuits associated with the burgeoning blue economy (renewables,
bioprospecting, and deep-sea mining). Most of the resource base for such
expanded economic activities is found within clearly demarcated national
boundaries. Still, many of these resources and opportunities have a
transnational element, be it migrating fish stocks or managing shipping traffic
and tourism through and out of the region. New economic opportunities with a
joint or transboundary nature can cause tensions, as we explore below, but can
also contribute to stability between Arctic states, if governed correctly.
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Table 2-1: Recently concluded Arctic regional agreements
Agreement on Year concluded Chaired by
Norway, Russia, USA

Cooperation on 2011
Aeronautical and
Maritime Search and
Rescue in the Arctic
Cooperation on Marine 2013 Norway, Russia, USA
Qil Pollution
Preparedness and
Response in the Arctic
Enhancing International | 2017 Russia, USA
Arctic Scientific
Cooperation

International Agreement | 2018 USA
to Prevent Unregulated
High Seas Fisheries in

the Central Arctic Ocean

Figure 2-1: Map of the zones established by the 2011 agreement ‘Cooperation
on Aeronautical and Maritime Search and Rescue in the Arctic.’
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The Joint Norwegian-Russian Fisheries Commission is one example of
how joint economic interest contributes to stability between Arctic states.
Established in the mid-1970s to oversee the management of the valuable fish
stocks in the Barents Sea, among them the world’s largest cod stock, the regime
has proven its robustness throughout the Cold War and post-Crimea tensions.
The two parties have persistently stood together in times of conflict with third
states, and they have explicitly shielded this bilateral arena from other political
complexities. It can be argued that experiences from fisheries management have
had a ‘positive spill-over’ effect. The result is both healthy fish stock and fairly
robust bilateral political relations.

Finally, circumpolar connections across the Arctic have been drivers in
bringing about and stabilizing Arctic cooperation. Most notably, the activism
and sustained efforts of the Indigenous peoples of the region — many of whom
have traditional homelands that cut across Arctic state borders — have
highlighted the interconnection of the Arctic region and the need for holistic
regional governance approaches. Appreciation of the interconnectedness of
Arctic ecosystems is a critical factor in motivating the scientific research that
supports knowledge-based policymaking in the Arctic Council and in relevant
states.

Key challenges for continued Arctic stability?

In the following, we identify key drivers that might challenge Arctic
stability and security. These include:
e  More demanding security dynamics between key actors in the Arctic
e  Geopolitical dynamics between Arctic and non-Arctic states
e Differing approaches to Arctic economic development and the
deployment and use of new technologies

Arctic security is to a large extent dependent on, or a by-product of, how
various key states view the strategic significance of the Arctic in a larger
geopolitical context and manage regional security dynamics. Several Arctic
countries have recently increased, or planned to increase, their military activity
and capabilities in the Arctic, and are engaged in active policy review on Arctic
security issues.

Russia — the largest Arctic state — has long had a significant Arctic military
presence. The protection of military assets placed in the Arctic is fundamental
to Russia’s security strategy, including maintaining second-strike capability and
thus deterrence. Even as Russia faces constraints on its overall budget, and
maintains a high-level political commitment to Arctic regional peace in keeping
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with the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration, the country is increasing its military
investment in the region. It has expanded its icebreaker fleet, renovated and
expanded Soviet-era military bases, built new bases, and announced plans to
deploy new weapons systems in the Far North. Importantly, Russia has also
begun operating and exercising further west. For instance, in August 2019,
Russia conducted its largest naval exercise since the Cold War, the Ocean
Shield. A central purpose of the exercise, it seems, was to demonstrate Russian
military might in the region, convey a position of strength and capability, and
message the strong deterrent capabilities that NATO would encounter if it
ventured into the Arctic through the Norwegian Sea north of Iceland.

NATO has sought to train and demonstrate capacity in ways that are firm
but not escalatory. For example, NATO’s high-visibility Exercise 77ident
Juncture, which was conducted in Norway in 2018, provided the Alliance with
valuable experience in conducting an Article 5 operation on the northern flank.
The exercise included some 50,000 troops from 31 nations, including Sweden
and Finland. Importantly, the exercise took place in southern and central
Norway, far away from the Russian border, to signal restraint to Russia.
Nonetheless, if Russia keeps pushing its activities further west, increased
NATO presence northeast of Iceland may be required as a counter-signalling
measure.

In sum, we observe recent direct changes in military posturing in the
Arctic. Increased military presence in the area does not necessarily mean
increased risk or an escalation of threats; it is only natural that a changing
Arctic requires the ability to police and monitor the regional activity, including
fulfilling obligations for search and rescue.

From a security perspective, however, it is important that military
developments are balanced, transparent, and predictable. Sufficient steps must
be taken to ensure good communication, rules of engagement, and the
avoidance of brinkmanship and accidents. In order to cope with increased
military presence, the parties must be particularly sensitive to how new
technologies, new generations of weapons systems, and military postures might
trigger unwanted escalatory dynamics and accidents.

The security situation in the Arctic is also likely to be affected by dynamics
between Arctic and non-Arctic states and actors. The Arctic region has, during
the last decade, generated considerable attention from a range of actors, public
and private. Increased awareness to the challenges and changes in the Arctic is
in general good, and increases our ability to solve common problems. However,
it also represents some new challenges. The Arctic countries have to be aware
that when new actors enter the region, it has the potential to affect the various
and complex webs of bilateral relations that exist in the area. This has the
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potential to place additional pressure on the current international and regional
governance system.

One of the non-Arctic actors that has most clearly stressed its Arctic
ambitions is China. Recent Chinese actions include a self-proclaimed status as a
‘near Arctic state,” enhancing its capabilities in Arctic maritime operations,
shipping and research, and demonstrating its interest in expanding its
investment in infrastructure throughout the region as part of its Belt and Road
Initiative, known as the ‘Polar Silk Road.” In 2018, China issued a white paper
on Arctic policy.”> While the white paper highlighted a commitment to
international law as the basis of Arctic governance, uncertainty has been created
by China’s position on international law and actions in the South China Sea,
including its claiming of territory throughout the region and establishment of
military bases on a string of islands (reinforced by military assets).

Washington has objected to China’s proclaimed status as a ‘near Arctic
state, and has suggested that China may use economic development to
influence the region’s future governance and as a possible precursor to military
expansionism. Additionally, China’s investment and economic development
interests in Greenland have heightened these concerns for not only the US, but
other Arctic states as well.

Finally, there could be tensions resulting from different expectations about
the tempo, extent, and type of economic development in the region. While
most parties today agree on the need for the sustainable development of the
region and are committed to the precautionary principle, the extent and type of
large-scale Arctic economic development are debated.

The tension between a conservation approach and a sustainable
development approach in the Arctic has been long evident in regional
governance, as well as in the domestic politics of Arctic states. For example, the
Obama administration’s joint ban with Canada on exploration and
development in the Arctic Ocean and sovereign US Arctic waters was seen in a
positive light by many audiences, but as a betrayal of regional and local
economic expectations by others. The Trump administration viewed the
American Arctic, Alaska, as an important component of the country’s energy
security equation, underscored by support for offshore oil drilling and the
opening up for development of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge along
Alaska’s North Slope. This was a stark departure from the previous US
administration, and the contentious set of decisions rippled through the US
and indeed the international environmental community. The Biden
administration has already brought about policy changes more in line with
Obama-era policies in this regard.
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In other sectors, like fisheries, a changing Arctic climate may stress existing
governance structures. Living marine resources are abundant in (sub-) Arctic
waters. There are indications that fish stocks are moving northwards as a result
of increases in water temperature, and existing management regimes will be
challenged to address this rapidly changing reality. This has, for instance,
happened in the Norwegian Sea, where established management structures
between Arctic states such as Norway, Denmark, and Iceland, as well as the
EU, have broken down. Brexit further complicates the picture. It should be
noted, however, that commercial fishing is not yet an issue in the Central Arctic
Ocean, and hardly will be in the foreseeable future. None of the currently
exploited fish stocks can live on the bottom floor of the deep sea, although not
yet known resources in the water column might be exploited if new catch
technologies are developed.

Against a changing physical landscape, new technologies for identifying,
monitoring, and exploiting ocean resources — from bioprospecting to deep-sea
mining — will surely bring both new opportunities and unforeseen
consequences. In order to ensure the good governance of the Arctic, it is
therefore important that leaders overcome coordination challenges, remain
committed to knowledge-based decision-making, and maintain a governance
regime that ensures high standards and compliance. These are essential steps in
avoiding the so-called rragedy of the commons when managing transboundary or
COmMmMoN resources.

Towards a proactive Arctic security discussion

Many government officials, military leaders, and political observers have
proclaimed the rise of a new, post-Cold War global great power competition
between the United States, Russia, and China, with myriad implications. We
suggest that the increasingly open and globalized Arctic does indeed present
some challenges, but considering these challenges and their potential solutions
is not well served by relying on narratives or practices of strategic competition
alone. Continued dialogue is needed about how to best meet emerging
governance challenges and how to avoid unfortunate/unintended ‘tipping
points” in regional dynamics that may prove difficult and costly for regional
actors. As a basis for such an ongoing dialogue, we suggest policymakers
consider the following points:

Security dynamics in an interconnected region and beyond:

e The Arctic is more peaceful than many other regions in the world.
There is a promising track record of governance cooperation in the
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region that serves as a basis for pursuing sustainable management for
and peace in this ‘emerging’ ocean. However, the region is not
immune to future tension and conflict points, in part due to its vast,
important, and rapidly changing environment.

The Arctic environment is heating at more than twice the global
average rate due to global climate change. This has global impacts. For
context, the Arctic Ocean is 1.5 times the size of the United States and
half the size of the African continent.

There is a risk that the changing global order, the intensified
geopolitical rivalry between the US and China, and more turbulent
relations between Europe and the US can ‘spill over’ from these and
other arenas to the Arctic region. Against a broader backdrop of
distrust and diminished military contact and communication across
the NATO-Russia divide, there exists a risk that smaller
miscalculations, accidents, and incorrect interpretations regarding
military motives and activities can escalate into broader conflict.

The post-Cold War growth of Arctic cooperative governance occurred
alongside an enduring NATO-Russia security rivalry. This
‘cooperation in conflict’ approach to achieving national and collective
interests has been more attainable in the Arctic than elsewhere, in large
part due to the inherent interconnectedness of the Arctic ecosystem;
the transnational circumpolar connections of the region’s Indigenous
peoples, communities, and policy networks; and the limited (until
recently) economic development opportunities and global/non-Arctic
interest in the region.

Economic development and a more trafficked Arctic:

A more trafficked and economically significant Arctic region in the
decades to come is more than plausible. The prospect of a seasonally
ice-free Arctic brings new strategic importance and economic
possibilities to the region. Arctic states and other global actors are
reconsidering the region in the development or refinement of their
security, economic, and foreign policy strategies.

The changing physical nature of the region has triggered Arctic
leadership, in several binding regional agreements, to govern novel and
increased activity. Much of the Arctic is also governed by existing
international law and regimes. As the Arctic Ocean opens, it is
important to build on current international legal regimes and
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structures, and get the management and policy structure ‘right’ to
meet new regional challenges and activities.

A need for the active maintenance of cooperative practices:

e Leaders must continue to address the challenges to regional stability in
the Arctic and take steps to mitigate and manage risks. Awareness of
political ‘tipping points’ — points beyond which cooperation in
national and collective interest will be rendered too difficult — and
active consideration of how regional stability can best be maintained
and strengthened are essential.
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with permission.
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The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly:

Differentiating Between Different
Security Dynamics in the Arctic

Andreas Osthagen

The notion of geopolitical conflict in the Arctic continues to make media
headlines. A decade ago, as climate change was altering the geography of the
region, the resource potential of the North grabbed attention, and states (and
companies) saw the chance to turn a profit. Today, this focus has shifted to
concerns about the strategic positioning of, and increased tension between,
NATO countries and Russia, with a dash of Chinese interests on top.

Statements about the conflict surrounding the Arctic are quite common.
Especially the USA, under President Donald Trump and Secretary of State
Mike Pompeo, was vocal about the threat from China and Russia in the

Arctic.! In 2019, France’s Minister of the Armed Forces even likened the Arctic

to the Middle East.? Yet both the United States (as a member of the Arctic
Council) and France (as an observer) are strong supporters of Arctic cooperative
mechanisms, and repeatedly stress their desire to ensure that the circumpolar
region remains insulated from troubles elsewhere.

This chapter unpacks the notion of Arctic geopolitics by exploring the
different, and at times contradictory, political dynamics at play in the North.
The focus is on national or state-centred notions of security. This chapter
explores three levels of inter-state relations: the regional (Arctic) level, the
international system, and the level of bilateral relations. Labelling these levels as
“eood,” “bad,” and “ugly” - an unabashed borrowing from Sergio Leone’s epic
1966 film - helps shed light on the distinctiveness of each and on how they

interact.

The Good (Regional Relations)

Let us start with the good in the Arctic - the regional relations among the
Arctic states, namely Canada, Denmark (via Greenland), Finland, Iceland,
Norway, Russia, Sweden, and the United States.
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As the Cold War’s systemic overlay faded, regional interaction and
cooperation in the North started to flourish. Several organizations, such as the
Arctic Council, the Barents Euro-Arctic Council, and the Northern Forum,
emerged in the 1990s to tackle issues such as environmental degradation,
regional and local development, and cultural and economic cross-border
cooperation. Deliberately excluded were military security issues, a choice that
enabled a plethora of cooperative arrangements to emerge between the
countries in different constellations without getting bogged down in the
security concerns at the time.

Whereas interaction among Arctic states increased during this period and
included Arctic Indigenous peoples (as they gained more political visibility and
an official voice), geopolitically, the region seemed to disappear from the radar
of global power politics. This allowed the circumpolar countries to recognize
the value of creating a political environment favourable to investments and
economic development, giving rise to the idea of the Arctic’s political dynamics
as being exceptional.

The region was thrown back onto the international agenda in the early
2000s due to the increasingly apparent effects of climate change. Arctic ice
sheets were disappearing at an accelerated pace, which coincided with new
prospects for offshore oil and gas exploration, as well as the opening of shipping
lanes such as the Northwest Passage.’

In the wake of this, environmental organizations and politicians outside the
region led an outcry about the “lack of governance” in the Arctic.* In response,
top-level political representatives of the five Arctic coastal states (excluding
Finland, Iceland, and Sweden) met in Ilulissat, Greenland, in 2008, where they
publicly declared the Arctic to be a “region of cooperation.”” They also
affirmed their intention to work within established international arrangements
and agreements, in particular the United Nations Convention on the Law of

the Sea (UNCLOS), an international agreement binding states in the shared

pursuit of order, cooperation, and stability at sea.®

Since then, the Arctic states have repeated the mantra of cooperation,
articulating the same sentiment in relatively streamlined Arctic policy and
strategy documents. The deterioration in relations between Russia and its
Arctic neighbours since 2014 - a result of Russian actions in eastern Ukraine
and Ukraine’s Crimean peninsula - did not change this,” although security and
military concerns now occupy more space in Arctic discussions than ever.
Indeed, the foreign ministries of all Arctic Council members, including Russia,
keep proactively emphasizing the “peaceful” and “cooperative” nature of

regional politics.8
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Some also argue that low-level forms of regional interaction help ensure
low tension in the North, despite not dealing with security matters.” The
emergence of the Arctic Council as the primary forum for regional affairs in the
Arctic plays into this setting.'” The council, founded in Ottawa in 1996, serves
as a platform from which its member states can portray themselves as working
harmoniously toward common goalls.11 Adding to its legitimacy, since the late
1990s an increasing number of actors have applied for and gained observer
status on the council: initially France, Germany, the Netherlands, Poland,
Spain, and the United Kingdom; and, more recently, China, India, Italy, Japan,

Singapore, South Korea, and Switzerland.'?

© Malte Humpert

Figure 3-1: The maritime exclusive economic zones in the Arctic. Map: Malte
Humpert, The Arctic Institute.
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In essence, Arctic states have more or less divided the region among
themselves based on the law of the sea (UNCLOS). There is little to argue
about when it comes to resources and boundaries, although limited disputes
exist, such as those over the tiny, uninhabited Hans Island/@ between Canada
and Denmark, the maritime boundary in the Beaufort Sea between Canada and
the United States, and the possibility of overlap of extended continental shelves
in the Arctic Basin between Canada, Denmark, and Russia.

Despite open territorial land grabs in other parts of the world, a race for
Arctic resources or territory is therefore not likely to unfold in the foreseeable
future. Geographically-based conflicts - geopolitics - where Arctic or non-
Arctic states claim a limited number of out-of-bounds offshore resources, many
of which are likely to remain unexplored for the next few decades at least, are
neither economically nor politically viable, and thus not an immediate cause for
concern.

The Bad (Global Power Politics)

What happens iz the Arctic, however, is not the same as the international
global politics over the Arctic. During the Cold War, the Arctic held a
prominent place in the political and military standoffs between the two
superpowers. It was important not because of interactions in the Arctic itself
(although cat-and-mouse submarine games took place there), but because of its
wider strategic role in the systemic competition between the United States and
the USSR. The Arctic formed the buffer zone between these two superpower
rivals, its airspace comprising the shortest distance for long-range bombers to
reach one another’s shores.

From the mid-2000s onwards, the Arctic regained strategic geopolitical
importance. A repeat of Cold War dynamics saw Russia, under President
Vladimir Putin, strengthening its military (and nuclear) prowess in order to
reassert Russia’s position at the top table of world politics. Given the country’s
geography and recent history, its focus would be its Arctic lands and seas. In
this terrain, Russia could pursue its policy of rebuilding its forces and
expanding its defence and deterrence capabilities in an unobstructed manner.'?

The melting of the sea ice and increased resource extraction on the coast
along the Northern Sea Route are only some elements that have spurred Russia’s
military emphasis in its Arctic development efforts: Russia’s North also matters
for the Kremlin’s more general strategic plans and ambitions in world politics.

This is where Russia’s strategic submarines are based, which are essential to the

country’s status as a major global nuclear power.'
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Within these shifting geo-economic and geostrategic dynamics, China has
also emerged as a new Arctic actor, proclaiming itself as a “near-Arctic state.”
With Beijing’s efforts to assert global influence, the Arctic has emerged as yet
another arena where China’s presence and interaction are components of an
expansion of power - be it through scientific research or investments in Russia’s
fossil fuel industries.'® This has led to the Arctic becoming relevant in a global
power competition between China and the United States.

The sudden realization by the US administration that Greenland occupies
a strategically significant position, and that the United States has a military base
there (Thule), links to strategic concerns and fears over Chinese investments in
Greenland. Although these concerns have failed to materialize on any great
scale, the tweet in 2019 by former President Trump about buying Greenland
was not a coincidence. Although highly speculative and inaccurate, US
Secretary of State Pompeo still warned in 2019 that Beijing’s Arctic activity
risks creating a “new South China Sea.”!” The US government’s reopening of

its consulate in Nuuk,'® Greenland’s capital, demonstrates how the US position
on China as a strategic rival in the Arctic does indeed have an impact, and
illustrates yet another arena where systemic competition between the two
countries is increasing,.

Therefore, while Arctic states continue to highlight cooperative traits in the
region and positive regional affairs, politics between the great powers of China,
Russia, the United States, and (to some extent) the European Union
increasingly impacts Arctic affairs. On the one hand, tensions between NATO
and Russia have an Arctic/North Atlantic component, as seen in the increasing
number of military exercises in the area since 2014. On the other hand, the
Trump administration’s decision to challenge China globally has also led to a
tougher stance against China in the Arctic, at least rhetorically. This suggests
the need to distinguish between intra-regional dynamics in the Arctic, and the
spill-over effect of events and power struggles elsewhere on Arctic issues.

The Ugly (Bilateral Relations)

There is one further political dynamic that requires examination: bilateral
interactions between Arctic states. These relations are naturally informed by the
regional and global dynamics already addressed. However, to unpack the issue
of national security in the circumpolar region, we must also focus on how the
Arctic states interact on a regular basis with each other. This is where things get
ugly, both because some relations are more fraught than others, and because it
is difficult to draw general conclusions across the region.
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Central here is the role the Arctic plays in considerations of national
defence. This varies greatly amid the Arctic Eight, because each country
prioritizes and deals with its northern areas differently.'” For Russia, with its
vast Eurasian domain, the Arctic is integral to broader national defence

considerations.”® Even though these considerations are also linked to
developments elsewhere, investments in military infrastructure in the Arctic
have direct regional impacts, in particular for the much smaller countries in
Russia’s western neighbourhood - Finland, Norway, and Sweden.

Indeed, for these three Nordic countries, the Arctic is fundamental to
national defence policy, precisely because this is where Russia - as a great power
— invests considerably in its military capacity.21 Norway, a founding member of
NATO and located on the alliance’s “northern flank,” is especially increasingly
concerned with the expansive behaviour of the Russian military in the North
Atlantic and Barents Sea.*?

The Arctic arguably does not play the same pivotal role in national security

considerations in North America as in Northern Europe.” Even while pitted
against the Soviet Union across the Arctic Ocean and Bering Sea during the
Cold War, Alaska and Northern Canada were primarily locations for missile

defence capabilities, surveillance infrastructure, and a limited number of

strategic forces.4

Commentators have even argued that the most immediate concerns facing
the Canadian Arctic today are not defence capabilities, but rather social and
health conditions in Northern communities, and their poor rates of economic
development.? This does not discount the need for Canada to be active in its
Arctic domain and to have Arctic capabilities. However, this perspective differs

from the crucial role that the Russian land border has in Finnish and

Norwegian (as well as NATO) security concerns. 2

The geographical dividing line falls between the European Arctic and the
North American Arctic, in tandem with variations in climatic conditions. The
north Norwegian and the northwest Russian coastlines are ice-free during
winter. But ice - even though it is receding - remains a constant factor in the
Alaskan, Canadian, and Greenlandic Arctics. Due to the sheer size and
inaccessibility of the region, the impact of security issues on either side of the
dividing line is relatively low.

In conclusion, security - and essentially defence - dynamics in the Arctic
remain anchored at the sub-regional and bilateral levels. Of these arrangements,
the Barents Sea/European Arctic stands out. Here, bilateral relations between
Russia and Norway (and NATO) are especially challenging in terms of security
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interactions and concerns. Despite rhetoric to the contrary, Russian
investments in Arctic troops and infrastructure have had little impact on the
North American security outlook. Approaches by Russian bombers and fighter
planes may cause alarm, but the direct threat to North American states in the
Arctic — compared to that facing their Nordic allies - is limited.?” This is also
why Canadian troops have been exercising in the Norwegian Arctic in recent
years, and not vice versa.

However, bilateral dynamics like in the case of Norway and Russia are
multifaceted, as the two states also engage in various types of cooperation,
ranging from the co-management of fish stocks to search and rescue operations
and a border crossing regime.”® In 2010, Norway and Russia were able to
resolve a longstanding maritime boundary dispute in the Barents Sea, partly in
order to initiate joint petroleum ventures in the disputed area.” These
cooperative arrangements and agreements have not been revoked following the
events of 2014, a clear indication of the complexity of bilateral relations in the
Arctic.

Future Plot Twists

In terms of national security concerns, the central question in the Arctic is
how much developments occurring at a regional level can be insulated from
events and relations elsewhere. If the goal is to keep the Arctic as a separate,
exceptional region of cooperation, the Arctic states have managed to do a
relatively good job, despite setbacks due to the Russian annexation of Crimea in
2014.

The most pressing regional challenge, however, is how to deal with, and
talk about, Arctic-specific security concerns, which are often excluded from
cooperative fora and venues. The debate on which mechanisms are best suited

for further expanding security cooperation has been ongoing for a decade.’!

Some hold that the Arctic Council should acquire a security component,®?
whereas others look to the Arctic Coast Guard Forum or other more ad hoc

venues.”> The Northern Chiefs of Defence Conference and the Arctic Security

Forces Roundtable were initiatives established to this end in 2011/2012,% but
fell apart after 2014.

The difficulties encountered in trying to establish an arena for security
discussions indicate the high sensitivity to, and influence of, events and
evolutions elsewhere. Russia, by far the largest country in the circumpolar
region and the most ambitious in terms of military investments and activity,
sets the parameters for much of the Arctic security trajectory. This is not likely
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to change, although exactly what the future Arctic security environment will
look like depends on the West’s response to Russian actions taking place
predominantly in other regions of the world.

Any Arctic security dialogue is fragile, and risks being overshadowed by the
increasingly tense NATO-Russian relationship in Europe at large. Precisely
what such an arena for dialogue is intended to achieve (i.e., preventing the spill-
over of tensions from other parts of the world into the Arctic) is the very reason
why progress here is so difficult. A more pan-Arctic political role for NATO is,
for the very same reason, difficult to imagine. One starting point, however,

would be to focus on practical forms of cooperation, implemented through

5

mechanisms such as a code of conduct,?® or an expansion of the Incidents at

Sea cooperation that was put in place between the United States and the USSR
in 1972, and subsequently Canada/Norway and the USSR in 1989/1990.

Taking a wider look at global power politics and the Arctic, we can note
that China’s increasing global engagement and influence has — thus far — been
rather subdued in the North. Beijing, for all its rhetoric about its interest in a
Polar Silk Route, has used all the correct Arctic buzzwords about cooperation
and restraint, in tune with the preferences of the Arctic states.”” The question is
whether Chinese actions in the region are meant to challenge this presence
subtly, by engaging it predominantly through means of soft power rather than
through military might.

At the same time, shifting power balances and Beijing’s greater regional
interest in new areas need not lead to tension and conflict. To the contrary,

they might spur efforts to find ways of including China in regional fora,

alleviating the (geo-economic) concerns of Arctic states.”®

With a new administration in the White House, perhaps a different
approach will be taken to Arctic matters — at least rhetorically. The Arctic states
have deliberately toned down their conflict rhetoric, while simultaneously
investing in Arctic military capabilities and increasing military exercise activity,
especially post-2014. The USA chose to break with this approach, which in
turn has led to an outcry amongst media and politicians alike about the
ongoing “great power competition” in the North.

Little has changed on the ground, however, and we can assume that a
Biden administration might be more interested in a constructive but firm
approach, instead of the Arctic hype we have seen in recent years. One simple,
constructive, and cost-free solution is for the Biden administration to recognize
the effects of the increased military activity and bellicose rhetoric in the region
and actively tone these down, while also inviting all Arctic states to a
circumpolar dialogue on Northern security concerns.
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Conclusions

There are some paradoxical dynamics - explaining the mix of cooperation
and tension, if not conflict - that are best understood through the threefold
distinction presented here: international competition (why the United States is
increasingly focusing on China in an Arctic context), regional interaction (why
Arctic states still meet to sign new agreements hailing the cooperative spirit of
the North), and bilateral relations (why some Arctic states, and not others,
invest heavily in their Northern defence postures).

What these nuances imply is that simplistic descriptions of Arctic
geopolitics or a new Cold War in the Arctic today must be taken with a pinch
of salt.?” Political dynamics in the North are far too complex for these reductive
descriptions. Recognizing this complexity should therefore encourage further

studies of security politics in a region that has become an international focal

point of examination and discussion.*’
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Threats Through, To, and In the
Arctic: A Canadian Perspective
P. Whitney Lackenbauer

While the Canadian Arctic has historically been — and continues to be
— a region of stability and peace, growing competition and increased
access brings safety and security challenges to which Canada must be
ready to respond.

— Canada’s Arctic and Northern Policy Framework (2019)

Canada’s 2017 defence policy, Strong, Secure, Engaged, confirms that the
Arctic remains an area of particular interest and focus, highlighting its cultural
and economic importance as well as the rapid environmental, economic, and
social changes that present opportunities and generate or amplify security
challenges. To meet those challenges and “succeed in an unpredictable and
complex security environment,” the Government of Canada commits to an
ambitious program of naval construction, capacity enhancements, and
technological upgrades to improve situational awareness, communications, and
the ability of the Canadian Armed Forces to operate across the Canadian
Arctic. The justifications for these investments include a range of drivers and
dynamics that are often compressed into a single narrative, with the Arctic
region highlighted as “an important international crossroads where issues of
climate change, international trade, and global security meet.”"

The Canadian debate on Arctic security over the last two decades reveals
four core schools of thought, offering divergent threat assessments. Proponents
of the “sovereignty on thinning ice” school suggest that Arctic sovereignty,
maritime disputes, and/or questions of resource ownership will serve as catalysts
for regional Arctic conflict. They associate the need for military activities
demonstrating effective control over Canadian territory and internal waters
with the preservation or enhancement of the international legal basis for
Canada’s Arctic sovereignty. This thinking underpinned the “use it or lose it”
messaging that dominated during Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s first years
in office in the mid-2000s. Although this idea no longer dominates academic
discussions, it still lingers in news media and public perceptions.
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Other commentators argue that there is no military threat to the Arctic,
and that defence resources should instead be directed to dealing with human
and environmental security issues associated with climate change and the region
as an Indigenous peoples’ homeland.

A third school of thought argues that, while strategic deterrence continues
to have an Arctic dimension (and that this is best conceptualized at an
international rather than a regional level of analysis), Canada is not likely to
face conventional military threats in or to its Arctic region in the next decade.
Instead, members of this school suggest that Canada should focus on building
Arctic military capabilities within an integrated, “whole of government”
framework, largely directed towards supporting domestic safety and “soft”
security missions that represent the most likely incidents to occur in the
Canadian Arctic. It should also invest in sensors and capabilities in the Arctic
that can contribute to broader defence of North America missions, but these
should not be misconstrued as capabilities needed because the Canadian Arctic
itself is specifically threatened by foreign adversaries and vulnerable to attack.

More recent debates emphasize the risks of global great power competition
“spilling over” into the Arctic. Political scientist Rob Huebert, previously the
most strident proponent of the “sovereignty on thinning ice” school, recently
argued that “a New Arctic Strategic Triangle Environment ... is forming, in
which the core strategic interests of Russia, China and United States are now
converging at the top of the world.” He suggests that this new “great game” is
not about conflict over the Arctic, but rather occurring #hrough the Arctic. “This
does not make the threat any less dangerous,” he suggests, “but it does make it
more complicated.” With tensions growing between Russia and the West, and
China’s relationships evolving with both the West and Russia, Huebert asserts
that “the primary security requirements of the three most powerful states are
now overlapping in the Arctic region, producing new challenges and threats.”?
While this lens is compatible with the basic tenets of the third school, it places
more weight on military threats than on “soft” or human security ones.

Current North American defence modernization discussions are likely to
amplify the debate about the nature of Arctic security in Canada and its
implications for policy and investment. In early 2020, NORAD commander
General Terrence O’Shaughnessy argued that “geographic barriers that kept our
homeland beyond the reach of most conventional threats” no longer guarantee
North America as a “sanctuary,” and that “the Arctic is no longer a fortress wall
... [but an avenue] of approach for advanced conventional weapons and the
platforms that carry them.”® He insisted that “Russia has left us with no choice
but to improve our homeland defense capability and capacity. In the meantime,
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China has taken a number of incremental steps toward expanding its own
Arctic presence.”? With climate change “opening new access” to the region,
Canada’s defence policy observes that “Arctic and non-Arctic states alike are
looking to benefit from the potential economic opportunities associated with
new resource development and transportation routes.” What does this mean for
a country with Arctic policies predicated on the idea of the region as a place —
with particular salience as an Indigenous homeland — rather than a threat
vector? How do measures to address strategic threats to North America passing
through the Canadian Arctic relate to threats 7o the region or in the region?

The Canadian context

As an Arctic state with 40% of its landmass north of 60° latitude and
162,000 km of Arctic coastline, Canada’s interest in the region is obvious. Its
empbhasis on the human dimensions of the Arctic, and particularly those related
to the Northern Indigenous peoples who make up a high proportion of the
population, also reflects national realities. Social indicators in Canada’s
Indigenous North remain abysmal, reflecting the challenges of providing social
services and infrastructure to small, isolated settlements spread out over a vast
area. Northern Indigenous peoples also face many challenges associated with
rapid changes to their homelands, including threats to language and culture, the
erosion of traditional support networks, poorer health than the rest of
Canadians, and changes to traditional diet and communal food practices. These
challenges represent Canada’s most acute Arctic human security imperative.

Canadian governments have recognized and grappled with the challenge of
balancing the needs of Northern Canadians with economic development and
environmental protection for fifty years. Under Conservative Prime Minister
Stephen Harper (2006-2015), the balance seemed to tip in favour of resource
development and hard-line messaging about defending sovereignty. A more
careful reading reveals that the Harper government’s sovereignty-security
rhetoric became more nuanced over time, reflecting an attempt to balance
messaging that promised to “defend” Canada’s Arctic sovereignty with a
growing awareness that the most probable regional challenges were “soft”

security- and safety-related issues that required “whole of government”

responses.’

Although the election of Justin Trudeau’s Liberal Party in October 2015
brought a significant change in political tone, the main substantive elements of
Canada’s Arctic policy have not changed. A domestic focus on Indigenous
rights, environmental protection, and the health and resiliency of Northern
communities has been complemented by a renewed commitment to global
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climate change mitigation and the benefits of co-developing policy with
Northern stakeholders and rightsholders. Through bilateral statements with
President Barack Obama in 2016, Prime Minister Trudeau offered a model for
Arctic leadership that placed a clear priority on Indigenous and “soft security”
issues over classic defence-of-sovereignty-focused messaging.® Similarly, the
federal government’s Arctic and Northern Policy Framework (ANPF), released
in September 2019, indicates a concerted emphasis on environmental
conservation and improving the sociocultural health of Northern Indigenous
peoples. The decision to link the domestic and international dimensions of

Canada’s Arctic strategy in a single policy framework reaffirms the

interconnectivity between national, regional, and global dynamics.”
g g y

The safety, security, and defence chapter of the ANPF lays out the
Government of Canada’s objectives to ensure a safe, secure, and well-defended
Arctic and North through to 2030. “While Canada sees no immediate threat in
the Arctic and the North, as the region’s physical environment changes, the
circumpolar North is becoming an area of strategic international importance,
with both Arctic and non-Arctic states expressing a variety of economic and
military interests in the region,” the policy framework emphasizes. “As the
Arctic becomes more accessible, these states are poised to conduct research,
transit through, and engage in more trade in the region. Given the growing
international interest and competition in the Arctic, continued security and

defence of Canada’s Arctic requires effective safety and security frameworks,

national defence, and deterrence.”®

Given the evolving balance of power, changing nature of conflict, and
rapid evolution of technology globally over the last decade, official Canadian
statements recognize the need for new approaches to anticipate and confront
threats and challenges. To remain effective in a highly dynamic, complex global
and regional environment, policymakers and planners must develop
mechanisms to continuously test their assessments, ideas, and assumptions to
ensure that they do not become limiting or outdated. Accordingly,
contemplating strategic futures in Canada’s Arctic requires attentiveness to
global, circumpolar regional, continental, and domestic drivers — with an
emphasis on levels or scales — that could affect the Canadian Armed Forces’
mission to keep Canada strong at home, secure in North America, and engaged
in the world to promote peace and stability.

As a basic framework, this chapter also proposes the value of a model that
deliberately parses whether analysts are discussing threats #hrough, to, or in the
Canadian Arctic. In this construct, threats passing through the Canadian Arctic
emanate from outside of the region and pass through or over it to strike targets
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also outside of the region. For example, a ballistic missile with conventional
warheads launched from Russia would likely pass over the Canadian Arctic
before striking at a target in the northern continental United States. Sensors
systems that detect the launch and track the missile might be based in the
Arctic, but it would be misconstrued as an Arctic threat in a defence of North
America context. Threats fo the Canadian Arctic are those that emanate from
outside of the region and affect the region itself. Examples could include a
below-the-threshold attack on critical Arctic infrastructure, a foreign vessel
running aground in Canadian waters with deleterious environmental effects,
the introduction of a pandemic, or the acquisition of a port or airfield at a
strategic location by a company owned and controlled by a non-like-minded
state. Threats in the Arctic originate within the region and have primary
implications for the region. Examples include permafrost degradation
threatening critical infrastructure, the failure of a diesel-electric generator
powering an isolated community, or the heightened polarization of public
debate leading to economic or political disruption. Some threats, such as
climate change (which is caused by activities outside the region and thus
represents a threat zo it, while regional and local climate dynamics 7z the Arctic,
such as extreme weather, threaten local residents), will straddle these categories,
but this conceptual exercise can help to determine appropriate scales for
preparedness and response — by specific actors — to different threats, rather than
bundling them all together as a generic laundry list of “Arctic threats.”

Threats through the Canadian Arctic: Situating the Arctic in a global

context

For nearly a century, Canada has invested in building and sustaining an
international system that reflects its values and interests. A shifting balance of
power and the re-emergence of major power competition now threaten to
undermine or strain the established international order and rules-based system.
China, as an emerging economic superpower, aspires to a global role
proportionate to its economic weight, population, and self-perception as the
Middle Kingdom. Russian President Vladimir Putin’s recent declaration that
liberalism is “obsolete” affirms that his country has deviated from its early
post-Cold War path, and its revisionist behaviour in Georgia, Ukraine, and
Syria exemplify Russia’s willingness to test the international security
environment. Consequently, Canada’s role is less obvious in the emerging
multipolar world, which challenges the Western-designed security system, than
it was in the bipolar Cold War order or the unipolar moment that followed.
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This creates more space for emerging state and non-state actors to exercise
influence, including in the Arctic.

Within this broader context, Strong, Secure, Engaged highlights three key
security trends that will continue to shape events: the evolving balance of
power, the changing nature of conflict, and the rapid evolution of technology.
All of these trends have direct and indirect applications when contemplating
and imagining future Arctic security environments, vulnerabilities, and
requirements. Furthermore, Canada’s ANPF emphasizes that:

The international order is not static; it evolves over time to address

new opportunities and challenges. The Arctic and the North is in a

period of rapid change that is the product of both climate change

and changing geopolitical trends. As such, international rules and

institutions will need to evolve to address the new challenges and

opportunities facing the region. As it has done in the past, Canada

will bolster its international leadership at this critical time, in

partnership with Northerners and Indigenous peoples, to ensure that

the evolving international order is shaped in a manner that protects

and promotes Canadian interests and values."

In a complex security environment characterized by trans-regional, multi-
domain, and multi-functional threats, Canada must continue to work with its
allies to understand the broader effects of the return of major power
competition to the international system and to regions like the Arctic, and what
this means for Canadian defence relationships and partnerships. Emerging
threats to North America, across all domains, must be situated in the context of
continental defence and the longstanding Canada-US defence partnership
exemplified by the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD).
This binational command has proven effective in deterring, detecting, and
defending North America’s approaches since the 1950s, and it remains “the
cornerstone of Canada’s defence relationship with the US, and provides both
countries with greater continental security than could be achieved
individually.”'" Resurgent major power competition and advances in weapons
technology pose new threats to continental security, however, which require
NORAD to modernize and evolve to meet current and future threats.

Both Swrong, Secure, Engaged and the Arctic and Northern Policy
Framework underscore the importance of NORAD modernization efforts, the
integration of layered sensor and defeat systems, and improving the Canadian
Armed Forces’ (CAF’s) reach and mobility in the Arctic within this alliance
construct. New commitments, however, will require creative thinking about
infrastructure, surveillance and detection, interception capabilities, and
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command and control relationships. As Charron discusses in chapter 7,
NORAD’s “crest includes a broad sword facing due north, suggesting that the
avenue of potential attack against North America is through the Arctic.” In
light of advanced technologies and capabilities that adversaries can use to strike
from multiple directions, the binational command has turned its focus to “all-
domain” awareness, improved command and control, and enhancing targeting
capabilities that can allow decision-makers to respond “at the speed of
relevance.”’* US Northern Command and NORAD highlight the importance
of advanced sensors that can detect, track, and discriminate advanced cruise
missiles, ballistic missiles, hypersonic weapons, and small unmanned aerial
systems at full ranges (as well as the platforms that carry these weapons). They
also promote new mechanisms to defeat advanced threat systems (including
advanced cruise missiles capable of striking North America “from launch boxes
in the Arctic”)."® Accordingly, talk of the need to “harden the shield” to project
a credible deterrent against conventional and below-the-threshold attacks on
North America anticipates new Canada-US solutions that will incorporate
Arctic sensors and systems in a layered “ecosystem” of sensors, fusion functions,
and defeat mechanisms. '4

Furthermore, Canada is working with its NATO allies to re-examine
conventional deterrence and how to counter adversarial activities “below the
threshold” of armed conflict in the Arctic. The statement in Strong, Secure,
Engaged that “NATO has also increased its attention to Russia’s ability to
project force from its Arctic territory into the North Atlantic, and its potential
to challenge NATO’s collective defence posture,” marks a measured shift in
Canada’s official position. Despite Canada’s reticence to have the alliance adopt
an explicit Arctic role over the past decade, the inclusion of this reference — as
well as the commitment to “support the strengthening of situational awareness
and information sharing in the Arctic, including with NATO” — indicates a
newfound openness to multilateral engagement on “hard security” in the Arctic
with its European allies. NATO is the cornerstone of both the Danish and
Norwegian defence and security policies, which also opens opportunities for
enhanced bilateral relationships. How this newfound interest in NATO’s Arctic
posture interacts with Canada’s longstanding preference to partner bilaterally
with the US on North American continental defence remains to be clarified in
the next decade.
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Threats toand in the Canadian Arctic: Towards a whole-of-society
approach

The growing realization of the disproportionate impact of anthropogenic
climate change on the circumpolar region, and the concomitant social,
economic, and environmental consequences for the rest of the world, also
commands global attention. Canada’s Arctic and Northern Policy Framework
highlights that “the Canadian North is warming at about 3 times the global
average rate, which is affecting the land, biodiversity, cultures and traditions.”
This rapid change is “having far-reaching effects on the lives and well-being of
northerners, threatening food security and the transportation of essential goods
and endangering the stability and functioning of delicate ecosystems and critical
infrastructure.” There is extensive Canadian interest in how these changes affect
Northern peoples and the environment that sustains them at local and domestic
scales, as well as the implications of rising international interest in the region.
Although non-Arctic observers have traditionally confined their polar interest
to scientific research and environmental issues, over the past decade, significant
international interest and attention has turned to oil, gas and minerals, fisheries,
shipping, and Arctic governance. In turn, this has generated debates in the
Arctic states about non-Arctic states’ intentions and the roles that the latter
should play in regional governance.?

Thus, while most Canadian analysts now downplay the probability of
military and security threats to or in the Canadian Arctic directly related to
resources or sovereignty, globalization and growing interest in the large-scale
development of natural resources mean more activity in the Arctic. This
increasing activity means a growing need to understand, monitor, and react to
activities affecting security. NATO’s 2017 Strategic Foresight Analysis notes that
“the growing number of stakeholders combined with the interconnected nature
of the international system, the exponential rate of change and the confluence
of trends has continued to increase the potential for disorder and uncertainty in
every aspect of world affairs.”'® Accordingly, Canadians must look to more
comprehensive approaches that accept and incorporate complexity and
uncertainty (a theme developed by Hoogensen Gjorv and Hodgson in chapter
1). The ANPF observes that “the qualities that make the Canadian Arctic and
North such a special place, its size, climate, and small but vibrant and resilient
populations, also pose unique security challenges, making it difficult to
maintain situational awareness and respond to emergencies or military threats
when and where they occur.” Climate change compounds these challenges,
reshaping the regional environment and, in some contexts and seasons,
facilitating greater access to an increasingly “broad range of actors and interests”
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(both Canadian and international). Accordingly, the 2019 policy framework
emphasizes that to protect the safety and security of people in the region, and
safeguard the ability to defend the Canadian Arctic and North - as well as
North America - now and into the future, a multi-faceted and holistic
approach is required. The complexity of the regional security environment
places a premium on collaboration amongst all levels of government,
Indigenous peoples, and local communities, as well as with trusted international
partners.

Given the high proportion of Indigenous people (Inuit, First Nations, and
Métis) in Canada’s Arctic population, as well as Ottawa’s political focus on
improving Indigenous-Crown relations and promoting reconciliation, the
Canadian Arctic and North has a much higher political profile than simple
population statistics and parliamentary representation numbers might suggest.
As the Arctic Human Development Report notes, Indigenous peoples” “efforts to
secure  self-determination and self-government are influencing Arctic
governance in ways that will have a profound impact on the region and its
inhabitants in the years to come.”'” Canadian reports highlight longstanding
inequalities in transportation, energy, communications, employment,
community infrastructure, health services, and education that continue to
disadvantage Northerners compared to other Canadians. Furthermore, poor
socioeconomic and health indicators also point to significant gaps between
Northern Canadian jurisdictions and their southern counterparts, elucidating
higher rates of human insecurity iz the Canadian Arctic. Accordingly, Canada’s
defence and security policies and practices align with its broader national
strategy for the Canadian Arctic and the Circumpolar North, which promotes
“a shared vision of the future where northern and Arctic people are thriving,
strong and safe.”!®

Conclusions

Changing power dynamics in the Arctic are unlikely to derive from
regional disputes over boundaries, resources, or regional governance in the next
fifteen years, and instead will be a reflection of broader international forces and
dynamics. Accordingly, Canada’s Arctic faces no near-term conventional
military threats — although resurgent strategic competition globally may have
“spill over” effects on circumpolar security. In the case of the North American
Arctic, observations or drivers associated with geostrategic competition at the
international systemic level should not be misapplied to objective and subjective
geographical assessments of the regional Arctic security environment.'

Although the evolving international balance of power may undermine global
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peace and security, this is not necessarily a zero-sum game in terms of Arctic
regional stability.

Rather than promoting a narrative of inherent competition or impending
conflict, Strong, Secure, Engaged emphasizes that “Arctic states have long
cooperated on economic, environmental, and safety issues, particularly through
the Arctic Council, the premier body for cooperation in the region. All Arctic
states have an enduring interest in continuing this productive collaboration.”
This last sentence suggests that Russia (described elsewhere in the policy
document as a state “willing to test the international security environment,”
and which had reintroduced “a degree of major power competition”) has vested
national interests in a stable circumpolar region. Accordingly, the drivers of
Arctic change in Canada’s defence policy emphasize the rise of security and
safety challenges iz the Arctic, rather than conventional defence threats 70 the
Arctic, thus confirming the line of reasoning that has become well entrenched
in defence planning over the last decade.”® Strong, Secure, Engaged also
highlights how international threats may pass through the Arctic to reach targets
outside of the region.

The Arctic is inextricably tied to the rest of Canada, to North America, and
to the international system as a whole. This interconnectedness brings
opportunities for communities, governance, and economic development, and
also poses complex, multifaceted challenges. Accordingly, strategic forecasters
must situate the Canadian Arctic in global, regional, and domestic contexts in
order to anticipate new challenges, promote effective adaptations to changing
circumstances, and identify how the military should be trained and equipped to
act decisively in concert with its allies. Current discussions about the future of
the North American defence and security architecture, including new
“ecosystem” approaches to integrating layered defences, anticipate a future
where NORAD might achieve all-domain awareness from the seabed to outer
space, and have the ability to fuse the data from these sensors into a common
operating picture that decision-makers can use to achieve “information
dominance” and “decision superiority.”*! As Charron discusses in her chapter,
the full extent of Canada’s contribution to continental defence modernization
remains to be determined, but its Arctic will inevitably factor heavily given that
the polar region still represents the fastest avenue of approach to North America
for various delivery systems emanating from major power competitors.

Anticipating and addressing twenty-first century challenges requires clear,
coordinated action in order to leverage the broad and deep expertise of the
modern state and civil society. In the defence and security realm, Canada’s
Arctic policy emphasizes that meeting “enormous collective challenges requires
coordinated action across the whole-of-government — military capabilities
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working hand in hand with diplomacy and development.” Taken together, the
opportunities, challenges, increased competition, and risks associated with a
more accessible (and unpredictable) Arctic require a greater presence of security
organizations, strengthened emergency management, and improved situational
awareness. They also require more fidelity in anticipating and preparing to
address different threats through, to, and in Arctic regions.
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The Evolving Arctic Security
Environment
Rob Huebert

The Arctic security environment is changing, with far-reaching
consequences. The end of the Cold War fuelled a mistaken belief that with the
collapse of the USSR all security requirements of the region had ended. This
was simply false and wishful thinking. This chapter identifies how, since 1989,
there have been four distinct security phases in the region:

1) 1989-2000 — the period of Arctic demilitarization;

2) 2000-2014 — the re-emergence of national security Arctic imperatives;

3) 2014-2017 — preparing for the re-emergence of the strategic Arctic;

and

4) 2018-2021 — the return of the Arctic Cold War.

Phase 1: Demilitarization and the Rise of Multilateralism 1989-2000

The first phase of the Arctic security environment took place from 1989 to
approximately 2000. It was in this time period that the USSR imploded and
economically was unable to maintain its Arctic-based military capabilities. The
Soviet/Russian forces were severely downsized to the point of near elimination.
As a result, the other Arctic coastal states — Canada, Norway, Denmark, and the
United States — also downsized much of their Arctic capabilities. Even the
United States Navy moved to build a cheaper and less Arctic-capable class of
attack submarines.

As the United States moved to reduce its costs of operating in the Arctic, it
did not abandon its Arctic security role. While it was willing to allow the
creation of new multilateral Arctic-focused bodies such as the Arctic
Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) and the subsequent Arctic Council,
it insisted that none of these new entities could address hard security issues.
While it also stopped production of the very Arctic-capable Seawolf-class attack
submarines, their replacements — of the Virginia class — were given under-ice
capabilities and continued to operate in the Arctic as they came on-line. The
United States was also the only Arctic state that continued to hold large-scale
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operations in its Arctic region, albeit in the summer months and at a smaller
scale that what had been done during the Cold War.

The Soviet/Russian deterioration was so severe that much of its nuclear-
powered submarine force was left to literally rot in harbours in and around
Murmansk. This created a potential environmental nuclear threat for the entire
region. Fears developed that some of these submarines could experience either a
nuclear spill or even a meltdown. As a result, the United States, Norway,
Russia, and the UK formed the Arctic Military Environmental Cooperation
(AMEC). The three Western states provided substantial economic and
technical assistance to Russia to assist in the safe and proper decommissioning
of the former Soviet submarines. In turn, the G-8 nations also made the
decision in 2002 to join in the process, and provided substantial funds for this
clean-up.

As these efforts were being taken to safely dispose of the former Soviet
nuclear fleet, the Russian government became willing to engage in multilateral
diplomacy, forming a series of new Arctic governance agreements. The Arctic
Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) (1991), which then evolved into the
Arctic Council (1996), have been very successful in bringing the former Arctic
enemies together to deal with international environmental security issues.
Several non-Arctic countries, such as the United Kingdom, very early
recognized the importance of these bodies, and joined as observer states in

1998.

Phase 2: Re-emergence of Arctic National Security 2000-2014

In around 2000, the larger international community began to realize that
the Arctic was entering a period of physical transformation. Some scientists had
begun to suspect, as early as in the 1980s, that climate change was beginning to
melt the polar ice caps. By the turn of the new millennium, however, greater
international awareness had been aroused. As such, most of the coastal Arctic
states began to rebuild their Arctic capabilities, with Norway, Canada,
Denmark, and Russia procuring new equipment and launching new and
expanded exercises and operations in the region. During this time period,
China, Japan, South Korea, and India became interested in the region in
anticipation of its growing accessibility.

Of the Arctic states, Russia initiated the most serious efforts to rebuild its
Arctic forces. At this time, however, most Western observers were largely
dismissive of the Russian efforts, and tended to view them as posturing for
domestic purposes. This new Russian focus overlapped with the rise to power
of Vladimir Putin, and, as events demonstrated, this was not mere rhetoric.
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President Putin publicly announced at the Munich Security Conference in
2007 that Russia was pursuing great power status. While many dismissed this
speech act, the Russian government began rebuilding its military capability, and
has continued to consistently since that time.

The Russians placed the greatest emphasis on the rebuilding of their
submarine fleet, and particularly their nuclear-missile-carrying submarines
(SSBNs) that formed the backbone of their nuclear deterrent. While they have
faced significant problems in restarting much of their ship-building capability,
they have persevered. The Russians also began to use military force to prevent
former Soviet republics from joining NATO. This first occurred in 2008
against Georgia. In 2014, Russia seized the Crimean peninsula, and instigated a
series of military actions against Ukraine when its government was changed and
started to consider membership in both NATO and the EU. In both instances,
the Russian actions prevented those two states from pursuing NATO
membership.

Toward the latter part of the 2000s, Russia also began to reinitiate Arctic
military operations for both power projection and the protection of its
deterrent forces. In 2007, it resumed long-range bomber patrols up to the
airspaces of Canada, the United States, Norway, Iceland, and the UK, and has
intensified these flights in both number and complexity since that time. It also
resumed SSBN Arctic patrols in 2008.

At the same time, the United States has taken measures to demonstrate
that it also continues to engage its nuclear-powered attack submarines (SSNs)
in the Arctic. It does so by allowing its submarines to participate in a bi-annual
scientific exercise that publicly showcases its most advanced submarines
(including the newest Virginia class) operating in Arctic waters. British
submarines also continue to operate in the Arctic, as demonstrated when
HMS Tireless suffered a major accident while operating off the coast of Alaska
in 2007. The British resumed engaging with the Americans in 2018, when the
HMS Trenchant participated in ICEX 2018 along with the USS Connecticur
and USS Hartford.

The Americans also began a process of advancing their nuclear missile
defence systems by deploying their Ground-based Midcourse Defense (GMD)
in Fort Greely, Alaska. They subsequently added more interceptors as they
became more concerned about the North Korean nuclear threat. The location
of the missile base has implications for Arctic security, and as their F-22 and F-
35 fighters have come on-line, an increasing number have been deployed to air
bases in Alaska.

A similar process began in and around the Russian northern bases. As the
Russians have modernized and increased their northern fleet, they have rebuilt
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and strengthened their northern military infrastructure. While they officially
stated that these were for search and rescue purposes in a melting Arctic, new
and rebuilt runways also are able to accommodate their most advanced fighters
and bombers. Most recently, the Russians have deployed MiG-31s, armed with
Kh-47M2 Kinzhal ballistic missiles, to the Rogachevo air base in the Russian
central Arctic region.

In effect, the period of 2000-2014 saw a renewed effort on the part of the
Arctic coastal states to rebuild their Arctic military capabilities. What
confounded many observers at the time was the difficulty of determining the
motivation for this renewal. In part, it was driven by the perceived need to
prepare for a melting Arctic, but there was also a motivation to rebuild and
strengthen military capabilities for usage in other areas. The placement and use
of the Arctic region for strategic forces reflected geography and technology
rather than any specific concern about a possible conflict in the Arctic.
Nevertheless, this geopolitical reality means that both the United States and
Russia have continued to see the Arctic in an increasingly important strategic

light.

Phase 3: Preparing to Return to the Cold War 2014-2017

The Russian military intervention in Ukraine has had a profound impact
on the relationship between Russia and the other Arctic states. Following the
intervention in eastern Ukraine and the military seizure of Crimea, Canada, the
United States, Norway, and the UK (among others) enacted sanctions on the
Putin administration and specifically targeted the Russian oil and gas industry
in the Russian North. The US, UK, and Canada also sent both military aid and
trainers to Ukraine, which increased tensions with Russia. While some states
such as Canada and the US attempted to argue that the overall deterioration of
the relationship did not affect Arctic cooperation in the Arctic Council and
other fora, there has been a significant reduction in overall cooperation in the
Arctic region (and particularly in the military sphere).

As mentioned earlier, the roots of this break can more accurately be traced
back to 2008, when the Russians used military force in Georgia partly as a
response to the American efforts to draw that country into NATO. Although a
wide number of factors influenced the Russian use of force, this was the first
instance where a link may be made between the Russian use of its military and
its ability to stop NATO expansion. The Ukrainian action in 2014, however,
had the most significant effect on the relationship between Russia and the other
Arctic states.



52 Huebert

The Russians have also used their military as an instrument of intimidation
with their Baltic and Arctic neighbours. Finland and Sweden have both
reported an increase in Russian military violations of their air and maritime
spaces. Norway and the UK have also seen an increased number of Russian
aircraft coming close to and sometimes violating their respective national
airspaces. The increased Russian air activity has also led to the resumption of
US bomber patrols in the Arctic region.

The Russians also publicly showcased elements of the Northern Fleet in
their military mission in Syria in 2016. When the leading element of this force
(including Russia’s only aircraft carrier) left Murmansk, it sailed through the
English Channel — thus attracting considerable attention in the UK. Since
2017, Russia has steadily increased its military activities in the Russian North,
to the point where many observers have begun to suggest that the country has
moved from securitizing its Arctic space to militarizing it. The difference is
understood as moving from a defensive posture to one that is more aggressive.

At the same time, China has also begun to deploy elements of its naval
forces into the Arctic. A five-ship task force sailed through the Aleutian Island
chain in 2015. While it was careful to respect all elements of international
maritime law, it did sail as close to Alaskan waters as was possible. Around the
same time, a Chinese naval vessel paid the first port visit ever to Finland,
Sweden, and Denmark. This illustrates the growing importance that China is
now giving to the region.

Phase 4: Returning to the Cold War 2018-2021

Increased Russian activities and heightened Chinese interest in the region
have provoked renewed American attention to the strategic importance of the
Arctic. At the May 2019 Arctic Council ministerial meeting in Helsinki, US
Secretary of State Michael Pompeo accused both Russia and China of
militarizing the Arctic. This speech surprised many observers. At the same time,
the United States began to change its Arctic policies and actions, including the
re-establishment of the Second Fleet. USS Eisenhower deployed along with its
escorts above the Arctic Circle in 2018 — the first time an American aircraft
carrier had done this since the end of the Cold War. The US Coast Guard,
Navy, and Air Force have all issued their own Arctic strategies, which cite rising
great power competition as a major threat to regional security and cooperation.
This has corresponded with the rise of NATO-based exercises in Northern
locations, including both land-based operations in Norway (Trident Junction
and Trident Jackal) as well as anti-submarine exercises in northern European
waters (Dynamic Mongoose).
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The period of 2014-2018 did not see an immediate increase in tensions
about the Arctic. Indeed, in some instances, the ability of all the Arctic states to
cooperate shows that the region itself seemed to avoid strategic tensions playing
out elsewhere in the world. This time period also indicates that, despite the best
efforts to keep the Arctic separate from conflicts elsewhere, the region is being
drawn into the larger international strategic environment and regaining the
importance that it held as a strategic location during the Cold War. Since 2018,
this consensus has broken down. This may partly reflect the changing policies
introduced by the Trump administration, and its more aggressive foreign policy
rhetoric. The Trump administration also indicated a growing displeasure with
its traditional European allies and, conversely, its respect for the Russian
administration. It is difficult to determine why its articulation of a more
aggressive Arctic policy seemed to better embrace its European allies while
clearly identifying the Russians as the threat in the region. The identification of
China as a threat is more consistent with the overall tenor of the
administration’s concerns with Chinese foreign and defence policy overall.

Why is this Happening?

Understanding the Arctic region in security terms is difficult, owing to
three core strategic frameworks that can be complimentary, but are now
increasingly contradictory. On the one hand, the Arctic Ocean is emerging as a
“new ocean.” The Arctic Ocean has always existed, but the existence of a
permanent ice cover has meant that there has been little opportunity for its use,
except by Northern Indigenous peoples such as the Inuit. With the melting of
the permanent ice cover owing to climate change, coupled with significant
advancements in transportation technology, the Arctic Ocean is now opening
to a wide range of new uses. Consequently, many of the coastal states in the
Arctic, and specifically Russia, have begun a process of rebuilding their military
and security forces to protect this opening region.

At the same time, the Arctic Ocean, since the end of the Second World
War, has been one of the most important strategic locations for the
maintenance of the nuclear deterrence system that developed with the advent of
missile technology, nuclear-powered submarines, jet bombers, and nuclear
weapons. While the end of the Cold War diminished the Arctic Ocean’s role in
this system, it was not eliminated. Both the Americans and the Russians
continued to build and maintain their weapon systems necessary for the
protection of their deterrence systems in the Arctic. Much of this activity has
remained hidden from public observation, however, and therefore has either
been discounted or ignored.
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The third strategic framework is emerging because of the first two. As
Russia moves to build up its military forces to protect its interests in the Arctic,
and as it moves to rebuild its nuclear deterrent in the region, it has also
discovered that these forces have allowed it to emerge as a regional military
hegemon. This has become more important as Russia has increasingly moved to
utilize military force to achieve political objectives in areas such as Georgia,
Ukraine, and Syria.

The net effect of these three strategic frameworks is that most observers
have focused on the efforts of the Arctic states to reassert military security
capabilities in the region. For the most part, these actions have been
characterized as constabulary in nature, and most observers have suggested that
the coastal states are justified in taking these actions. Efforts are now being
taken by Arctic coastal states such as Russia, the United States, Norway,
Canada, and Denmark to improve their military capabilities in the region, as a
means to respond to environmental accidents, fulfill search and rescue needs,
and meet other requirements that will be associated with the increasing use of
the region.

More problematic is the re-emergence of great power politics as Russia
moves to consolidate and reassert itself as a major power increasingly at odds
with the West. Both the United States and Russia are increasingly relying on
the Arctic to revisit the protection of their nuclear deterrents. At the same time,
Russia is also increasingly using its growing regional hegemony to assert itself
elsewhere. Thus, the real military challenge is not about a conflict over the
Arctic and/or its resources, but rather how the Arctic is being used by the
predominant military powers. What further confound observers are the Russian
actions, based on several different imperatives, that will require a layered
response to their increasingly assertive worldwide actions. At the same time, it is
necessary to wait to see if the more assertive American position since 2018 was
specific to the Trump administration, or if it represented a more permanent
change in policy. While the new Biden administration has strongly signalled
that it wishes to “undo” much of Trump’s agenda, it has also stated its
intention to hold Russia to account for its actions against the United States.
This leaves mixed indications about what will happen in the Arctic.
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Soft Security Responses to Hard Power
Competition

Ernie Regehr

The NATO world has by now settled into a broadly shared understanding
of current Arctic militarization as regards its erstwhile Cold War nemesis. There
is the clear Russian commitment to re-establishing a prominent conventional
military footprint throughout its Arctic zone, in addition to its always
prominent nuclear/strategic footprint on the Kola Peninsula and neighbouring
waters. While Russia’s conventional military posture in the Arctic is widely
acknowledged as being primarily defensive, there are nevertheless growing
concerns about its current and potential power projection capabilities. The
other Arctic states (all NATO members or partners) still consider it unlikely
that they will face state-based military threats in the foreseeable future, but they
do worry that competition among the major powers inevitably spills into the
region, leading them to expand their own northern military footprints.

Hard and Soft Security Operations'

This post-Crimea consensus drives heightened hard security military
operations in the region, as the two sides stake out Arctic postures against
potential state-to-state military threats in the context of globally resurgent great
power competition. At the same time, national armed forces, including
Russia’s, are also scaling up their domestic military operations to support
northern civilian authorities in their soft security mandates to reinforce
sovereignty, monitor and control increasingly accessible frontiers, and serve
public safety. These dual militarizing trends in the Arctic are accompanied by
significantly downgraded dialogue and diplomatic engagement on security
matters.

The relative impact of these two related but still distinct lines of hard and
soft military operations on Arctic security recalls what Harvard international
relations scholar Stephen Walt has called his heretical thought:

What if foreign policy isn’t as important as foreign-policy mavens

like me maintain? What if developments and policies inside the
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country are far more consequential—at least most of the time—than

what its leaders do on the global stage??

With apologies to Prof. Walt, what if Arctic military postures oriented to
East/West strategic competition are not nearly as consequential for national
security and regional stability as domestic military missions in support of peace,
order, and good governance?

That question is explored in three contexts: the inability of expanding hard
security operations in the Arctic to avoid the security dilemma of escalatory and
destabilizing push back; the failure to recognize soft security operations for their
contributions to regional stability; and the need to mitigate the risks inherent in
up-tempo security operations through military-to-military consultations, arms
control talks, and broader diplomatic engagement to stabilize great power
competition.

Hard Security Operations and Arctic Instability

The dynamic that pits Russia’s Arctic military footprint and its capacity to
project power southward into the North Atlantic and beyond, against NATO’s
northward reach into Russia’s Barents Sea bastion and the home waters of its
Kola Peninsula-based Northern Fleet, is the primary context for the great
power competition spilling into the Arctic. Add to that the expanded air patrols
on both sides of the East/West frontier in Northern Europe and along the
North American Arctic and Kamchatka coasts, as well as the emergence of new
warhead delivery systems (conventional or nuclear), including hypersonic glide
missiles and long-range air- and sea-launched cruise missiles, and the region’s
links to great power competition become undeniable.

All those operations and systems emerge out of globalized competition;
literally none are in response to Arctic-generated conflicts or tensions. Russia’s
interests in pressing southwards are to potentially disrupt transatlantic shipping
and communications links that could support NATO operations in a
European-centred conflict with Russia, and to maintain assured access to the
wider Atlantic for its Northern Fleet, including attack submarines armed with
long-range cruise missiles. NATO’s interests in pressing northward are to hold
Russia’s sea-based deterrent at risk, and to potentially disrupt Kola-based
reinforcements and deny Northern Fleet access to the North Atlantic, both in
the context of a European-centred conflict.

None of these operations or systems can escape the classic “security
dilemma” — the dynamic whereby one side’s efforts to gain military advantage
over a peer adversary are matched or exceeded by the other, leading to an
escalating competition that inevitably leaves both sides less secure.” A notable
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case in point is the Pentagon’s North American plan for the Strategic Home
and Integrated Ecosystem for Layered Defense (SHIELD). With particular
worries about Russian and Chinese long-range cruise and hypersonic missiles
capable of striking North American military targets with conventional warheads
(threats considered not amenable to nuclear deterrence), the SHIELD is
described as “a layered” system of systems, with the “ability to detect any threat
approaching the continent,” that will “alert decision-makers” and “guide defeat
mechanisms” to incoming targets.*

A frank security dilemma prognosis by the Pentagon would anticipate its
adversaries responding by expanding their inventories of attacking missiles.
Indeed, the SHIELD’s designers expect exactly that. Because the SHIELD
could be overwhelmed by mass cruise missile attacks, its designers have made
pre-emptive attacks against cruise missile platforms (archers), before they can
launch their missiles (arrows), a “key component” of their plan.’ So, in addition
to incentivizing adversaries to expand their inventories of both missiles and
launch platforms, the SHIELD’s pre-emption strategy could drive both sides in
a crisis or conflict to conclude that the advantage would go to the side shooting
first — that there would be advantages to starting or escalating a great power
war. Canada, having committed to modernizing the Arctic-based North
Warning System as part of the SHIELD infrastructure, will, to its credit, find it
a challenge to muster either the funds or the policy needed to embrace a system
that so prominently “blur[s] the lines between offensive and defensive
missions.”®

In a similar dynamic, US/NATO Barents Sea patrols to hold Russian
submarines carrying strategic-range nuclear-armed missiles (SSBNs) at risk,
while gaining no military advantage from threatening second-strike deterrent
forces, prompt Russia to intensify its defence of the Barents Sea bastion. That
in turn leads the US and NATO to interpret those bolstered defences as adding
to Russia’s capacity to project power into the North Atlantic, generating the
inevitable push back — an arms race.

Soft Security Operations and Regional Stability

With those dynamics at the fore, Arctic security discourse tilts readily
towards the geostrategic, but significant military operations in the region are in
fact prominently oriented to supporting civilian authorities focused on soft
security objectives. Reinforcing sovereignty, enhancing local domain awareness,
protecting the integrity and sustainability of the environment and critical
economic infrastructure, ensuring safe and secure transportation systems,
monitoring air and maritime frontiers, and supporting the safety and prosperity
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of Northern peoples and communities through search and rescue and other
emergency responses’ — these civilian-led missions are supported throughout
the Arctic by military and paramilitary forces. Not only are they essential to
domestic peace, order, and good governance, but they also make key, albeit
underappreciated, contributions to regional stability and conflict prevention.

American polar analyst Joshua Tallis, of the Center for Naval Analyses and
the Newport Arctic Scholars Initiative, argues in Foreign Policy that the great
power competition framework is too narrow and confrontational to guide US
Arctic policy. He calls instead on the Biden administration to address Arctic
challenges “under the rubric ... of positively reinforcing regional governance
and rules.”® The recent Chatham House Arctic Hard Security Taskforce report
also concluded that “softer forms of cooperation among the Arctic states can
help manage the risks created by the growing emphasis on hard security in the
region.”” National military forces that support the domestic soft security
missions of civilian authorities contribute to regional stability in addition to the
stability of their own states. A region of domestically stable states, open to
cross-border engagements on a range of issues, notably public safety operations
such as search and rescue and environmental clean-up, promotes the opposite
of a security dilemma.

It also happens to be the case that states and regions where good
governance prevails, in which the institutions that mediate political and social
differences hold the confidence of their populations, are at very low risk of
having their sovereignty and territorial integrity militarily challenged. Post-
Cold War interventions or attacks on sovereign states have occurred almost
exclusively in contexts of chronic political instability (Ukraine and Georgia
among them).'” President Barack Obama’s 2016 farewell address'' made a
similar point when he reminded Americans that how their democracy is
practiced impacts not only politics and the economy, but also America’s ability
to protect its homeland.

Stable states are secure states, and Arctic states wary of Russia are
confidently governed spaces that enjoy deeply rooted political stability, which
means that they are in possession of one of the more effective defences against
attack. Of course, not Arctic stability, nor Ilulissat principles, nor soft security
assistance to civilian authorities can prevent major powers from going to war
elsewhere — or prevent such a war from spilling into the Arctic. But political
stability and soft security pursuits are central to ensuring that the Arctic does
not become the spark that ignites a major power cataclysm. Tallis notes that
“while strategic competition among rival powers will not disappear, in the
Arctic, the Biden administration’s most effective approach will be a United
States committed to a positive rules-based regional agenda.”"?
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Dialogue and Diplomacy

Arctic military operations in thrall to geopolitical competition are attended
by risks of accidental close encounters, misinterpretations of intentions, and
miscalculations in responses to perceived provocations. These dangers pile onto
already existing tensions and mistrust, risking skirmishes and even direct
combat engagements. And in recognition of these dangers, there has been a
crescendo of calls for renewed dialogue and diplomacy to manage Arctic
security arrangements in ways that reduce the region’s risk of being
inadvertently drawn into crises.

The Arctic Security Forces Roundtable (ASFR) is a dialogue forum,
intended to engage “senior military officers, military and governmental Arctic
experts, and academics specializing in defence and the Arctic, to promote
greater regional understanding, dialogue, and cooperation in the Arctic
region.”"® It includes non-Arctic states like France, Germany, the Netherlands,
and the United Kingdom. Since 2014, Russia has not participated. This
exclusion is lamented in a 2020 experts’ report on “The Future of Arctic
Security” by the Netherlands Institute of International Relations (Clingendael).
That report also suggests that the ASFR address a broadened agenda that would
include conflict prevention and de-escalation.'

The Arctic Chiefs of Defence Staff meetings had similar functions and
included Russia, but it has not met since 2013. In a 2020 report, the Newport
Arctic Scholars Initiative at the US Naval War College, a gathering of national
security practitioners and scholars, calls for a resumption of such meetings, to
help “prevent misunderstandings and unintended security escalation,” and to
promote “information sharing, transparency measures, and other cooperative
mechanisms.”"® The Arctic Hard Security Taskforce also recommends bringing
Russia back into consultative processes, with the caution that its inclusion
should not be interpreted as accepting past unacceptable behaviour.'® Similarly,
some 145 security experts convened by the European Leadership Network
called in 2020 for NATO/Russian military-to-military dialogue, perceiving it as
being “necessary to increase predictability and reduce the risk of military
incidents at sea, in the air and on land escalating to the level of military
conflict.”!” The context was Europe, but the principle holds for the Arctic.

The exclusionary policies that sought to marginalize Russia in a region that
it dominates were always unrealistic, inasmuch as the refusal to engage Russia
on security matters in the Arctic was not about to alter the realities in Ukraine,
Crimea, or Georgia. The Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE), of which all Arctic states are members, has a lot to say,
through the Vienna Document,'® about military-to-military consultation and
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information exchanges in the interests of stability and risk reduction — a key
feature being that engagement is not suspended in moments of crisis, when
needed most. While Arctic states are currently disinclined to take Arctic issues
to the OSCE, the Clingendael Report nevertheless argues that “the experience
of the OSCE regarding risk reduction, incident prevention, confidence-
building measures and promoting military transparency in other regions could
be made use of in the Arctic.”” The 2014 Arctic Yearbook also includes an
exploration of OSCE security- and confidence-building measures in the context
of the Arctic.?

The Newport Scholars group also recommends the creation of “a new
high-level political-military forum for the Arctic,” arguing that “the past success
of the Arctic Five — the five coastal states — in developing the 2008 Ilulissat
Declaration illustrates the potential of creating a new security forum for the
Arctic.”*" The idea of an Arctic Military Code of Conduct is also gaining
currency. It would require buy-in from all states with armed forces capable of
operating in the Arctic, and proponents see it as defining acceptable military
practices and promoting transparency, “with a view to reducing irresponsible
military activity and brinkmanship, whilst preserving a ‘low tension’ Arctic
environment.”*

While the Arctic is accurately described as peaceful, the Inuit Circumpolar
Council’s (ICC’s) Utgiagvik Declaration of 2018 insists that keeping it so will
require re-energized diplomacy toward entrenching the Arctic as a peaceful
zone.” Earlier resolutions, in 1977 and 1983, similarly sought to advance the
Arctic as a zone of peace. In a submission to a Canadian Senate Special
Committee on the Arctic, the ICC pointed to its own record of “positive

 including its close ties to the Russian

international circumpolar relations,”
Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North, to call for “an enhanced Inuit
role in Arctic diplomacy.”

The cooperation that has long been recognized as an essential component
of routine Arctic life is now a requirement for stabilizing the region’s security
environment. Canadian policy puts the case for Arctic cooperation about as
clearly as any in its pledge to “continue to support the co-operative, rules-based
international order that has served national and global interests by fostering

peace, security and stability for the circumpolar Arctic.”?

Summary

Just as the Arctic cannot avoid spill-over from the currently intensifying
competition among the major powers, it also cannot exempt its regional hard
power military operations from the security dilemma of escalating military
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assertions and counter-assertions that ultimately diminishes the security of the
entire region. But Arctic states are not wanting for means of mitigating some of
those destabilizing effects. Domestic soft security operations contribute to
regional stability through providing aid to civilian authorities in support of
good governance, and serve as a stabilizing influence in state-to-state and day-
to-day relations among regional neighbours. Cross-border military cooperation
that includes Russia, notably in search and rescue and the Arctic Coast Guard
Forum, as well as an impressive record of producing regional agreements,
reinforces expectations that regional cooperation can be sustained, even in the
face of challenging geostrategic trends. The disruptive implications for the
Arctic of heightened great power competition have awakened a sense of urgency
toward reinstating and expanding inclusive regional military-to-military
dialogue. There is also a growing recognition that a more institutionalized
process for dialogue and consultation on arms control and the conditions for
strategic stability is essential for the major powers to step back from the
destabilizing path on which they are now embarked.
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Beyond the North Warning System
Andrea Charron

The main solution to deterring and defending North America via the
Arctic has been a series of radar lines strung across Alaska, the Canadian Arctic,
and Greenland. They have been upgraded and relocated over the decades.
Throughout the Cold War, the North American Arctic was a vector of attack;
after all, the Soviet Union, Canada, and the United States are polar neighbours.
The North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) has always
been closely associated with defending the Arctic. Its crest includes a broad
sword facing due north, suggesting that the avenue of potential attack against
North America is through the Arctic. Surveilling the massive Canadian Arctic,
therefore, has always been an important link in the chain of measures to deter,
detect, and defeat threats facing North America via the Arctic approaches. Now
that great power politics has re-emerged, the United States is making homeland
defence a key priority, which means that the main radars in the Arctic are fore
in the minds of North American defence planners. The renewal of the North
Warning System (NWS), however, is not sufficient. Indeed, NORAD needs
“modernizing,” and the defence of North America writ large requires
evolutionary changes.

The NWS is a major source of information for NORAD - a binational
command charged with the missions of aerospace warning and aerospace
control for North America, and, more recently, maritime warning. Aerospace
warning includes the detection and validation of attack against North America,
whether by aircraft, missiles, or space vehicles, through mutual support
arrangements with other commands and select allies. The NWS is made up of a
series of unmanned long- and short-range radars dotting the North American
Arctic and Greenland in support of air defence and frontier control. It was
completed between 1986 and 1992, using 1970s technology, and was designed
to detect air bomber threats from the Soviet Union travelling in a north-south
direction at an assumed speed and altitude. The radars are reaching the end of
their serviceable life, however. The American and Canadian defence industries
are racing for a chance to provide both militaries with the latest technology to
replace the old radars. But to what ends? More sensors are neither the magic
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nor only solution to “modernizing” NORAD, which encompasses many
initiatives, including improving infrastructure and communication systems in
the Arctic, new command and control arrangements and positions, and using
artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning to glean more information
from existing sensors. New radars are but one, very small part of a wider effort
to reconsider what it means to defend North America — beyond technology and
the North Warning System.

The United States is engaged in a recent and hurried pivot to the Arctic
because of increased competition with Russia and China, climate change, and
increased commercial interests in the region. NORAD and the United States
Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) are responsible for defending North
America, but they can no longer do so independently of the other US
combatant commands and NATO allies. The US pivot to the Arctic has
implications for Canada and for other partners, including Arctic NATO allies.
such as Denmark (Greenland) and Norway, who must contribute to air,
surface, and subsurface situational awareness beyond what the NWS provides.
The defence of North America needs to be thought of as a global effort
reimagined for the twenty-first century.

Changing geopolitics

Russia’s growing military capabilities and assertiveness mean that
NORAD’s detection, deterrence, and defeat mandate has never been so
important. The Arctic is still the fastest avenue of approach to North America.
Its defence is indivisible from the defence efforts of NATO and the other US
combatant commands, especially USNORTHCOM, US European Command,
US Indo-Pacific Command, and US Space Command — all of which have a
role in the Arctic. The area of responsibility seams created by the US Unified
Command Plan and the national jurisdictions of key NATO Arctic allies mean
that NORAD’s missions are part and parcel of global efforts to compete with
China and Russia. Current NORAD systems can warn of attacks — for example,
a ballistic missile attack — but this information is not available to other systems
that are responsible for a target’s defeat. Precious time and information can be
lost in the translation to other systems, and allies may be left out of the loop,
including from important intelligence that may aid in decision-making. This
stove-piped approach to defence represents a vulnerability to exploit.
Nevertheless, the NWS is the main set of “eyes” for NORAD. At a minimum,
its serviceable life needs to be extended while wider, strategic discussions take
place.
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The United States, however, may be rushing into the Arctic too quickly!
and with too many strategies devised by the military services (which, as argued
by Tallis, should come from the US government, not the armed forces?),
whereas Canada has not provided enough direction for its military. In the
meantime, the prominence of Russia especially, and China obtusely, in the
Arctic has risen quickly in the past few years, catching both governments off
guard.

The Obama and Trump White Houses produced five major Arctic
strategies, in addition to strategies for the various armed forces, including the
first-ever US Department of the Air Forces’ Arctic Strategy under President
Donald Trump. The document anticipates a larger role for the space domain
and, eventually, for the newly established Space Force in defending the Arctic
and contributing to homeland defence. Given the harsh operating conditions,
geography, and curvature of the earth, which limit the usefulness of ground-
based radars in the extreme North, space-based satellites are essential for
providing a better picture of what is happening on the ground, at sea, and in
the air.

Canada has an overarching Arctic and Northern Policy Framework, but it
really is not equivalent to strategic guidance that the Canadian armed services
can translate into operational direction. Canada’s 2017 defence policy, which
references NORAD 46 times, has no description as to what constitutes
NORAD modernization and no funds earmarked. In fact, it is often referenced
as the “missing chapter” in Strong, Secure, Engaged.

From the NWS to modernization to evolution

Today, Canada and the world are facing new air threats, including drones
and hypersonic glide vehicles, which travel at very different speeds and
altitudes. What is more, the NWS is no longer aligned with Canada’s air
defence identification zone which means that the NWS cannot “see” as far as a
critical (albeit hypothetical) line of defence. Add to this the fact that Canada’s
coastline is the largest in the world thanks to the size of its Arctic — representing
40% of Canada’s landmass — coupled with a steady and significant increase in
the number of civilian aircraft flying over it, and the need for persistent,
sustained, reliable, and distinguishable air data to augment the NWS becomes
clear.

The impetus for the creation of NORAD and for the North Warning
System was the recognition that the Canadian and continental US airspaces
were functionally indivisible. They still are, but so too are the other domains.
NORAD, however, operates in the aerospace domain and only warns in the
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maritime domain. New systems need to provide information and data that can
be analyzed through what the new NORAD and USNORTHCOM
Commander Gen. Van Herck calls “information dominance.”

Governments and industry should be careful not to focus too narrowly on
technology and a North Warning System 2.0 as the only solutions to
modernizing NORAD. What is more, the dependence on technical fixes from
the defence industry may contribute to confining modernization efforts to the
NWS only, at the expense of a more strategic overview of what it means to
defend North America globally.

Washington and Ottawa are rethinking how to defend North America
beyond a NORAD context. NORAD, USNORTHCOM, and Canadian Joint
Operations Command — the tricommand of North American defence — deter
key threats to the region. An ongoing study launched nearly five years ago,
called the Evolution of North American Defence (or EvoNAD), persists in the
background and aims to study all of the domains (the air, land, sea, space,
cyber, and even the cognitive domain) to better understand North America’s
vulnerabilities. Adversaries, especially Russia and China, have access to
advanced technologies and capabilities, and can strike from multiple directions.
The United States and Canada need to focus on increasing “all-domain”
awareness, improving command and control, and enhancing targeting
capabilities reflective of a new security environment, including two peer
competitors. Upgrading the NWS to collect data exclusively for NORAD’s use
is neither sufficient nor what planners wish for. Canada and the United States
need new sensors capable of dual-use data and information collection in
multiple domains including land, space, maritime, and submaritime zones, in
addition to the aerospace domain. These sensors — which will be subject to
probing, denial of service, and cyber attacks — are but one layer in an ecosystem
(beyond even a system of systems) that will inform (and be informed by) a
reconsideration of what it means to defend North America. Canada and the
United States should embrace a posture that includes the active and direct
defence (i.e., anticipating attacks by pooling and analyzing multiple sources of
data and systems at much longer ranges vs. responding to attacks via system-
specific information) of North America. This will enable the simultaneous
deterrence of attack on and defence of North America, rather than simply the
latter.

Enter Industry

Replacing the NWS will be a very different challenge from when it was
devised during the Cold War with one purpose and one adversary in mind. In
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addition to the numerous competitors and multiple air and sea threats, the
effort will be hamstrung by cumbersome procurement systems, an overreliance
on the defence industry for solutions, and new actors and rightsholders with a
say in military activity, especially in the North American Arctic.

The first challenge is the complicated procurement processes in both
Canada and the United States. While resources are often pooled to fund joint
solutions such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Project, there are few examples
of truly binationally conceived and built projects. Trying to plan and deliver
major capital projects tied to politically charged, lengthy, and cumbersome
procurement systems is bound to be a Sisyphean task. Per the exchange of notes
in 1985 for the current North Warning System, the costing split between the
United States and Canada was 60-40. This split is likely to be revisited,
especially in light of the worldwide recession from COVID-19. Both countries
use big capital projects to benefit domestic firms, and US and Canadian
interests may not always overlap.

During the Cold War, militaries could depend on governments to fund
much of the research and development and infrastructure associated with a
project like the North Warning System. The reliance on industries to come up
with solutions can release militaries from the burden of their internal
bureaucracy, but it may also make militaries too dependent on how industry
interprets a problem and conceives of the solution, as well as on their supply
chains. For example, current requirements for a new NWS are that it
contributes vital information to feed the “kill chain.” This elegant but linear
thinking leads to one ultimate solution: a system that ends with defeating a
target. As necessary as that capability is, what if NORAD wants to exploit,
track, or gather intelligence on the target? If defence firms are not intimately
involved in understanding requirements, including those of other actors,
combatant commands, and allies, the technology could limit NORAD’s
options. In other words, more is at stake than just new equipment. New
technology designs can introduce single points of failure or limit redundancy
and backups. When billions of dollars are at stake, simplicity is often favoured
and safety add-ons the first to be jettisoned.

Finally, Canadian and US policymakers need to be cognizant of their
obligations toward Indigenous peoples in the Arcticc. New sensors,
infrastructure, training, or other military activity in the region will likely be on
Indigenous land in Alaska, Canada, Greenland (Denmark), and potentially
other NATO Arctic states. Not only does Article 30 of the United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) enshrine
obligations for militaries to consult with Indigenous peoples, but it is the right
thing to do and makes good business sense. Even if a new N'WS does not
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include land-based radar sites, the old equipment needs to be decommissioned
safely, requiring an extensive, meaningful consultation and a plan for local
involvement. The environment should also be considered. No one will tolerate
abandoning old equipment to leach chemicals, as was done in the past. It is far
cheaper to clean up sites sooner rather than later.

The good news is that some of these challenges are being addressed. A new
initiative — the NORAD Pathfinder Initiative — is currently serving as a
technology leap for continental defence command and control systems. In
partnership with US industry, the US military, and Defence Research and
Development Canada, Pathfinder is breathing new life into the data resident
within Canada’s NWS. Pathfinder’s ability to apply advanced machine learning
technologies to the NWS’ existing sensors is providing mission insights and
patterns of activity not seen before. This effort is at the centre of transformation
efforts that will provide the NORAD team with information dominance — a
key output for NORAD modernization efforts.

Looking Ahead

The United States’ renewed emphasis on the Arctic has placed new
attention on homeland defence, and with it, NORAD’s role and assets.
NORAD modernization is far more complex and wider in scope than solely a
North Warning System renewal. Moreover, Canada and the United States are
beginning to think in terms of an evolution in North American defence writ
large, which will require dual-use technology that contributes to all-domain
awareness and action and that promotes all allies working in tandem, rather
than in parallel. Given the economic impact of COVID-19, there will be
pressure to spend money judiciously to benefit national economies, which
could make defence cooperation between Canada and the United States more
difficult.

For the foreseeable future, the key threats to North America will be
associated with great power competition. In response, Ottawa and Washington
need to invest in all-domain awareness, embrace the notion of deterrence and
defence in conjunction with allies, and focus on the delivery and
implementation of workable solutions, perhaps with a view to redundancy and
backups — not technological perfection. The United States, Canada, NATO
allies, and their respective defence industries should work together to achieve
situational awareness across the entire Arctic and consider homeland defence
anew. The situational awareness will benefit not only allied militaries, but also
civilian safety and security agencies.
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Mitigating Russia’s Military Posture in
the European Arctic: Towards a High
North Hard Security Architecture

Mathieu Boulégue

For over a decade, military security and defence-related issues have started
to crowd discussions about the European High North. Indeed, if the Arctic is
not the theatre of strategic competition that it once was during the Cold War,
the region no longer operates in a geopolitical vacuum. Wider tension is now
affecting the whole Arctic. This trend is fuelled by the impact of climate
change: human activity is increasing within the Arctic Circle, which makes the
region more susceptible to environmental and ecological disasters. Further to
this, there is now a worrying pattern of military activity mainly affecting the
Barents Sea and Norwegian Sea regions, as well as the North Atlantic.

In this equation, Russia is equally responsible for and worried about the
increased military activity in the European High North. Russia likes to present
itself as an ‘Arctic civilization’': its national interest in the Arctic is wide-
ranging, from turning the region into an energy ‘resource base’ to exploiting the
Northern Sea Route (NSR). This, in turn, calls for greater securitization and
sovereignty enforcement through military means.

The Arctic is therefore changing, and the absence of wider geopolitical
tensions that used to make the European High North ‘exceptional’ is no longer
a given. It is becoming harder to uphold ‘low tension’ in the Arctic as a
defining mantra, especially considering the presence of flashpoints of tension
and conflict potential.

A pressing issue for the region is the need to commonly define an
innovative and dedicated defence-related and military security architecture.
This is particularly relevant since Russia has, so far, been defining the ‘rules of
the road’ for military activity and behaviour in the region.

Russia’s military posture in the European Arctic

Since the late 2000s, Russia has been steadily strengthening its military
posture and capabilities along the Arctic Zone of the Russian Federation
(AZRF), with direct security implications for NATO and its allies, Sweden and
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Finland. Moscow says that it is responding to perceived internal and external
challenges in the Arctic, as recently defined in the policy document Buasic
Principles of Russian Federation State Policy in the Arctic to 2035.%

Russia’s military posture in the Arctic is greatly informed by its perception
of NATO and its allies as a threat to Russian national interests in the AZRF
and beyond. The Kremlin is looking at recent developments with worry: the
reopening of US Air Force facilities in Keflavik, the publication of Arctic
strategies by the US Navy and Air Force, and the reactivation of the US Second
Fleet, among other events.

Russia’s posture is further informed by the impact of climate change and
the changing operational environment - namely, the creation of a ‘new border’
in the North and the subsequent increase in human activity. This, in turn, calls
for greater awareness and perimeter control.

Russia broadly defines two key security priorities in the European Arctic.’
The first priority relates to its ambition for control around the Kola Peninsula
to protect its sea-based nuclear deterrent. Perimeter defence is achieved with the
Strategic Bastion concept, a multi-layered sea- and air-denial protective dome in
and around the Kola Peninsula.

The second priority is the ambition to deny foreign military activities close
to the AZRF. Russian armed forces, and more importantly the Sever (Northern)
Military District, need comprehensive and unhampered access beyond the
AZREF to create a second out-of-area layer of defence to protect the Bastion.

These priorities have two direct consequences. They increase pressure on
the Greenland-Iceland-United Kingdom (GIUK) and Greenland-Iceland-
Norway (GIN) gaps, as well as on North Atlantic sea lines of communication
(SLOC:s). This has a direct impact on NATO and its allies in terms of freedom
of navigation and uncontested access beyond the North Atlantic.

Furthermore, the priorities favour horizontal escalation in the North
Atlantic and the Baltic region to ensure defence in depth for the Kola
Peninsula. Russia’s military posture is essentially seeking to remove military
tension away from the AZRF as much as possible through escalation
management.

This globally defensive posture, from Moscow’s standpoint, has translated
into a comprehensive revamp of Russia’s military capabilities and installations
across the AZRF since the late 2000s. Russia is indeed remilitarizing the Arctic.
Military capabilities and deployments, such as the Arctic Brigade, equally
demonstrate presence and project ambitions across Russia’s northern border.

On top of a hardened, Arctic-capable, multi-layered network of air and
coastal defence capabilities, Russia has been reconstructing a disparate network
of forward bases and outposts in the AZRF. This also responds to dual-use
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needs such as search and rescue operations, as well as situational awareness
along the Northern Sea Route (NSR). With the creation of the new Northern
Military District in early 2021, priority is now given to completing and
strengthening existing bases, as well as recapitalizing the Northern Fleet as the
mainstay of the new command structure of the Arctic forces.

Flashpoints of tension in the European Arctic

Considering the above, the European Arctic is no longer exempt from
wider security risks and geopolitical tension. Flashpoints of tension can be
made out and defined in two overlapping categories. These flashpoints are all,
to a degree, bearing the risk of miscalculation and potential conflict.

‘Soft spots’” relate to existing normative, economic, and legal challenges
between Russia and other Arctic nations. For instance, diverging interpretations
over the legal status of the Northern Sea Route, which could lead Russia to
change its stance on transit through the NSR, are a ‘soft spot’. Moscow is
already enforcing strict regulations for vessels with foreign flags - which goes
against freedom of navigation under the United Nations Convention on the
Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). In practice, these procedures deny innocent
passage under UNCLOS and create a fair accompli that the NSR #s Russian
waters. Any party seeking to enforce freedom of navigation could amplify
tension with Russia.

Another example of a ‘soft spot’ in the Arctic is the ongoing delimitation of
the seabed with Canada and Denmark in the context of the UN Commission
on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (CLCS). Russia seeks to extend its
e