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Recommendations

In this report, we have providadcomprehensive overview of Arctic
security and the role of the European Union (EU) in that specific policy
field, as seen from the Nordic countries and Germany. The value in
endeavoulies not only in providing an EU specific approach to Arctic
securityissues, but also to better comprehend challenges the EU must
grapple with when further developing its Arctic policy. Based on the
individual reports by each author and a related workshop in May 2021
three themes and recommendations are in our opini@mtefad the
EUds future role in matters of /

1 Recommendation #1:Define the (security) niche the EU could en
with in the Arctic.
First, this would requirecancrete concretizationf t he r e
security situation; not only from a sopteénal perspective but
essentialyl so from a Member St at e
outline is needed of the EUD
definedsecurity risks. Thirdly, the EU would need to consider
and explain whether, and how, the itdgrpetween its security
definition and its security capacity leads to a meaningful niche
t hat the EU could play in t|
complex. Leaning on a recognition of the diffelevelef
geopolitical dynamics taking place in ticeroipolar area could
help this undertaking.

1 Recommendation#2T he OEU Arcti c spect
serve as framework for the updated policy and act as trigger
confident relationship with Russia.

The EU can already pick from a broamblbox of regional
competences, expertise and initiatives. A framework that starts
with concepts on small but nevertheless important cooperation
issues, as for example search and rescue efforts abdrdess
environmental cooperation, can help movestagnant EU

Russia political dynamic onwards while also providing added
9



value tadhe entiréArcticregion Thi s O0spectrum
be dependent on the EU to be
act in the Arctic without artificially fuelling cabfiarratives or
being perceived as Arctic security actan the typical sense
1 Recommendation #3:Increase Arctic knowledge within Memtk
States and better communicate EU (supranation#heagtacities to
community.
Too often the Arctic is onlgnd quite simplicitgepicted as a
region to protect, used as poster boy of climate change. In fact,
many of the dynamics that are leading to increased great powe
rivalry and bellicose statements in the Arctic are not related to
climatic change at allittome as a consequence of the worsened
relations amongst Arcingaged actors (China, Rudtia,
United States, or the Ebhore generally. The EU (and European
states) continue, however, to benefit from keeping the region
somewhat 06 s e ptaublaf@t@rnational mature t h e
Examining, communicating and deliberating thesmic
regionaldynamics and interests shoeventuallype placed on
the EUds foreign and securit.y
As such, the EU needs to expand the language it usestiohard
security without simultaneously overstating the security aspect. It need
to find a new way to properly address Arctic securitisation, and relatec
(Russian) realpolitik, that goes beyond proposed technical and regulato
solutions for Arctic/inérnational problems. Beyond learning the
language of power, the EU should also develop the mindset and most o
all the means to exert power.
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Looking North: The European Union and Arctic
Security from a Nordic and German Perspective

Andreas @sthagen adeAs Raspotnik, Fridtjof Nansen Institute, Lysaker, Norway

As the world has gained interest in the climatic, economic and political
developments in the Arctic over the last decade, the role of Nordic
countries in regional and European security affsieddmabeen on the
limelight. Some have taken the opportunity to argue that this should leac
Nordic countrie$i Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway and tBweden
closer cooperation, even integration. The increased tension with the
Russian Federation from 20d@wards has only made this argument
more apparent, as the Nordics attempt to safeguard theitracklti
approach to Russia, including both dialogue and deterrence at the san
time.

Seen from afar, Nordic countries tend to look rather gimilar
small, higlyl developed democracies with a strong welfare state, market
liberalism, a shared and overlapping history and, apart from Finland,
common language family. However, when we look more closely at thes
countries, their security concerns and their appro@achies Arctic,
differences stand out.

1 Like former Norwegian politician and diplomat Thorvald Stolte/geerg.

Stoltenbergds report from 2009 titled
Policy®é6, which was requested by the No
https:// www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/nordicrepart.pdf
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https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/nordicreport.pdf
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Maphighlighting the Nordic countries in tadediitalte Humpert.

The most apparent fault line concerns NATO and EU
membership. Although NATO and the EU are not necessarily
competing security organisasian a Nordic context, they tend to mark
different pathways. Iceland and Norway have repeatedly rejected th
prospect of EU membership while being adamant about the northern (or
Arctic, if you will) role of NAT® Finland and Sweden, on the other
hand,ha e t aken the | ead in many of
maintaining a clogmit-not-too-close relationship with NATO. Only the

2Andreas Isthagen, Greg L. Sharp, and |
and Norwayds Appr oac hRolarJouc®Ing.d ¢2018)i 183y i n
81.
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Kingdom of Denmark bridges the two, although Greenland, which is
Denmar kds Arctic f -Buoopelaro [Eabgmic | e f
Community (EEC) in 1985.

Nevertheless, as the EU has attempted to carve out its own Arctic
role through a decatteng policy proces#, is, in fact, Nordic countries
and their variances that have co
engageent and actual efforts. Ranging from regional development
funds to research and stakehol de
most felt in the Unionds %YvAethey oV
same ti me, the EU?Jddrecldmalptocessstartond i ¢
in Brussels but rather one in which Nordic member states, including
Iceland and Norway as members of the European Economic Area
(EEA), have considerable sway in influencing and shaping its directior
and nature.

When e xami msiAnctc rotehaed the Uhfluence and
relevance of the Nordics, another country standSeutiany t he E
largest member state. Closely connected with Nordic countries both
politically and economically, Germany also performs a constant
balancing adbetween NATO and the EU, attempting to keep both
organisations prosperous and relevant. Germany has acquired a
increasing interest in the Arctic from a traditional security perspective,
which has translated into participation in military exercisestanés at
speculative statements from German officials about the future trajectory
of the Arctic region.

3 Andreas Raspotnikhe Europednion and the Geopolitics of t{€hettBoham &
Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2018), Andreas Raspotnik and Andreas @sthagen,
OWhat about the Arctic? The European U
S p a Geopdiitigsl. 26, issue 4 (201925Andr eas Raspotni k ar
0The European Union and the Arctic: A
Handbook on Geopolitics and Security in the Arctic: The High North Between Cooper:
Confrontatjaed. Joachim Weber (Cham: Sprin§20)213346.
4Timo Koivurova et alQverview of EU Actions in the Arctic and Their Impact (Final Re
- June 202(ublication Place: EPRD Office for Economic Policy and Regional
Development Ltd., June 2021).
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To unpack the complexities of Arctic security concerns and the
EUOG s rol e i n t his complicated
international awareness, meed to look at multiple dimensions and
different level®f international politicsNordic countries and their
interests and approaches are one obvious, but perhaps underéxamine
starting point. So is Germany. Taken together, looking at these éountries
Arctic security interests can el
role and future relevance for the Arctic, at least when it comes to securit
issues.

Comparing the Nordics and Germany
Denmark Finland | Iceland | Norway | Sweden | Germany
(Greenland)
Population | 5.8 mil. 5.5mil. | 365,000 | 5.4 mil. 10.2 mil. | 83 mil.
Size of 42,933 km2 | 338,440 | 103,000 | 385,207 | 450,295 | 357,386
territory (2.1 mil. km?) | km2 km? km2 km? km?
(sq. km)
NATO Yes No Yes Yes No Yes
EU Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Arctic 56,000 180,000 | 365,000 | 490,000 | 580,000 | O
population
(approx.)
Arctic Yes No Partly Yes No No
coastal
state

sSAndreas Isthagen, 0The Good, the Bad and t
Balsillie Pap8rs0. 4 (2020).

6 Seee.g. some previous work that has explored thisKoptme OfferdalThe Politics of
Energy in the European HighMorthway and t he 6Petrol eum Di a

(Osl o: University of Oslo, 2010); Clive Ar
Bi g | dea, DaishaFbréign Bdliey yedfddblebruary 2009 (20108743
Andreas @sthagn and Andreas Raspotnik, oOPartners

Uni on i n t heThélEumppeanNaiontard theeréiengye Liu, Elizabeth A.
Kirk, and Tore Henriksen (Leiden: Brill, 2019199, Astrid GrindheinThe Scramblelfer t
Arctic? A Discourse Analysis of N@soway and
Fridtjof Nansen Institute , 2009); Alyson J. K. Bailes, Gunilla Herolf, and Bengt Sundelius, eds.,
The Nordic Countries and the European SecuciyRuolitedholm: SIPRI, 2006).
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The purpose of this collection of research reports, therefore, is to
hi ghlight the nuances of Nordic
Arctic and their rather varied relationships with the EU. This is
contrasted with Ger mtymtréssto betiec r e
understand both these complexities and how they impact and influence
the EUOds future Arctic role. Mu
EUds Arctic policymaking and the
in the future. Whatevinstead intend to do in this research project is to
use a bottomsp approach in which we look at the interests and issues
that constitute some of the nidst not themosfi important actors
defining the EUG6s Arctic policy.

At the time of writing (springhd summer of 2021), the EU was
set to update its current Arctic policy by the following autumn, a policy
process that had already commenced in 2008. Ever since this first Arcti
wave of i nter esitthe Eurbpean Edhinission, the t i
Council & the EU and the European Parliamehave slowly but
steadily set common positions on how to perceive, understand and
influence the circumpolar north from an-Elgean perspective. To
date, the list of EU Arctic policy documents includes eleven such policy
documents sgeTable 1): three (Joint) Communications by the
Commission (and the High Representiti2€)D8, 2012 and 2016; four
Conclusions by the Cauili 2009, 2014, 2016 and 2019; and four
Resolutions by the European Parliam@@08, 2011, 2014 and 2017. It
is expected that the new Joint Communication of 2021 will remind the
international a ucabjeetives and competerties. E L
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Table & The European Union’'s A+fcti
2021

2008 EP Resolutionon Arctic Governance
Commission Communicationon The European Union and the Arctic Region
2009 Council Conclusionson Arctic Issues
2011 EP Resolutionon A Sustainable EU Policy for the High North
2012 Commission and High Representative Joint Communicationon
Developing a European Union Policy towards the Arctic Region: Progress sin
Next Steps
2014 EP Resolutionon theEU Strateggrfthe Arctic
Council Conclusionson Developing a European Union Policy towards the Ar
Region
2016 Commission and High Representative Joint Communicatioron An
Integrated European Union Policy for the Arctic
Council Conclusionsonthe Arctic
2017 EP Resolutionon An Integrated EU Policy for the Arctic
2019 Council Conclusionon theEU Arctic Policy
2021 Commission and High Representative Joint Communication (Planned for Autt
Source: Own compilation based on

Naturally, issues, crises andoreggiother than the Arctic have
required more attention in recent years, not even considering the currer
global pandemic. The increasingly fraught relationship with China, the
continuous tense relationship with the Russian Federation, the
unpredictability f pol arised politics 1in
internal squabbles, ranging from a protracted Brexit to legal battles witt
Hungary and Poland, have occupied much of the political space in
Brussels.

However,somef these issues have also crept timéo Arctic.
Chinads growing assertiveness gl
which the EU is sometimes portrayed as a possible bulwark for Nordic
countries against becoming too dependent on Chinese investinents.

7 Andreas Raspotnikhe European Union and the Geopolitics ¢CtidtAntizon &
Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2018).
8 Hans Jgrgen Gasemyr and Bjgrnar Svefluy geson, 0Clsinnese |
Norway: A Typical Case DoChisepd lnvestmépir ci al
Europe: A CouHtevel Approaeld. John Seaman, Mikko Huotari, and Miguel-Otero
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US under former President Trungzame increasingly engaged in Arctic
security affairs, with a heavy European and Nordic compdheritlK
has also become more militarily engaged in the European Arctic pos
Brexit!°
It is in this context that Nordic countries, Germany and the EU
will hawe to develop new security policies for the Arctic. Here, we
concentrate on a traditional or militoryused stateentric concept of
security, although parts of the following sections include the whole range
of security studies, including human and emagatal security, as well
as the link between different types of security and safety in th& Arctic.
Moreover, we lean on the idea trarctic region, or issue, does
not hold true across the wide range of security issues and contexts th:
take place atve the Arctic Circfé By introducing &evel of anaifysis,
in other words, making distinctions between state interactions that take
place at different levels in the international ‘iew& can move away
from broad, sweeping generalisations of regelatibns and advance
the way we understand and describe security dynamics in the Arctic ¢

Iglesias (Oslo: IFRI, 2017), @91Timo Koivurova and Sanna Kopra, €tlsinese
Policy and Presence in thig éidetit, NLD: Brill Nijhoff, 2020).
9 Andreas RaspotnikaAdn d r eas 1 st hagen, OA Gl obal
An Agenda for Amer i c alPolar PardsMaah 40h(2021), i n t
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/blegost/no-3-globalarcticorderunderthreat
agendamericateadershiymorth.
10Duncan Depledge, Caroline Kennbdy p e , and James Roger,
Arcti c: ForAwticYearbbD@19% nce, 0
https://arcticyearbook.com/images/yearbook/2019/Scholarly
Papers/18_AY2019_Depledge.pdf.
11 Gunhild Hoogensen Gjgrv et al., eBayironmental and Human Security in the Arctic
(Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 2014).
2Andreas I sthagen, o0The Arctic Securit
Cont r adRolartGeagragdyna 1 (2021): 5B4.
13Kenneth N. Waltayian, the State, and (Naw York: Columbia University Press,
1959); J. Davi-d-Arsalngeirs BiThlkel e¢dmvieh | nt
World Polititd, nol (1961): @92, https://doi.org/10.2307/2009557; Fakhreddin
Soltani, oLevels of Analysis in |Intern
T h e oJoyrnal®f Public Administration and Géyveman(@914): 1861.
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different levels. Songgnamics are indeed best understood through the
following threefold distinction: international competition (why is the US
increasingly focumg on China in an Arctic context?), regional interaction
(why do Arctic states still meet to sign new agreements hailing the
cooperative spirit of the north?) and national defence (why do some
Arctic states, especially the Nordics, and not others, ieareist m their
northern defence posturé&?).

Another point that follows from this logic is that if we separate the
security outl ooks of t he vari o
overarching strategic interests, the findings contrabiobd sweeping
security conceptualisation of the Arctic. As others before us have
argued: the security trajectory of the Arctic is not primarily driven by
regional relations (i.e. by eventhe Arctic, economic interests or ice
conditions) but is rather determinedhgydtrategic interactions between
NATO, Russia and, to an extent, the EU. This, in turn, requires that we
guestion the relevance of discussing Arctic security or Arctic geopolitics
more fundamentally, as security dynamics are located at either the su
regonal or global level and can only, to a limited degree, be found at the
regional (Arctic) level. Therefore, we focus on Nordic countries and their
security interests as they link to both Germany and the EU.

Following, we look at each actor separatetgting in
Copenhagemin A. Mortensgaardoutlines how Denmark attempts to

4l sthagen, o0The Arcti c sSeocur iCtoyn t Beagdii ccrt
69.
15For exampleRolf Tamnes and Kristine Offerdal, e@gopolitics and Security in the
Ardic: Regional Dynamics in a GlobéAbifayhibn, UK: Routledge, 2014); Wilfrid
Greaves and Whitney Lackenbauer, Baaking Through: Understanding Sovereignty ar
Security in the Circumpola(Pomrticto, ON: University of Toronto Press, 2021y Ro
Huebert, ORising Temperatures, Ri sing
i n t he RolrdOcdarts Gdvermance in an Era of Environmeaital Change
(Publication Place: Publisher, 2014). https://doi.org/10.4337/9781781955451.00013;
Jon RAbekCl e mmensen, O0The Ukraine Crisis M
over Driven by PdtaRee&dna.ll (201R)d18 r est s?, 6
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0032247416000
Region: Misconceptions and Catitrac t pagefss , 6
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manage external Arctic expectations, particularly those of the US, an
internal Greenlandic calls for a greater say in security and defence polic
Is there a space for the EU in anplicated and equilibristic Dardish
GreenlandiéAmerican) security relation?

ThereafterSanna Kopraanal yses Finl andos
its overall objective to enhance
external capacity to act in northern perdHow does Finland see the
EU positioning towards China in the Arctic?

Then, Pia Hanson and Gudbjorg Rikey Th. Hauksdottir
examine Iceland and highlight why the country, although increasingly
collaborating with the EU on security issues, prefers toramopéth
individual EU Member States only.

Andreas @sthagers t udi e s N dromHagh Blaetil Ar c t
policy and its linkages to security and crucially Russia. Norway was or
of the earliest proponents of a specific Arctic policy, yet this comes as
much from geographic and economic necessity as from political
craftmanship, @sthagen argues. New challenges have emerged f
Norway, however, as there is an increasing focus on security and defen
in its part of the Arctic, the North Atlantic.

Finally,Nima Khorramidescr i bes Swedenos
wel coming the EUG6Gs overall Arct
simultaneously being reluctant towards a stronger role for the Union in
Arctic security and defence matters. These five country reports conclud
the oveview of Nordic countries.

In the second part of this report, we turn to theopeariJnion.
Although we could have undoubtedly included the Arctic interests of
other major EU Member States, such as France, Italy, Poland or the
Baltics, we have chosen to home in specifically on Germany, both
because of its outsized role in EU foreign policymakid its linkages
to Nordic countriesChristoph Humrich descr i bes Ger n
Arctic interests and contemplates whether both Germany andfithe EU
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bilaterally and as an institutional iiockn contribute to Arctic security
in a substantial manner.

In a report that ties some of these different threads together,
examines the EUO3s r antcencludes ortsbhnee A
pathways for the futurAndreas Raspotniktakes us through both the
current state of p | ayurs iand pddgibie s s ¢
avenues for increased relevance for the EU in years to come. We
conclude that some issues and topics are important to explore furthe
from the perspective of decision makers in Brussels and for the academ
and scholarly community engagedNordic/Arctic and EU security
affairs.
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|t s Complicated: Denma
EU in an Arctic Security Perspective

Lin A. Mortensgaard, Centre for Military Studies, Department of Political Science, Ur
Copenhagen, Derfnark

1. Introduction

A recent opinion pol/l of Greenl
foreign policy issues showed that Greenland is not about to revive its
former EU membership, although enthusiasm for further cooperation
with the EU outweighs its opposit&dhe positivattitude amongst the
approximately 56,000 Greenlanders towards more cooperation betwee
the EU and Greenland cannot, however, be translated straightforwardly
into defence and security cooperation or integration. Formally, the
constitutional setp betweenDenmark and Greenland, as well as
Denmar kdés relation to the EU, C
integration between Denmark, Greenland and the EU. In practice, suct
prospects are complicated further by an equilibristiecqglostal
relation betweeDenmark and Greenland and the growing geostrategic
significance of the relation between the US, Denmark and Greenland
Where does that leave the EU in relation to Denmark, Greenland and
Arctic security issues?

As an Arctic state, the Kingdom of Denmark is a particular
construction. It consists of Denmark, Greenland and the Faroe Islands.
Together, these three make up the Kingdom of Denmark. In strict
geographical terms, it is the position of Greenland withiArttie
Circle and Greenlandds border C
Kingdom an Arctic state and an Arctic coastal state, respectively.

16 Thank you to Kristian Sgby Kristensen for the very helpful comments and thoughts
(also on this report).
17 MariaAckrén and Rasmus Leander Niel§ba,First Foreignd Security Policy
Opinion Poll in Greer{ldodk: llisimatusarfik, 2021).
21



Consequently, this report focuses substantially on Greenland more thal
on the Faroe Islands. Officially, the thretsmd the Kingdom are equal
and act as one unity in the Arctic Council {AC).

In practice, the relationship between the three is marked by their
colonial history and pesblonial presefAt. The geographical
significance of Greenland is not lost on itisigiahs and diplomats, and
Greenland has skilfully played oAitgic advanfdgegain an increasing
say in matters of foreign, security and defence policy, even though thi
competence constitutionally sits in Copenhagen. Greenland has als
played pdscolonial sovereignty games successfully in relation to the EU,
even though Greenland left the EU in 1®¥8%Hrough such linguistic
and practical sovereignty games, Greenland has managed to empow
itself in relation to the EU and, even to some extembyvexl Denmark
from the official Greenlad&U picture?® In terms of security and

BArctic Council, 0 T Aretic Gounuild chibpey/awticc De n ma |
council.org/en/about/states/denmark/

WUl ri k Pram Gad, -DadishiSeveraigh Blatiah Staté\in tReo s t

Ma k i @ogperation and Caiff]iap.1 (2014): 8B18; Ulrik Pram Gadlational

Identity Politics and Postcolonial Sovereignty Games. Greenland, Denmark and the E
Union(Kgbenhavn: Museum Tusculanum, 2016Y; Béeobsen and Ulrik Pram Gad,
0Setting the Scene in Nuuk: I ntroducin
Foreign Pol i Grgenldhd and thetlrtevnatisnal doliiice of a Changing Arc
Postcolonial Paradiplomacy between HightesedevkKRstian Sgby Kristensen and

Jon RahbekKlemmensen (London; Routledge, 20132711

2Marc Jacobsen, 0Greenlandds Arctic Ad
Appearances of CooperatioreandgOdifigp. 22080¢ $YPD;
Seealkor i sti an SRBby Kristensen, ONegotiat
Case of Thul e Ai Mis8laBetense:nintetatieraln Regiondl ani
National Implications,Batsel Heurlin and Sten Rynnihgiidon: Routledge,

2005) 183208.

2lGad, 0 Gr e e Ndtienal Wentiy, PaliGcs d ,

2l ri k Pram Gad, 0Greenland, the Faroe
Commu n i The Oxfoad Handbook of Danish Bdéti€eter Munk Christiansen,
Jargen Elklit, and Peter Nedergaard (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 8@80), 28
Ulrik Pram Gad, 0Greenland Projecting
A way EuopeamIntegration and Postcolonigl Gawegsigrite EU Overseas Countries
and Territoriesls. Rebecca AdNissen and Ulrik Pram Gad (London: Routledge,

2012), 213234,
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defence issues, however, the EU is not an obvious arena for sovereign
games nor for a more formal secu
attention to and position on aimber of geostrategic and/or global
challenges, such as a resurgent Russia, a rising China and climate cha
inevitably influence the Dand§dreenlandic perspective on Arctic
security and defence issues.

This report proceeds first with a brief introdurcto the colonial
and postolonial history of Denmark and Greenland. The substantive
part of this first section focuses, however, on three key instances in the
Danisl®Greenlandic security relation, which serve to illustrate the nature
of the relation anthe Arctic security policy it produces. These three are
the 2008 signing of the llulissat Declaration, the base politics surrounding
the Thule Air Base and the offer from tush President Donald Trump
to buy Greenland in 2019. The three cases show momabeperceives
and engages with Arctic security and defence issues, most central
demonstrating that Denmar kds se
almost always twofold in natirEor Denmark, security concerns in or
related to Greenland are, by diéfinj about managing both the internal
relations of the Kingdom and De
latter often involving great powers, particularly the US.

The analytical approach is inspired by the-ligwekapproach as
proposed by @sthagenetinternational, the regional (Arctic) and the
bilateraF® However, the case of the Kingdom of Denmark also
challenges this thrvel approach in some ways. While the chapter
argues that the bilateral security relation with the US is decisive in th
Kingpdomés security policy, it al s
just bil ater al because of the Ki
internal DanisdGreenlandic dimension, making the security relation in
some sense trilateral and implicatingesdbic issues in great power

ZAndr eas [TreiGood,ghe Bad, aril the Ugly: Three Levels of Arctic
Ge o p ol iThe Accic,arid Wiorld QedeK. Spohr, Davis S. Hamilton, and
Jason Moyer (Washington D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2028§8357

23



politics. Having laid out this complicated relation, the chapter then
analyses how the EU fits into Dad{Sheenlandic security politics. The
overall conclusion is that the current Da@skenlandic legal and
political constretion is not open to a substantial and explicit security role
for the EU at any of the three levels. But the analysis also shows that th
EU already plays an implicit role in the Danish handling of Arctic security
and defence issues, specifically the Brson geopol i ti ca
pressing global concerns. Finally, the conclusion points to a number o
current issues of great significance to Greenland, in which the EU may
come to play a bigger role in the future. This includes global climate
change and thgeopolitics of building resilient resource supply chains.
The contribution of the EU to these areas may lie exactly in keeping thes
issues as desecuritised as possible.

2. The historical and political context of the DaniskGreenlandic
security relation
The colonial relation between Denmark and Greenland officially began
in 1721 when missionary Hans Egede set foot in Greenland on behalf o
the Danish king. Greenland remained a colony of Denmark until the
1953 amendment of the Danish Constitution, in whielerGand was
formally incorporated into Denmark as a county. County status meant,
amongst other things, that Greenfaigspite Greenlandic resistance
to EEC membership became a member of the EEC with Denmark in
1973. This opposition to EEC membership, wivechlargely fuelled by
a Greenlandic wish to expand Gr €
was key to Greenlandds bid for
19794 With its Home Rule status, Greenland took over the jurisdiction
or competeatanumber of policy areas from Denmark and established
a legislative branch (Inatstut) and an executive branch
(Naalakkersuisut).

22Gad, 0Greenland, 6 105.
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This, in turn, enabled a referendum on Greenlandic EEC
membership, which resulted in a 1982 vote to leave the EEC, taking
effect from 1985. Since 1985, Greenland has therefore been an overse
country and territory in EU terms. The specificoGtdenland
engagements today consist of a special associate status, alongside
Fisheries Partnership Agreement and a Partnership Adréemen
ensuring an annual financial contribution from the EU to Greenland of
approximately 350 million DKKIn 2012, the EU Commission and
Greenland signed a letter of intent regarding cooperation on mineral
resources, which was also mentioned in the 2Dt5dgxlaration
between Denmark, Greenland and theé’EU.

Greenland and Denmark took the next and most recent step
towards greater Greenlandic autonomy with th&8edrnment Act,
effective from 2009. This further extended Greenlandic jurisdiction over
ares such as natural resources. Importantly, th@ &elfnment Act
provides Greenland with a roadmap for full indepenéednél this
happens, however, foreign, security and defence policy is formally th
right and responsibility of Denmark, with theartgmt addition that
Denmark agrees to involve Greenland in foreign, security and defence
policy decisions which affect the Greenlandic population or involve the
Greenlandic territo#y.

25 Andreas Raspotnikhe European Union and the Geopolitics ¢Ctiedténttion:

Edward Elgar, 2018), 70, 83.

26 Rasmus Leander NielséR,e s ear cher : The EU |1 sndt Gec

Attention to | ts CKonradrAdebauer StiRelyuano05,Gr e e n

2021 https://www.kas.de/en/web/nordische/singtéle/ -/content/researchethe-

euisnt-goodenoughat-drawingattentionto-its-contributionto-greenland

27Nji el sen, OResearcher: The EU. 6

2Naal akker sui sut , NaaRkkérduisuidc s i n Greenl a

https://naalakkersuisut.gl/en/Abotgovernmenbf-greenland/About

Greenland/Politicen-Greenland

29 Se¢he ltilleq Erkleeringefrgelles principerkleering mellem Regeringen og Grgnlands

Landsstyre om Grgnlands inddragelseg sdewmrigedspolitikkieq, 14.05.03.

[Itilleq Declaration, Joint Declaration of Principles between the Government and the
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How this somewhat shared competence has developed is bes
illustratedhrough three key instances of Dad&teenlandisecurity
policy. These three instariceise signing and affirmation of the llulissat
Declaration, the base politics of the Thule Air Base and President
Trumpos of f er fitilustrate uhpw D[enneakkmdl a n c
Greenl and engage with Arctic se
Arctic priorities are. A common denominator in all three instances is the
interest and involvement of great powers, particularly the US.

2. The Kingdom of DenmaROKSIllalissatr ct i
Declaration—a Danish-Greenlandic foreign policy victory for
the low-tension Arctic
The update to the Kingdomés 2011
the existing strategy sets forth a number of common priorities, not least
t h e a iaimaining thedAnctic as a region characterised by peace anc
c 0 0 p e P &ramewarks @nd mechanisms towards this objective
i nclude the UNG6s Convention on
agreements adopted through the AC. The armed forces are also centr
to the lowtension Arctic through tasks such as exercising sovereignty
and undertaking surveillance of activities in and around Gré&htand.
role of the Danish Armed Forces in Greenland, particularly the navy, is
multifaceted. The navy acts as botly aad coast guard, and it assumes
a number of responsibilities of both civil and military character, including
deterrence, diplomacy, policing, search and rescue, and scientifi
research. In terms of time spent, the policing role is substantial, not leas

Greenl and Home Rule Government -afmdout G
security policy, ltilleq, 14.05.03].
30Kingdom of DenmarkStrategy tbe Arctic 20d2020(Copenhagen: Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of Denmark, Department of Foreign Affairs (Greenland) and Ministry
of Foreign Affairs (Faroe Islands), 2011), 13.
31Kingdom of DenmarkStrateg2@®21.
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because t he navyaos fisheries (
consuming?

Yet the clearest case of the
remains the 2008 llulissat Declaration at the heels of the 2007 plantin
of a Russian flag on the North Peémbed. The 2008 Declaration and
its tenyear affirmation were led by Denmark and Greenland in an
at t e mp-e¢scalate secudtyeconcerns and signal to a wider audience
that the five [coastal] states were not about to engage in an Arctic arm
race but dbe t o, and did indeeddn coo
particular, the Declaration confirmed adherence to UNCLOS on
continental shelf claims. But it also served to establish the A5 (i.e. the
five Arctic coastal states) subgrouping and in effect dispé#iedr an
Antarcticlike treaty for the Arctic, coming from a broad range of actors,
including the European Parliam#nt.

The llulissat Declaration was a diplomatic victory for Denmark
and Greenland, and the legacy of the Declaration and the prestige |
bestowed on Denmark and Greenland as an A5 state and through ¢
reputation as an effective broker are merits that matter for a small Arctic
state’® Moreover, the Declaration was followed by increasing attention
to Arctic issues, including strategic coscevithin the Danish Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and the Danish Ministry of Defé@naat has been

32 Anders Puck NielsediKampen om fladed Kystvagt eller krig i farvandene

omkr i ng GmMNRerSikierhadlspditiske mlynamikker i Arktis og Nordatlanten:
Strategiske og Operative Udfordringer for Rigsfeellesskatisfog Ratdyaket
Clemmensen and Camilla T.N. Sgrensen (forthc@02Aig.

3Marc Jacobsen and Jeppe Strandsbjerg,
Controversy: Geopolitics, LPalitik20amp..B S o v
(2017): 21 (B30).

34Cf. Jon Rahbeklemmensen and Gry Tomadazgrning from héssat Initiative.

State Power, Institutional Legitimacy, and Governance in the At&ic Ocean 2007
(Copenhagen: Centre for Military Studies, 2018), withAAdeleo | di , 0 Sec u
i n EU Ar ctRouledgedHardlmogk oféArctic @#scuBEtynhild Hoogensen

Gjerv, Marc Lateigne, and Horatio Ssggrey (London: Routledge, 2020), 338
(33'6347).

35 RahbelClemmensen and Tomasesarning from

e
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termed ar\rctic turim Danish foreign and security policy thinfiige
llulissat Declaration and the aspirations for a peaceful and cooperative
Arctic cornained herein will most likely remain prevalent in the
Kingdomds upcoming strategy and
increasingly tense Arctic region.

Nevertheless, the 1.5 billion DK&tctic capabilities packsme
contents of which were agre@om by the parties to the Danish defence
agreement in the spring of 2021, also signals an increasing awarene
amongst Danish decision makers that tensions are rising arounc
Greenland and the Faroe Islands. Commenting on the contents of the
package, the Nister of Defence stated the following:

We have seen an increase in foreign activities in the Artic and
the North Atlantic. For this reason, we need better surveillance
and presence in the region. Not to escalate conflicts. But
because we need to takettieats seriousiy.

The package tries to strike a
increased domain awareness of Greenlandic sea and air space wh
refraining from procuring military means that could provoke Russia and
simultaneously risk increasthg e e nl andds val #e a
The Ki ngdomds a gegmsion alftctic omay become a
increasingly challenged in the coming years. This indicates a need fi

6JonRahbelCl e mmensen, 0The Arctic Turn: Ho!
Foreign and Security Beénlandyandkhe Intermafionay f
Politics of a Changing Arctic. Postcolonial Paradiplomacy between Heagfsand Low Poli
Kristian Sgby Kristensen and Jon RakBlekmmenserondon: Routledge, 2017),

63 (5469).

3TrineBr amsen, ONew Political Agreement o
D K K Danish Ministry of Def€eseuary 11, 2021,
https://fmn.dk/en/news/2021/newpoliticatagreemendn-arcticcapabilitiesor-
1.5billion-dkk/.

8Kristian SBby Kristensen and Lin A. M
forandring: RigsfbpkPllesskabet og det ar
Studier, forthcoming 2021).
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Denmar ks Arctic security policy
and extrnal demands in an atmosphere of high stakes. As the following
unfolds, the equilibristic practice required of Denmark has roots in the
colonial and postolonial relations between Denmark and Greenland, as
well as the geostrategic position of Greenlatative to the US
homeland.

2.2. Managing the internal relations of the Kingdom: The history

of the base politics of Thule Air Base (Pittufik)
The Thule Air Base in Northwest Greenland exemplifies why Arctic
security and defence issues are a complicated foraRenmark to
handle. To this day, the base is important in itself because its geostratec
significance in a changing Arctic and North Atlantic security landscape
IS once again increasing. This significance goes back to WWII and onl
increased whenthikase became part of the
network during the Cold WAAs a site of Cold War security politics,
Thule has experienced its share of scandals and ‘$ddmsciyncludes
t he Dani sh stateods forceful re
inhabitants to Qaanag, the 1968 crash near Thule of two AmeB2an B
bombers carrying nuclear weapons and the 1995 reveal that the Danis
government had, in fact, been conducting a ddehlang nuclear
policy, in which the US was allowed to station nuedegoons at Thule
despite an official Danish policy stating the coritrahule and its
vicinity also hosted a number of US Cold War experiments, such as
Project Iceworm at Camp Century, in effect making this corner of
Greenland a natural laboratory fonducting military experimerds

¥Kri stensen, 0Nego tAiktsk InstitugoT B a $ e bABkssgeh t © ,

Historigrepisode 10 (Kgbenhavn: Arktisk Institut, 2017).

“MikkelRunge Ol esen, oLightning Rod: US,

the Shadow of Pos tGreeidlandandate InfRragtianadl Rotiticsaias

Changg Arctic. Postcolonial Paradiplomacy between High aedsL éiidtialitiSzby

Kristensen and Jon Rahkelemmense(London: Routledge, 2017)532.

“4Kri stensen, ONegotiating Base Right s,
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andinthe ice sheétThe toxic waste from these experiments remains a
contentious issue to this day.

The history of the base does not inspire trust between Greenlandic
authorities and the Danish, nor does it |&averican base conduct in a
favourable light. When the 1951 defence agreement between the US ar
Denmark was renegotiated in ZZ0®4, this history played into not just
the negotiation strategies of the three parties but also the total outcome
of the negoations; an American upgrade of the Thule radar, increased
recognition of Greenland as a foreign policy actor, and greater
proficiency of the Danish administration in balancing external demands
with the internal politics of the KingdéhSince the renegation,
Greenland has continued on the road towards greater influence or
foreign, security and defence decisions involving Greenlandic ifiterests.

The 20082004 renegotiation shows that the historical context
inevitably sets the scene for gmmdbnial potical dynamics whenever
foreign and security policy matters are at stake. In the renegotiation, th
Opolitics o f° weeeméuecessfdlys svielded thy the
Greenlandic party. Greenland used the history of the Thule Air Base tc
s how Den ma rpkoldlenatienioistodchl Irecord and to draw
parallels to the situation in 26P304. This required an equilibristic
practice of Denmaik performing balancing feats with high stakes. With
the renewed tension in Arctic geopolitics, the stakes remain high for &
small, complicated and geostrategically important Arctic state like the
Kingdom?® Simultaneously, the Greenlandic aspiration for full and

2JohanneMBr uun, Ol nvading the Whiteness:
Militarisati on of Gebgolai25,@o.le(2080): 474 (b638).c e Sh
“Kri stensen, ONegotiating Base Right s,

“Marc Jacobsen and Sara Ol sery@Unitedl Fr om
Statesd Secur it iGreeblandinArctioSecur@y Enmngleda nd, 6
(De)Securitization Dynamics under Climatic Thaw and Geauiditidalr & dsezebsen,
Ulrik Pram Gad, and Ole Weever (forthcoming).
“Kristensemngo Baget Raghts, 6 200.
46 Kristian Sgby Kristensen and Lin A. Mortensgaandrikansk Arktsolitik i
forandrijaktarer og konfliktforst@idmnhavn: Center for Militeere Studier, 2021),
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formal independence has not diminished in the past decade, whict
further raises the stakes for Denmark in the managerhehe
Ki ngdomds internal relations.

2.3. Managing the external relations of the Kingdom: Renewed US

interest and President Trump’s
The renewed geostrategic significance of Greenland became clear |
August 2019 with US Presidemt dmp 6s controvers
Greenland. Despite the instant rejection from Greenland and Denmark,
the offer is an indication of renewed American geostrategic interest in
the Arctic. Trumpds o-tpfoenew Arctics o
initiatives under the Trump administratibifhese are not limited to
Greenland, but the share of the attention that revolves around Greenlanc
activates the poesblonial dynamics between Denmark and Gree#iland.
More than anything, the renewed American interestined that most
security and defence issues in or relating to Greenland are a trilater:
affair, and the third party in this equation is th€ US.

Turning to Europe, in matters of security and defence, the EU is
absent in Greenland for a number of reasbiist, the initiatives
towards greater European security integration are relatively new. Secon
because Denmark gravitates towards NATO and the US in its security
and defence policy, Denmark has actively chosen to stand outside ELl

page/s; Jon Rahb&demmensemaggrundspapir: Nye militeere spaendinger i Nordatlant

og Arktigk@benhavn: Center for Militeere Studier, 2020).

4“7Kri stian SBby Kristensen and Lin A. M

Kampen om isbryderne og USW&s ar ktiske

Sikkerhedspolitiske dynamikker i Arktis og Nordatlanten: Strategiske og Operative Ud

for Rigsfeellesskabet og FedsdortRahbekclemmensen and Camilla T.N.

Sgrensen (forthcoming 2021).

48JonRahbelC| e mmensen and [he Middlehaddhedriviig el s e

Forces Behind De n rmlamdbbodk®on Geopolitice and $eoutity i the,
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Springer, 2020), 89 §g4).
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cooperation with defea implications through its defence-ayt
Denmark has a total of four eqits in relation to its EU membership,
outlining policy areas in which Denmark stands outside EU policy and
cooperation. These are the defenceopthe Eureopt out, the Juste

and Home affairs ojmtut and the opbut on EU citizenship. In a 1992
referendum, 50.7% of the Danish population votemthe Maastricht
Treaty. This no vote is usually explained by Danish scepticism towards
loss of sovereignty and unease abopttispect of a scalled EU army
and what this could mean for Del
To pave the way foryewote, the four opouts were formulated by a
number of Danish opposition parties, and in 1993, this facilitated a
Danishyego the Maastricht Trea¥T hi r d , Greenl and
1985 adds one more reason the EU does not have a security presence
Greenland or rather one more reason the EU does not have an Arctic
security presence through the Kingdom of Denmark. Of course, as
Lar sen has noted, it O6may be pos
is conducted outside the EU, concepts of EU foreign policy might still
be shaping nat i on &iThefrepartesturgsto tipiso | i

shortly.

A contender for the centralo | e o f the US ir
approach to Arctic security could be NATO. But even though NATO
has been O6implicitly presetfthe i n

presence of the alliance in Greenland has been even more implicit, if nc

50For an account of the aptt process and an analysis of the implications for
Denmark of the defence eptit, se€hristina NisserGecilie Felicia Stokholm Banke,
Jakob Linnet Schmidt, Mikkel Runge Olesen, Hans Mouritzen, Jon Rahbek
Clemmensen, Rasmus Brun Pedersen, Graham Butler, and Louise Riis Andersen,
OEuropean Defence Cooperation and Denmark. The Danish @@t on Def en
(Copenhagen: Danish Institute for International Studies, 2020).
S1Henrik LarserAnalysing the Foreign Policy of Small States in the EU: The Case of
DenmarlBBasi ngstoke: St. Martinés Press,
2] st hagen, Andreas, Gregory Levi Sharp
Canadads and Norway®s Ap prhedPalar boeatotlo Se
(2018): 165 (16381).

32



outright absent. This arrangement draws lines to the 1951 defence
agreement , the subsequent pol it
NATO contribution and the continued US presence in Greenland, also
referred t o as>TheGreenlatrcareamaly boidd ¢
the significance it did during the Cold War, but it still indicates the
i mportance of Greenlandds geost:
defence of the continental US and the leverage this affords Denmark
With the renewed tension between Rumsd the West, NATO looks
increasingly to the Arctithbut NATO still remains mostly North
Atlantic in its area of operation in an effort to avoid provoking Russia.
This may change in the coming years, but the future role of NATO in
the Arctic depends annumber of multilateral political decisions.

Press conference remarks from US Secretary of State Antony
Blinken during an official visit to Denmark in May 2021 indicate the
many institutional affiliations of the Kingdom of Denmark. Secretary
Blinken notd that the Kingdom is the only state that belongs to NATO,
the EUandthe AQWor t h adding to this is
Arctic security matters through the Nordic Defence Cooperation
( NORDEFCO) . Denmar kods 2020 c ha
prioritised @scussions of Arctic security at the level of Ministers of
Defence, and the defence cooperation also involves training and
information sharing on operating in Arctic conditibns.

53 Anders Henriksen and Jon RahBdk e mme n's e n 0 T hRrospBatse e n |

for and Chall enges t o Da n iDsrlishForeignPolcy Di
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diplomati 19aP958(Copenhagen: Samleren, 1996).
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However, the visit from the US Secretary of State to Copenhagen
is perhaps n®b interesting because it also involved a connected but
separate visit to Greenland. Secretary Blinken met with newly electe:
Greenlandic Premier Mute B. Egede and underlined the important
partnership between the US and Greenfahais careful diplomatic
attention to Greenland from the US is part of a wider effort to win
increasing goodwill towards the US from the Greenlandic population.
This underlines the point above on the trilateral nature of this felation
in the current landscape, the US remains #iive enternal actor (and
ally) that Denmark and Greenland consider in matters of Arctic security
and defence.

3. The EU as an Arctic security actor from the Danish perspective
As laid out above, Arctic security politics are a balancing act from the
perspective of Copenhagen. On the surface, it involves protecting anc
defending Greenland from threats and exercising Danish sovereignty t
deter enemies. In reality this task is tioatpd by the limitations of a

smal | stateds defence capacity &
further to this complication is
to the continental US, making it an important Arctic gateway to the
continen a | US. Moreover, Denmar k ha:

of Danish burden sharing in relation to the defence of Greenland with
Greenlandic expectations of a greater say in foreign policy matters, &
wel | as Gr-elenml saatedigs $or g this. Is there a

nordi sk forsvar ssamar b Egrsarsninisteridogembed a n s k
05, 2020https://fmn.dk/da/nyheder/2020/vigtigefremskridifor-nordisk
forsvarssamarbejdmderdanskformandskahb/

58 Antony J. BlinkergSecretary Antony J. Blinken, Greenlandic Premier Mute Egede,
Greenlandic Foreign Minister Pele Broberg, and Danish ForeigpeiMiappe

Kofod at a Joi WS Deparemerd of Btaddpy 20,202L,1 i t y, 6
https://www.state.gov/secretaantonyj-blinkengreenlandipremiermuteegede
greenlandiforeigrministerpelebroberganddaniskhforeignministerjeppekofod
atajoint-pressavailability/
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space for the EU in this complicated trilateral security relation from the
perspective of Denmark?

The potential for EU engagement in Arctic security through the
Ki ngdom of Denmark is complicat
relaton t o the EU. Denmar k emphasi
policy, and the foreign and security policy of Denmark as a Member Stat
cannot be isolated from that of the BUhe typical picture for
Denmark is that foreign policy agency is articulated and conducted a
inside the EU or as a combination of inside and outside the EU.
Denmarkds representation in Bru
dedicated to Arctic mattees)d the European External Action Service
consults Denmark on all Arctelated policy. But compared with the
general picture of Danish foreign policy articulation, Arctic policy is
mainly conducted outside the EU, and Danish Arctic policy documents
include only few references to the £0he extent to which the foreign
policy of Member States affects the foreign policy of the EU and vice
versa is a research field in itself. What matters in this context is the
awareness that 6 Da same area$ e coaduged
mainly within the EU while in others the EU is just one organisational
frame among ot her®l nort hneotc arseel eovf
Arctic security and defence policy, the fattet relevant at dllis the
most fittingdesr i pti on not | us Grexilbata@laou s e
because of D e n ma-out. dtgs, howewer, doesfnetn c
mean that the norms and values expressed in the EU as an institutio
and the policy implications of these norms and values doluendef
Denmar kds Arctic security engage

An institutionalised space for EU Arctic security engagement
through the Kingdom thus appears very small. Theoretically, a policy

Henri k Larsen, 0The Arctic Exception:
Denmar k6s Auropedn EoreiRyo Affairs Réyisv 2 (2021)62 (1632).
6_Larsen, O0The A8ctic Exception, d 6

61] arsenAnalysing the Foreign, Folicy
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area could exist under foreign and/or security policy (i.e. within the aree
thatis still primarily the competence of Denmark) but cannot, strictly
speaking, be defence policout. bec
Although the AC may seem like the obvious entry point, precisely
because the Council refrains from matters of militawyitgeche
reluctance of some AC members towards giving the EU observer statu
in the Council means that this is not currently a viable route for the EU.
Denmark supports EU observer status, and EU engagement in area
such as research and climate chantigation is encouraged. But
Denmarkds support does not sugg
the EU in the Council in an effort to avoid importingdRUssia
geopolitical dynamics into the Couiehd probably also with an eye

to preserving its owimfluence as a small member state in this fairly
exclusive club that is the AMsofar as theegional leneéérs mainly to

the activities of the AC, its working groups and the agreements produce
amongst the A8 states, the regional level does ratleely manoeuvre
room for the EU as an Arctic security actor.

Perhaps the picture looks different at the bilateral/trilateral or the
international level. Or perhaps it is exactly where international and globe
iIssues meet local concerns that the EU phaysportant, albeit still
indirect role. In a soft security perspective, global climate change is wort
mentioning. The Greenland ice sheet is an important indicator of climate
change and presents in itself a security risk to Greenlanders, the Arcti
region and the world. The melting of the ice sheet and the resultant sec
level rise are global concerns and as an institution, the EU is &
frontrunner in the effort to address climate change, most recently

62Kathrin Ke i | and Andreas Raspotnik, o0The E
Ar c tEurepead Foreign Affairs R8yieov 1 (2014): 118 (8020); Raspotnikhe
European Uni®@id92.The EU retains its de facto observer status through the Arctic
Counci | gigeoups; o which i plays a role in rule making at the more technical
levelSeé ar sen, O0The Arctic Exception, é 13.
6_arsen, O0The A9%.ctic Exception, é 8
64 RaspotnikThe European UnilofB.
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expressed in the EU Green Deal. In a local Greenlagrdigective,
climate change already has tangible consequences, affecting tt
Greenlanders, Greenlandic culture, wildlife and commercial prospects. /
specific example of this soft security role of the EU is its earth
observation programme, Copernicus, iiclwthe Greenland ice sheet

is monitored closely to understand how it is changing and with what loca
and global consequentes.

On the hard security side, the previous section outlined how
Danist®Greenlandisecurity policy tends to involve great powérgsl
as well. The renewed US attention to Greenland is spurred particularl
by Russian military builgh in the Arctic. This includes the Nagurskoye
base relatively close to the Thule radar, Russian hypersonic weapol
further challenging the existing @&m awareness of
USNORTHCOM/ NORAD and Greenl and?®d
GIUK gap®® Adding to these American worries is Chinese interest in
Greenlandic resources and (military) infrastructure, such as irports.
Increasingly great power politics playlazdlly in Greenland. This is
underscored by pronounced international media attention to the 2021
Greenlandic election, instigated by the election result being an indicatio
of the Greenlandic populationos
importantrare earth elements (REESs) from the Kvanefjeld mine.

In the geopolitical dynamics between the US, Russia and China
the policy of the EU implicitly plays a role. Since the resolution of the
EUdCanadaseallispute, the only voice in the AC still opposing EU
observer status is Russi a. Thi s

65SeegCoperni cus, 0 Copancesiayf29, P0Rle Day, 0
https://www.copernicus.eu/en/media/imageygallery/firstsignificanimeltevent
202%tgreenland

66 Kristensen and Mortensgaakdjerikansk Arktsolitik i forandritgb66.

&7Camilla T.N. SBrensen, 0Chinese Inves
Seen from Nuuk, Co pGeeentaadgedrithe bnterdatioBad Poljitics ofe
Changing Arctic. Postcolonialdtasagipetween High and LoyeBsliiecistian Saby
Kristensen and Jon Rahielemmensen (London: Routledge, 2@B397.
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sanctions against Russia in the aftermath of the Ukrain® thiss.
obstruction to EU participation in the AC arguably also shows that the
geopolitical position of the Union is alyepart of the Arctic geopolitical
calculus, even if it does not translate into a tangible institutional role.
From a Danish perspective, the foreign, security and defence policy
carried out with and in Greenland cannot substantially stray from the
need todeter Russia while seeking diaf§guehat the EU calls
O0sel ect i v@Theabae quetarf®m the @anish Minister of
Defence indicates a similar political reasoning, namely, that the Danis|
approach needs to deter threats in and around Greenlenavwoetding
furthering tensions, in line with the EU policy on Russia.

The Kingdom as a whole is the only Arctic state which is
geographically both part of the European ARéttic region and the
North American oné&.This means that Russian militanydeup and
violations of Danish airspace considerably affect foreign policy and
defence planning in Denmark. But equally pertinent are the concerns an
policies of the US with regard to Greenland. From the US point of view,
in the bestase scenario, Gresmmd is a security assurance for the North
American continent, both against airborne and seaborne (including
submarine) threats. With these geostrategic dynamics in mind, separatit

the Kingdomds bi/trilateral rel
competition at the international level is difficult. And at the international
l evel, the EU is very much a pa

and vice versa.
If or when the EU finds a common policy towards China, the
implications of this policy will mdi&ely also translate into the approach

68 RaspotnikThe European Un8sh

69Kristensen and Mortensgaal,r kt i sk si kker hedspolitik

MEur opean Par | HBuaparkeauropaupdatBdDecember, 2620,

https://www.europarl.europa.eu/factsheets/en/sheet/177/rySqa al&uropean

Union, Shared Vis@ommon Action: A Stronger Europe. A Global Strategy for the Eurc

Uni onds For e i(Rublicaton RlacBimmeanrUniony2018)p33.i c y

@sthagel)T he Good, the Bagh, and the Ugly,
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to China effectuated in and with Greenland. The litmus test for the
relative strength of EU geopolitical policy influence in Greenland could
be a situation in which the EUO
from that of the US. For instance, an EU China policy which is less
confrontational towards Chinese investments compared with the US
approach could place the external management of Danish China polic
in Greenland between a rock and a hard place, i.e.rb#tevetS and

the EU. In addition, the internal relations of the Kingdom could become
strained by a coordinated EU policy on China, running contrary to the
wishes of Greenland. Such a discrepancy between Greenland an
Denmark could evolve into a draggatdispute, similar to the Danish
Faroese dispute on continued Faroese fish sales to Russia despite E
sanctions to the contrdfyThe risk of severe disagreement between
Denmark and Greenland underlines that the foreign policy of the EU
does indeed trangdanto the Danish Arctic security calculus, indicating
that EU influence is not necessarily preconditioned on EU presence in ¢
geographical send&ut in general, in the case of Dendarkenland,

the security and defence policy is mainly conducte@dabesE, and

there is very little space for an explicit Arctic security and defence
presence for the EU through the Kingdom of Denmark.

4. Conclusion

Understanding how the Kingdom of Denmark engages with Arctic
security issues requires attention to thidilecgtic practice required of
Denmark in its management of external and internal demands on the
Kingdom. Harmonising external expectations, particularly those of the
US, and internal Greenlandic calls for a greater say in security ani
defence policy isralancing act with high stakes for Denmark. The post

72AndreaRaspot ni k and HowdMuch s the Hish2Whendereign 0
Policy Meets Fishing | nt elnteenatibnal Relations h e
volume 35, no. 2 (May 13, 2026211https://doi.org/10.1177/004711782092h
73 RaspotnikThe European Uni@®.
“Larsen, OThe Arctic Exception, 6.
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colonial dynamics characterising the Da@Gistenlandiaelation and
the geostrategic position of Greenland on the US doorstep make this ¢
complicated matter in itself.

Inserting the EU into this equatiis even more complicated, not
least from a security and defence perspective. The constitutiopal set
bet ween Denmark and Greenland, a
respective relations to the EU, indicate a number of constraints. The
regional Artic level also seems to preclude an institutional space for EU
engagement in Arctic security and defence policy through the Kingdom
of Denmark. This lack of physical or institutional security presence
throughout the Kingdom does not, however, equate txka of
geopolitical influence. The EU is a powerful geopolitical actor in terms
of size and ambition, and its position on a number of global challenges
indirectly translates into the security perspective of the Kingdom.

This leads to the following questitsna pronounced security and
defence presence in the Arctic the most productive role for the EU to
play? In an Arctic region witnessing intensifying great power competition
and growing militarisation, perhaps the most important role for the EU
lies in keping a number of issues outside the realm of security. Such &
role would cohere well with the historical roots of the EU and the effort
to move sources of European conflict into the realm of institutionalised
cooperation and interdependence. Introdubm&U as a fully engaged
and present hard security actor, risks placing EU Arctic initiatives on
climate change, scientific research, sustainable economic developme
and maritime safety under an overarching security heading, in which a
the above may sdenly be understood ascadled dualise initiatives.

From a DanisbGreenlandiperspective, the processing of REEs
stands out as a specific issue that could be productively managed i
cooperation with the EU. If Greenland decides to extractiREOES
instance, at Kringlerne, where uraniunptogucts are less of a fisk
this will require a lorigrm development strategy involving a number of
actors outside Greenland. EU involvement in financing and developing
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capacities for REE processing ties wellwitGthenmi s si ond s |
on ensuring resilient supply chains, expressed, for example, in th
European Raw Material Alliance. Cooperating with the EU may be a way
for DenmarkGreenland to desecuritise REE production exactly by
managing the REE refinementsidé of the Arctic geopolitical calculus
and through an actor which is further removed from direct security
competition with China than is the case with the US.

A similar dynamic could apply to a number of issues high on the
EU agenda and directly relevianGreenland, such as climate change
and space satellite initiatives, e.g. Copernicus, aiming to improve
maritime safety, weather prediction and climate change mitigation.
These issues are also at risk of securitisation or charges of being dual u
making it all the more important that they are kept out of the realm of
Arctic security politics to the extent it is possible. In a complicated and
equilibristic DanigiGreenladic@American) security relation, there is
little space for the EU as an Arctic security actor. But in a more tense
Arctic, the EU may become increasingly important because it is not ar
institutionalised Arctic security actor, making it easier for the EU t
handle a number of critical, but not yet securitised issues, affecting th
Arctic and the world.

75 A recent speech by High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and
Security Policy Josep Borrell at the Arctic Frontiers conference reiterated these
prioritiesSedoseBor rel | , OArctic: Spe+®reddenby Hi
Josep Borrell at t heEupeantExternal ActioniBervice r s
February 02, 202ittps://eeas.europa.eu/headquarters/headquarters
homepage/92475/arctspeecthighrepresentativevigeesidenjosepborrelt
arctiefrontiersconference_en
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Finland' s Arctic Policy

Sanna Kopra, The Arctic Centre, University of Lapland, Rovaniemi, Finland; The Arct
- Center f@ircumpolar Security Studies, Washington, D.C., United States

1. Introduction

Finlandds security iIs directly |
in Europe, in general, and in the Baltic Sea region, in particular. Russi
with  whom Finland sharesver a 1,30RQilometrelong border,
constitutes the greatest threat
opportunities for (economic) collaboration. While the Arctic has not
framed Finlandds relationship w
Arcticse ur ity have begun to shape F
past years. As great power rel af
Finland has sought to alleviate power tensions and promote global peac
and security by adopting a mediator rdledmsn the East and West, in
general, and in the regional context in the Arctic, in particular. Although
onlyonet hi rd of F i i ltha pravihce oflLapfaiidis ma s
located above the Arctic Circle, the state defines the entire country a
Arctic. To usehe words of Prime Minister Sanna Marin at the Arctic
Frontiers conference in January
a gl obal ™plid raport imvestigates.tlie ways in which
Finlandds Arctic i dent.iintgrnattonaj i r
regional and national contexts.

The EU constitutes the key reference framework and security
community of Finlandds externa
strengthening and devel opment 0 |
and defence poli¢yAs the state finds it important that the EU stands

%“Government CommuniRkRritmendi Deptaet mdat i
Ar cti ¢ Fr ont 202Lhtps:/Gaitioneuvaste.fifen#10646/prime
ministermarins-speeckatarcticfrontiersconference

"Finni sh Government, 0Government Repor
Policy,6 2020,
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united in issues related to Russia, Finland has played a key role i

establishing and strengthening t
perspective, the EU i s 0actorandnpo
has potential for assumi dgtthe mo

regional level, Finland supports the work of the AC and has even
proposed the expansion of t he C
especially Sweden slkeyiderndtmmampargers, a I
in general, and in terms of security and defence cooperation, in particula
I n a national context, Finland?®os
the weHbeing of local populations (including the rights of indigenous
peqles) and the development of Arctic expertise, businesses,
infrastructure and logistics.

The report begins with an out
domestic debates in relation toc
interests and defence cooperatirameworks will also be discussed
before examining Finlandds rel at
Finally, the report will conclude that while Finland will undoubtedly
continue to advocate for the A
cooperatonwt h Sweden and Norway is ||
security framework in the Arctic context in the future.

2. Finland as an ArcticSate

Finland is a member of the AC, but as it is not situated on the coast of
the Arctic Ocean, it has not made tetial claims in the Arctic. The
total population of Finland is 5.5 million, and approximately 10,000 are
indigenous people. Finnish Lapland is sparsely populated; approximate
180,000 people live in the area.

https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/162515/VN_2020_32.pd
f?sequence=1&isAllowed=y

Finnish Gover8meategypyFiolt aAddédsi c Pol i
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi’/handle/10024/163247
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21.Fi nl andHistonAr cti c

Finland declaredsitndependence from Russia on 6 December 1917, but
the border between the two countries was not confirmed before the
signing of the Treaty of Tartu on 14 October 1920. In the treaty, Finland
received a corridor to the Arctic Ocean when Petsamo (Peckihga),

an area of 10,000 kincated near the present border between Norway
and Russia, was handed to Finland. For the young nation, Petsamo, wi
the newly built icee harbour at Liinahamari and the Kolosjoki mining
community, represented a resouigte EI Dorado, and people fro

other parts of the country were encouraged to move to the area. The
opening of the Arctic Ocean highway connecting Rovaniemi to
Liinahamari in 1931 was a national pride, and plans were made to buil
an Arctic railway. After World War II, however, Finléosl its
connection to the Arctic Ocean because the Petsamo area was ceded
the Soviet Union in 1944,

During the Cold War, Finland adopted a policy of neutrality, and
it did not take part in the militarisation of the Arctic. After Mikhail
Go r b a cameus $psechfin Murmansk in 1987, Finland initiated in
1989 that an environmental protection conference be held amongst the
eight Arctic states in the near future. Consequently, Finland hosted the
first-ever Arctic ministdevel meeting in Rovaniemi in919 This
meeting adopted the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy, a
multilateral, noibinding agreement amongst the eight Arctic states, and
started the Rovaniemi Process, leading to the establishment of the AC i
1996.

22.Fi nl andPdicy Arcti c
Finlad s f i r st Arctic strategy wa:
focused mainly on external relations, the drafting process of a more

For more infor mat i onsetdanialBhteerimdknd 6 s Ar c
OFootprintsinte Snow. The Long HiIPsti oney Mofni At @1
Office Publications, December 2tith://urn.fi/{URN:ISBN:97895228%4230.
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comprehensive strategy was soon launched afterwafls n| an d o
for the Arctic Region @@sdased onthevisiorh at O Fi nl and
Arctic actor with the ability to reconcile the limitations imposed and
business opportunities provided by the Arctic environment in a
sustainable manner while dr®win
Based on the definition tithe whole country constitutes an Arctic state,
the strategy sought to strength
developing Arctic expertise and creating new business opportunities
amongst other initiatives. Brief updates to the strategy andntplact
were adopted in 2016 and 2017.

In contrast to the economic focus of the previous strategy,

Finlandds | atest Strategy for Ar
strongly on climate change mitigation and adaptation. It is thus in line
withthegoal of Sanna Marinds govern

by 2035. The strategy outlines
and activities until 2030. The four key priority areas are the following:
1 Climate change, mitigation and adaptation
Promotion of the welbeing of inhabitants and the rights of the
Sami as an indigenous people
1 Expertise, livelihoods and leaeaige research
1 Infrastructure and logistits

Acknowledging the potential spillovers of global conflicts and the
ongoing shift inthe Arctic security situation because of increasing
military activities and growing
Arctic strategy pays more attention to security than the previous one. I
anticipates that, in line with the increase in Arctiastjppfrastructure
and telecommunications, the importance of the region in security anc

8Pr i me Ministerds Office, OFinlandds S

https://vnk.fi/documents/10616/1093242/J1613_Finland%E2%80%99s+Strategy+

for+the+Arctic+Region.pdf/cf80d58895a4a328582435f60400fd2?version=1.0

81Fi nni sh Government, OFinlandds Strate
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defence frameworks will increase in the future. In addition to
devel opments in Russiads Arctic
Chi nads gr owvationsgas & potential souraesop regional
tensions. The strategy recommends that Finland should take action t
promote stability in the Arctic. In particular, it seeks to advocate peace
and constructive multilateral cooperation in the region, and it puts
climate change mitigation and adaptation at the heart of the &trategy.
Finland has held the chairmanship of the ACfivheeéween 2000

and 2002 and between 2017 and 2019. Broadly speaking, the priorities
the stateds chair man tedtignseducation| u
and enhancement of economic development and connectivity, amongs

ot her i ssues. Finl andods | atter
stateds diplomatic efforts, the
declaration for tha fr s t time in the Counci

refusal to mention climate change in the declaration. Ahead of the AC
meeting in Rovaniemi in May 2019, US Secretary of State Mike Pompe
also delivered his unexceptionally confrontational speech ngriticisi
Russia and China.

3. Domestic Debates

One key issue in the Finnish domestic Arctic debate is the many opel
qguestions regarding the rights of the Sami in Finland, although their
status was written into the Finnish Constitution in 1995. As indigenous
people, the Sdmi have the right to maintaih develop their own
language, culture and traditional livelihoods. They also have
constitutional setfjovernment in the Sami homeland, managed by the
Sami Parliament. In addition, the Skolt S&mi maintain their tradition of
village administration. Asmost Fi nl andds S8mi d«
homeland, which covers the municipalities of Enonteki6, Inari and
Utsjoki, as well as the Lappi reindeding district in Sodankyla, they

82bid.
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face difficulties concerning the provision of education, services and
communication in Sami languages, and many Sami have lost their ow
mother tongue. For the time being, Finland has not ratified the
International Labour Organization 169 Indigenous and Tribal People
Convention because of unsolved land ownership disputes iin Sam
territories. In 2019, Finland decided to launch the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission Concerning the Sami people in order to
6identify and assess historical
assimilation policy of the state and violationglafstito find out how

they affect the S&dmi and their communities in the current situation, anc
to propose ways to promote links between the Sami and the state o
Finland and among the S8mi peopl
Sami people and cuku amongst the majority populafibrilhe
commission, which is composed of two representatives of the
government, two representatives elected by the Sami Parliament and ot
representative elected by the Skolt Village Assembly, started to opera
in 2021.

Another sensitive issue domestically concerns infrastructure.
Although Finland lost its connection to the Arctic Ocean over 70 years
ago, the dream of an Arctic railway is still alive. In 2018, the Finnish
Ministry of Transport and Communications publisedat assessing
the implementation and financial feasibility of five different routing
alternatives: Tornidarvik, KolariNarvik, KolariTromsg, Rovaniemi
Kirkenes and KemijarilakurtttMurmansk. According to the report,
an Arctic railway would notlory i mprove Finland?d
and accessibility but also promote connection with the entire Europe, a:
it would offer a gateway to the Arctic Ocean and Northeast Passage. Ir
terms of costs, environmental impacts and effects on the Sami and or

8Pri me Minister ds ruthfandiRecenciliatiof Gommibsion s hi n
Concerning the S8mi People,é 2019,
https://vnk.fi/documents/10616/0/TSK+mandatti+EN.pdf/9b41ee9a&71db698
1c2aa781a2a5d308/TSK+mandaatti+EN.pdf?t=1608717827150
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reindeer herding, the routing alternatives vary significantly. Based on th
assessment, the Ministry decided to further examine the routing from
Rovaniemi to Kirkenés.In 2019, however, a Finnidorwegian
working group concluded that the construction efAlctic railway
would not be commercially viabl
the projectds diverse I mpacts o]
Notwithstanding, Finest Bay Area Development Oy signed a
memorandum of understanding with the NomvedsotVareanger
Utvikling development company on Arctic railway planning and
implementation in May 2019. They sought to attract private investors to
compl ete the project within the
Arctic strategy no longer mensothe Arctic railway project but
considers the port of Narvik as a gateway to the Northeast Passage
While previously supporting the construction of the Arctic railway, the
Regional Council of Lapland also decided to rewrite the draft provincial
plan for he period until 2040.

31. Fi nl an d SesuritACorcermsc

According to the latest Government Report on Finnish Foreign and
Security Policy published in 20:¢
security policy i s t opoditoh tosecuget h e
its independence and territorial
and prosperity and to ensur® th
Other goals of the state include promoting foreign and security policy
cooperation, stngthening multilateral cooperation, sharing global

responsibilities and peacebuilding.

84Mi ni stry of Transport and Communicat.i
https:// julkaisut.vayla.fi/pdf8/Ir_2018 jaameren_rataselvitys_web.pdf

8%Lapin liitto, o0Lapi n-Ldpinmaalumakaaeh 2040u st o
val mi st el uu rttps//wiw.lapMlittg.fi/l@pbriHtdn-valtuustepalautti
pohjoislapinmaakuntakaav&®40valmisteluun/

8Fi nni sh Go v enmantRepott on Finrish Foeeign and Security
Policy,o6 2020.
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When it comes to military security, Finland maintains its own
independent army and remains-atigned. Yet it closely cooperates
with NATO and its member states wittihe framework of the
Partnership for Peace programme. Such cooperation benefits the
development, maintenance and use of military capabilities of Finland, fo
instance. As an EU Member State, Finland also supports the
development of EU defence cooperdtion.

Notably, Finland managed to lower Cold War tensions by
organising the 1975 Conference on Security anpleCation in Europe,
which led to the establishment of the Organisation for Security and
Cooperation in Europe in 1990, as well as by organisfirgttAectic
ministerial meeting in 1991. In a similar manner, contemporary Finlanc
seeks to promote Arctic peace and security by proposing talks betwee
great powers. In 2017, President Sauli Niinistd proposed convening al
Arctic Summit in Finland to disgs a wide range of issues on Arctic
cooperation, in general, and issues related to climate change, in particul
0l f we | ose the Arctic, we | ose
at the Arctic Forum in Arkhangelsk in 281lh 2019, Niinisto
corfirmed that Finland is willing to organise thedwst Arctic Summit
to promote the reduction of black carbon emissions in the Arctic region.
In the end, however, Finland abandoned its plans to organise a summ
because of the intensifying power coripetbetween the US and
Russia. Nevertheless, Niinistd discussed Arctic issues, especially bla
car bon, in bilateral tal ks with

87Sedi ni stry ©do Perf &thicen wi th the Europe
https://lwww.defmin.fi/fen/areas_of expertise/international defence cooperation/e
u_cooperation#b8cfc029

88Saul i penimgiRenmarfks by the President of the Republic of Finland Sauli
Niinist°® at ©6The Arctic: TeXiritory of
https://www.presidentti.fi/en/speeches/openinemaksby-the-presidenbf-the-
republieof-finlandsaukiniinisteatthe-arcticterritoryof-dialogueforum-
arkhangelsBOthhrmarch2017/.
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and with US President Donald Tr
in 2019.

In March2021, Niinistd sought to restore the idea of having an
Arctic summit in Finland. Inaned col umn i n Fin
newspapeHelsingin Sangratproposed a 2025 Helsinki summit in the
spirit of the 1975 Conference on Security arop€mtion irEurope.
According to Niinist6, the proposed summit could bring great powers
together to discuss climate change and the relief of military tensions ir
the Arctic regio® Fi nl anddés 2021 Arctic s
convening an Arctic Summit wouldtno onl y 0enabl e
environment al i ssues on the Arct
but also 6create a possible for:
which are outside of®the Arctic

As deepening regiomaoperation between the five Arctic coastal
states would not serve Finland?o:
role as the key forum of Arctic cooperation. In line with this, Finland has
sought to promote security cooperation in the auspices ACthe
2019, Prime Minister Antti Ri nne
Katrin Jakobsdottir, suggested at the Arctic Circle Assembly in Reykjavil
that the AC should expand its mandate and address security policy iSsue
Previously, however, varid\rstic security experts questioned the idea,
as the kinds of issues that the AC (or any Arctic security platform) coulc
address and how it could improve Arctic security in practice remainec
uncleaf!

8Saul i Niinist©°, 0Ar Kkt iHsldingin Sanqitvitrehy t t & |
282021https://www.hs.fi/mielipide/art2000007886291.htmi
PFi nni sh Government, OFinlandds Strate

%9See for example, Ragnhil d Gr BHKeptiomgf, 0W
t he Ar ct iThe Ar€io lmstitatend 2, 2016,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/whwilitarysecurityshouldbe-keptout-of-the-
arcticcouncil/; Kat hrin Stephen, O0An ATheAritic Se
InstituteMarch 26, 2016ttps://www.thearcticinstitute.org/arcisecurityforum-

pleasedont/.
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At the regional level, it is of key interest to Fintanekpand
foreign and security policy and defence collaboration with Sweden,
which enjoys a Ospeci al status |
the two countriesd6 060l ong histori
contemporary tiesand thelvé | y i nt e g r*ntaddidionéoc o n
strengthening the defence capacities of both countries, defence
cooperation between Finland and Sweden seeks to maintain the securi
of the Baltic Sea region. After signing a Memorandum of Understanding
on defewe cooperation in 2018, the armed forces of the two countries
substantially increased their cooperétithile both countries remain
military noraligned, they became enhanced NATO partners in 2014 and
are signatories to the Host Nation Support AgreemwiémtNATO,
allowing logistical support for NATO forces during exercises or in a
crisis”* Notably, the Swedish Parliament made a profound shift in its
policy of neutrality by voting in favour of the NATO option in
December 2020. While such option does mmessarily mean a
commitment to join NATO, it can be regarded as a move towards joining
the military alliance. Although Finland has had a similar option since
1995, there has been little public debate about potential NATO
membership for many years. GivenrFl andés <c¢cl ose r
Sweden, however, it is likely that a more comprehensive debate abol

2Mi ni stry Ddf drdenCe®qp®r ati on bet ween |

https://www.defmin.fi/fen/areas_of_ expertise/international_defence_cooperation/d

efence_cooperation_between_finland_and_sweden#affaf346

93 Seee.g. Matti Pesu and Tuomashéa r k Khe Deegening Finnid8wedish

Security and Defence Relationship: Fro

Interoperabilityd?, 06 Finnish Institute

https://www.fiia.fi/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/bp291_the_finnish

swedish_security and_defence_relationshigpdfles Saloniasternak and

Henri Vanhanery F i m8wedish Defence Coopton: What History Suggests

about Fut uFimishIrestaute afrintematipnél Affairs Briefing Paper

2020/284, dathttps://www.fiia.fi/ wp-content/uploads/2020/06/bp284_finnish

swediskdefencecooperation.pdf

%4 Saloniudasternak and Vanhanerk i mM8we thi sh Def en2020. Coor
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Swedish NATO membership would instigate a similar debate in Finland
as well.

Moreover, close and comprehensive defence collaboration with
other Nordic cantries is of importance to Finland. After the end of the
Cold War, Denmark, Finland, Norway and Sweden institutionalised their
defence cooperation by establishing the Nordic Armaments Co
operation in 1994, the Nordic Coordinated Arrangement for Military
Peace Support in 1997 and Nordic Supportive Defence Structures in
2008. In 2009, the three structures were merged by creating the
NORDEFCO, which develops regional military cooperation in five
areas: strategic development, capabilities, human resources ar
education, training and exerci se
2025, which was adopted in 2018, does not explicitly mention the Arctic
but focuses on the improvement of defence capability and cooperation
in peace, crisis and conflict. Based on the g&ion, defence ministers
of Finland, Norway and Sweden signed a trilateral defence agreemel
titled 0Statement of I nt ent on
September 2020. The planned cooperative actions imtkraljahe
formulation of arilateral policy steering group with defence ministry
representatives, as well as the establishment of a trilateral strateg
planning group.

Il n summary, Finlandds securit
Arctic context is carried out within the EU, NATOd aNordic
frameworks. From the Finnish perspective, these settings do not
compete but complement and benefit one anSther.

4. Fi n | a n BRelasonsknthe ArcticContext
When Finland and Sweden joined the EU in 1995, the Union not only
gained a new geogragatiarea in the north but alst,a006kilometre

%SMi ni stry ©do perf &thicen wi th the Europeal
https://www.defmin.fi/fen/areas_of_expertise/international_defence_cooperation/e
u_cooperation#b8cfc029
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long border with the Russian Federation. As the EU did not have a
coherent policy related to Russia and northern regions, Finland starte
to advocate northern policies on the EU ag&rdgear before Finldn
became a member of the EU, Hi@meign Minister Heikki Haavisto
introduced the concept of a northern dimension to the European
audience. When speaking to European journalists, he said the following

New Nordic members, if and when they join, will bwittlythem a

whole new northern dimension to the EU. We have a huge land area
but not too many people. The Baltic Sea and arctic areas, including
the Barents region, are relevant concepts. The implications of the
northern dimension to the Union are gradguming recognized in
Brussels and EU capit#ls.

At the Barents EurdC in Rovaniemi in 1997, thBnime Minister
Paavo Lipponen initiated the development of the Northern Dimension
for the EU. Later in the same year, he succeeded in getting the initiativ
on the agenda of the European Council, which instructed the
Commission to submit an interim report on the subject. The report
presented I n 1998 acknowl edged
sustainable development of Northern Europe are of majortitdehes

Uni on and the c o%amd thei Nogh Dimensidnh e
Initiative was adopted as an official EU policy.

During Finl andds first EU pr
European Council invited the Commission to prepare an action plan for
theNorthern Dimension. In the following year, such a plan was adopted,
and in 2001, the Northern Dimension Environmental Partnership was

9% SeeMarkku Heikkildlf WelLas t he Arcti c. Finlandds Al
Present Dé@yovaniemi: Arctic Centre, 20TP2§26.

"Hei k ki Ranzarks by MroHeikkdHaavisto, Minister for Foreign Affairs, to
Eur opean J o unhitps:/énwiv.silendi/end3169/9ldhduage=en

%Cited in David Arter, O0Small State 1In
O6Northern

Di mens i on Jdumal df CommonWarket SBud@s (2000): 678.
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established in HelsifkiDur i ng Finl andds seco
2006, two documents defining the Northern Dimensiosn evetorsed:

the Political Declaration on the Northern Dimension Policy and the

Northern Dimension Policy Framework Document, which establish a
policy framework for cooperation between the EU, Iceland, Norway and
the Russian Federation.

After his retirementPaavo Lipponen continued to promote
economic devel opment in the Arc
the region. In a report commissioned by the Confederation of Finnish
Industries, Lipponen recommended that Finland should pursue a
leadership role ihhe devel opment of t he I
policy, as well as advocate nationally important infrastructure project:
within the EUIn his September 2015 memorandum to Commission
President JeaDlaude Juncker, Lipponen proposed the formulation of
the EU Arctic and northern policy. According to Lipponen, the EU
Sshould Obetter recognize the gr
assume the role of a gl obal pow
ambi tious ELigponentalsaccallpdddr thecEY to 8ecure
its logistic access to the Arctic Ocean by constructing a new Arctic
railway from Rovaniemi to Kirkenes. In the same year, Lipponen
prepared, together with former FiCom CEO Reijo Svento, a report to
Minister of Tansport and Communications Anne Berner on the
prerequisites for international cooperation to initiate the Northeast
Passage sea cable project (the Arctic Connect), which would create a fe
telecommunications route between Asia and Northern and Central

99 For more detailed information on the procesdlinistry for Foreign Affairs,

The Northern Dimension: A Finnish Périgsictki®dinistry for Foreign Affairs,

Unit for Norther Dimension2006).

WPpagavo Lipponen, OPohjoinen tahtotila.
t al ous k a s https/ek.fidip -cdriehthiploads/Pohjoinen_tahtotila.pdf
WPaavo LipponensEUAFRtTand dlorthemmdlicyt i ou
Memorandum to European Commission PresidenCleaaude Juncker , 6
https://www.arcticfinland.fi/loader.aspx?id=3d95e6@7845858838

65b3ae8d081e

54


https://ek.fi/wp-content/uploads/Pohjoinen_tahtotila.pdf
https://www.arcticfinland.fi/loader.aspx?id=3d95cac7-6928-4585-8838-65b3ae8d081e
https://www.arcticfinland.fi/loader.aspx?id=3d95cac7-6928-4585-8838-65b3ae8d081e

Euope via Finland, Norway and R
published in 2016 contained issues important to Finland, especiall
research collaboration and cilossler transportation between Finland
and Norway, the Parliament of Finland was more ardetsnt with

the policy?

During Finlandds EU presidenc
sought to raise Arctic issues on the EU agenda and emphasised th
necessity of updating the 2016 Joint Communication on EU Arctic
Policy. Accor di ngPragamnte] timelAectic chéss
emerged as an i mportant regi®n f
At the same ti me, the EU coul d
Arctic region in research and innovation, environmental and climate
actions, including dkling black carbon emissions, and sustainable
economic activity in the in¥rasi
In addition to climate change mitigation, Finland emphasised the
importance of strengthening political security stability in the akdtic
respecting and promoting the views and rights of indigenous peoples an
local communities. Finland has also initiated the establishment of the EL
Arctic Information Centre at the premises of the Arctic Centre at the
University of Lapland in Rovanieffi.

Furthermore, Finland actively took part in the process of making
the EUG6s new Arctic policy publi
2021 Arctic strategy, the state will continue to advocate for the
enhancement of t he EU?S&earstocadme. i 1

Finlandds | atest Arctic strategy
102FduskuntaE U: n ar ktinen politiikka, é May 4
https://www.eduskunta.fi/Fl/tiedotteet/Sivut/EUrarktinenpolitiikka.aspx

8Fjnlandés Presidency Program, 2019, 1

https://eu2019.fi/documents/11707387/14346258/EU201BEF
puheenjohtajakaudehjelmaen.pdf

04Fj nl andds Presidency Progr am, 13.
105Sedr ctic Centre, OEU Arctic I nformatic
https://www.arcticcentre.org/loader.aspx?id=9e500889455 1ad/ &

88d2e93f2b8c
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sufficient resources (including human resources) to enable consister

coordination and i mpl e m¥&HNldremteni, o n
Finland has campaigned tloe acceptance of the EU as an observer in
the AC. Back in the early 2000

programme had already stated th
val uabl e partner to the Artic (
Fi nls smtendiadh to make the EU a formal observer in the c&Uncil.

[ n a similar vein, Finl andos 2
i nvol vement of EU institutions
groups. When it comes to Arctic security, Finland emphasi t h e I
role in reaching the goal of the Paris Agreement to limit the global
temperature increase well below 2°C (preferably 1.5°C) compared witt
preindustrial levels.

5. Future Prospects andChallenges

Finland finds It i mp ocohereace,tglobalo
leadership and external capacity to act, in general, and in norther
Europe, in particul ar. I n addit
Russi a, the Unionds strengthene
continue to be of interestfnland in the future, too. From the Finnish
perspective, the EU&s Arctic poc

environmental protection, economic development and job creation, the
weltbeing of the Sami and other local people, and international
cooperabn.

Over the past decade, Chinads
to shape Arctic security and politics. For Finland, this has brought not
only new business opportunities but also new kinds of (security)

8Fji nni sh Government, OFinlandds Strate
107Ministry for Foreign Affairs 0 Program for the Finnis
Council 20082 0 0 2 , dttpR/Av@varcticfinland.fi/loader.aspx?id=074b870d
€3d14d2298ff-02f57ae09fh7
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challenge®¥? Although Finland has enjoyedsjgeial relationshijth

China, as illustrated by panda, winter sports and mask diplomacy, as wi
as President Xi Jinpingds visit
growing suspicion about Chinads
b e ¢ au s es effdrts t€duy onl@ade an airport in Lapland in'?018.
Finlandds new China Action Pl an
expect that Finlandds O6sound an
woul d shield it from tctlaterabdamalgea t e
caused by str ai ne'dAgainsttthisrbackdtop, @an a
robust and coherent EU policy on China is increasingly important for
Finland. From the Finnish perspective, it is important that the EU and
China agree on fields, ettives and means of collaboration and
maintain comprehensive and productive dialogue that does not dismis
questions related to human rights even atlévgh meetings. Finland

also finds it important that the EU defends its values and interests more
deerminately in the futut&.

As Chinads military presence
economic security constitutes a key issue for Finland in relation to
Chinads growing Arctic foothol d
company acquisitions, investiy critical infrastructure and cyber

18E ., g. Ti mo K cChimaunrthe aretic; and the@pportunities and
Challenges for ChineBmnish Arctic Cmperation BrimeMi ni st er 6 s Of f
Publication019He | si nk i Prime Ministerds Off i
https://julkaisut.valtioneuvosto.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/16137204 9
China_Arctic_andFinland.pdf

19egEannKopra and ME@hitna®srAnmnenic oAmbitio
Headwi nds TheDipemaldarch 1842024,
https://thediplomat.com/2021/03/chinaarcticambitionsfaceincreasing
headwindsn-finland/.

WMi ni stry of Foreign Afdmiors, ChiGoa,ed na
https://um.fi/documents/35732/0/Finland%27s+Governmental+Action+Plan+on
+China+221.pdf/3694819%{39fbf1-328e666f8fc0f192?t=1623934391697

MMi ni stry of F&inaeh ginp AdK ak o ss; oOlEdJs2 kuu
2020 https://www.eduskunta.fi/Fl/vaski/Liiteasiakirja/Documents/EDRD20
AK-308964.pdf
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securityao, Finland therefore mai
a common situation analysis and tools to address the lack of reciprocit
and prevent any &3dmsdecensa tepethdemre c ur
Chinese investments, it would be important for Finland to attract EU
funding for the development of infrastructure and logistics in remote
parts of the country, especially in northern Lapland. While many local
companies, municipalities and decisiakens in (northern) Finland
most probably continue to welcome Chinese investments in the future,
Helsinki is increasingly critical of Chinese involvement in large
infrastructure projects, such as the Arctic Corridor project. In contrast
to the Arctic railay project, which has been highly criticised, especially
amongst the Sami and environmental movements, criticism over the
Helsink&Tallinn tunnel has mainly focused on the reliance on Chinese
investmen® a key reason that Estonia rejected the projech 20
Finnish stakeholders can be expected to work hard to attract Europear
investors and/or EU funds in order to realise these large infrastructure
projects in the foreseeable future.

When it comes to Arctic diplomacy and security, Finland has
underlined ta status of the AC as the principal intergovernmental
platform in the Arctic. As the s
supports the consolidation of the existing governance structures in the
Arctic and does not see the need for establishieg Anctic treat}/?

Yet, Finland has been in favour of the expansion of the AC mandate,
probably because the state does not wish the five littoral states to expar
their (security) cooperation under the Arctic Five framework. In the case
that some kind of istic great power club or security platform is going
to emerge in the future, however, Finland would expect the EU to be
part of such a forum.

Finally, the objective of Fin
Arctic as a stable region characterisedebgeful and constructive

L22Mi ni stry of Foreign Affairs, o0Governn
WFEjinni sh Government, OFinlandds Strate
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collaboration** While acknowledging that intensifying great power
tensions are shaping the regional security situation, Finland finds the
acceleration of climate change to be also one of the key security issues
the Arctic. Notaly, President Niinistd has constantly argued that climate
change is currently the biggest security threat for Finland. Against thi:
backdrop, the EU6s strengthened
politics 1 s a cent ritaation ans the Arctia n
security dynamics at large. In terms of traditional security, Finland will
undoubtedly continue to support
and security collaboration. Yet, regional defence collaboration within the
NORDEFCO, in gneral, and with Sweden, in particular, will
presumably continue to be the most important security frameworks for
Finland in the future. Whether Finland and Sweden will formalise their
defence collaboratidna decision that is undoubtedly also shaped by
deel opment s regarding t he t wo
membership in the coming y@aremains unclear, however. Against
this backdrop, SaloniBsisternak and Vanhanen identify four potential
scenarios for the future of FinrdShvedish defence collaboratiran
everdeeper collaboration without forming a defence alliance; 2) the
establishment of a FinnéSwedish defence alliance; 3) trilateral defence
integration between Finland, Sweden and Norway; and 4) Nordic
defence through NAT®? In any event, suchedelopments would
inevitably also shape Arctic security dynamics and the role of the EU ir
Arctic security.

114]bid.
15Saloniudasternak and VanhanerF i m8we thi sh Defence Coo|
2020.
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Iceland and the European Union Arctic Security
and Great Power Interest

Pia Hansson and Gudbjorg Rikey Th. Hauksdéttir, Institute éfflaieraational
University of Iceland, Reykjavik, Iceland

1. Introduction
Icelanders are generally positive towards cooperation with the EU anc
think that Iceland and the EU should work closely on security and policy
issues, according to a recent surveyspedliby the Institute of
I nternational Affairs at the Uni
foreign policy:° Although Iceland is not an EU member, the EU is an
important ally to Iceland, and Iceland, as a member state of the Europea
Free Trade Assiation (EFTA), participates closely in the European
project through the European Economic Area (EEA) and Schengen
agreements. Nevertheless, Iceland is still heavily reliant on the US ar
NATO for its security and emphasises its relations with the US as
leverage to increase its diplomatic status in Arctic politics.

Iceland completed its chairmanship of the Arctic Council (AC) in
May 2021, which culminated in a ministerial meeting in Reykjavik.
During the proceedings of the ministerial meeting, US Seufr &iate
Antony Blinken and Russian Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov had a
bilateral meeting, which was the first time that US and Russiandligh
officials had met since the new US administration took over under the
leadership of President Joseph Bidibe. historic significance of this
meeting resonates with the Reykjavik Summit between US Presider
Ronald Reagan and General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev of the Sovi
Union in 1986. Although the tension between the US and Russia is no
on the same levelday as it was then, the Blindeawvrov meeting took
place during a difficult time in &8ussia relations and Arctic politics.

1165, B. OmarsdoéttiPragmatic and Wary of Cleateyedéx&ews on International
Cooperati@iReykjavik: Institute of International Affairs, 2021).
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By the end of the ministerial meeting, all permanent participants
of the AC signed the Reykjavik Declaration, reaffirming their
commi t ment to Omaintain peace, S
i n t heéeYAAr dthiec .s@a me t i me sterntstrategicC o u
plan was accepted. The declaration, the strategic plan and the success
the ministerial meeting, as well asBlinkedLavrov bilateral meeting,
could mark a new era in Icelandic Arctic politics, in which Iceland has
found itsnichim being a peace broker between great powers in the region.
Iceland has also recently found itself in a new position between othel
great powers, i.e., between the US and China. This is exemplified by tw
highlevel US officials having pressured Iceland not to participate in the
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI), a Chinese infrastructure and investment
project.

This report begins with asdussion of Iceland and the Arctic, in

which I celandds gener al activiti
|l cel andds key priorities in Arc
security, |l cel andds security si

lcel andersd views on foreign pol |
increased Arctic presence is proving to be a challenge for Iceland i
explained. Fourth, Iceladtsl U relations, | cel
cooperation with the EU and the discourse in Iceland thiedsU and
the Arctic are investigated. Finally, the future I@tahdelations and
their possibilities and challenges are addressed.

At the international level, Iceland has found itself navigating
delicate waters between great powers in the Arctedyntma US, China
and Russia, and is trying to find its niche as a peace broker in the Arctic
At the regional level, the country is an active participant in Arctic politics
and increasingly in discussions on Arctic security. At the regional level

WArctic Council, 0ReykQcaagiénloftheéwelffrar at i o
Ministeri al Meeting of the Ar-ctic Coun
council.org/bitstream/handle/11374/2600/2021%20Reykjavik%20Declaration%202
0-5-2021.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y.
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howeve, Iceland holds a conservative stance and is not likely to change
its position to a more Etkentred security policy. Rather, Iceland will
continue to enhance its security cooperation with the US and its close
collaboration with other Nordic countries.

2. Iceland and the Arctic

Iceland is an active participant in Arctic politics; it is a member of the AC
and held its most recent chair ms
main areas of focus during its chairmanship were climate and gree
energy solutionghe Arctic marine environment, the people and
communities of the Arctic and a stronger“AMloreover, Iceland has
emphasised its goal to strengthen cooperation between the Arctic
Economic Council and the AE.

The country is also a member of the BaEmsAC along with
Denmark, Finland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the European
Commission (Barents Edrctic Cooperation, n.d.), the United
Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), the Commission
on the Limits of the Continental Shelf, the Omgdian for Security and
Cooperation and the Council of the Baltic Sea States. Although Icelanc
has no military, it is a founding member of NATO and has a bilateral
defence agreement with the US from 1951. The country therefore relie:
on the US and Europerfits protection and national security.

In AlTingi, the I celandic Pa
Arctic policy from March 2011, eleven priority areas in the region are
specified®’Some of these are | cel andads:s

sustainkble use of natural resources, the prevention of hinchaced
climate change, the improvement of thelveatlg of Arctic residents

W8Ar ctic Council ,Suwsltogien antelre Thmwatrides: al ¢
Chairmanship2082 021, 6 Arctic Cowu-ncil, 2021, h
council.org/en/news/ongearinto-the-2019202 ticelandiechairmanship/
119 Arctic Council, 10.
20Al Tingi, oOTillaga tibk ?timgbé&fplkmunarh
2011, https://www.althingi.is/altext/139/s/1148.html.
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and the importance of safeguarding broadly defined security interests
The resolution focuses on international cooperdtiba eegional, sub
regional and global levels. Cooperation with Greenland and the Faroe
Islands is emphasised, as is strengthening the AC, and solvin
disagreements using the UNCLOS framework. Hansson and
Hauksdétti* a s s er t t hat t h e onptatesi they 6 s
governmentds cl ear emphasis on |
that Arctic issues are a key foreign policy priGrife EU is not
mentioned in the policy, althou
Owi de per s pe citizenvper§pecive id enfplrasised, as is
cooperation with ©6other statesod
the prevention of pollutiof®

According to a discourse analysis by Heinineff&hal Icelandic
government has emphasised governance, atieal cooperation,
security and the economy in its official texts on the Arctic. In fact, 12%
of the total coded quotes were on sectdtitshereas 5% were on safety
and search and resé¢ti@he research shows that Iceland has, in recent
years, emphasisedcurity when it comes to the Arctic. This is also
apparent in Il celandds new Arcti
at the time of writing this report, although a preparatory parliamentary
resolution has been published. The resolution has ansfgzasis on

IpPHansson and G. R. T. Hauksd-ttir, ol ce
and the Search f ©nThialte?Rerspdctives orl AdcBerSecurityy |,
D. Depledge and P.W. Lackenbauer (Publication Place: North American and Arctic
Defence and Security Network, 2021).

122Hansson and Hauksdéttir, 165.

LAl Tingi, oO0lings8lyktun um stefnu Csl a
https://www.althingi.is/altext/151/8273.html.

124l Heininen et al ., 0 AAnalysis, SyntResis,andi es an
Trends, 6 International Institute for A

http://pure.iiasa.ac.at/id/eprint/16175/1/ArticReport_ WEB_ new.pdf?fbclid=IwAR
1PSbY5YAXIIMCNv_RFSKe6PdtsVAOCTIshkAvXEQ7OfCeJKPNWOsg.
125Heininenet al., 57.
126 Heininenet al., 58.
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climate change and increased instability in the region. There is also stror
rhetoric on security issues, with an emphasis on the following:

060safeguarding security interest:
perspective and based on the foundatibn | cel andds Ar
Security Policy, stand guard over security development in
collaboration with the other Nordic countries and other

NATO allies, speak against militarization and work
systematically to maint®&in peace

Although the EU is not specified in the resolution, NATO allies,
including Nordic countries, three of which are EU members, are
i ndicated. This iIis consistent wi
i.e., a focus on the US, NATO and the Nordic cosntrie

3. lIceland and Arctic Security

Security is not defined in lcel:
states that the policy O6extends
entails active foreign affairs policy, civil security, and defencatomoper

wi t h ot h eIt canotherefore beeasgued that the Icelandic
government focuses on security in a broad sense. It remains ambiguou
however, about the renewed great power interest in the Arctic region
On the one hand, the Icelandic govemtnie hopeful about the
economic gains that could be generated via the opening of Arctic
shipping lanes. On the other hand, it has expressed concerns about tr

regionds further militarisation
i n | cel alseduditg polic}®t i on a

2IAl Tingi, oOTillaga til Tings8lyktunar
https://www.althingi.is/altext/151/s/1273.html.

128Parl i ament of I celand, oOParliamentary

Il celand, 6 2016,
https://lwww.government.is/media/utanrikisraduneytimedia/media/Varnarmal/Nati
onatSecurityPolicyENS. pdf.
129Hansson and Hauksdéttir.
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This concern is also evident amongst the general public. In a recen
survey on I cel ander¥dvervddd ofgthe on
respondents perceived great power interest in the Arctic as a high threa
and around 30% perceivedad a medium threat; in comparison,
nationalism and populism in Europe and the US were considered a higl
threat for around 40% of the respondents and a medium threat for a little
under 30%3 Nonetheless, Icelanders generally view their country as

secure. Wlhn asked to identify Ilcel an:
only 0.6% of the respondents identified the risk of armed conflict in
|l cel andds proximity, whereas 1.

perceived the level of security threats agaiteshdcas low, whereas
12.2% perceived it as highAs st ated in the re
security is of course supported
peaceful cou¥®Wtry in the worl d. o
As stated by Hansson and Hauksddtliceland was a latener

to discussions about how to conceptualise Arctic security. This is
demonstrated by the fact that Iceland did not release a risk assessme
until 2009, and eveinen,neither the Arctic nor Arctic security were not
specified® | cel andds NaCounal nvad estddlested i t
2016*f ol |l owed by Il celandds first
identifies O6environment al and s
international cooperation and ¢
priority*¥’The Arctic and Arctic security have therefore become a higher

130 Omarsdottir.
131 Qmarsdéttirﬁ.
1320marsdéttirs.

1330marsdottir16.
1B4Hansson and Hauksdattir.
3The I celandic Ministry for Foreign Af

https://www.stjornarradid.is/media/utanrikisraduneytimedia/media/Skyrslur/Skyrsla
_um_ahatmat_fyrir_Island_a.pdf.
136]bid.
BParl i ament of Il celand, OParliamentary
| ¢ el Alpingi,2046,
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priority for the Il celandic gover
identity over the past few yediblevertheless, IceladtelU relations in
a security context do not seem to be a high priorit

Anot her area of concern has I
capacity to conduct search and rescue in the vast area that Iceland
responsi ble for. It Orepresents
Guard, which 06does not dluave5t e
The US military assisted the Icelandic Coast Guard in its search an
rescue missions until 2006, after which the latter became responsible f
its own search and rescue missions. Nonetheless, the Icelandic Coa
Guard still condus exercises with NATO membé#fs.

As explained in a report by the Ministry of Interior from 2016,
search and rescue remains an i
security. The area for which the Icelandic Coast Guard is responsible i
vasfi an area of @, million km!** The expansiveness of this area,

amongst other factors, has made
capability assessed as Ounsati s
Hauksdottit?t o 6ensure | celandds secu
|l cel andds reaction capability, i

with the necessary funding. o
As previously mentioned, Iceland is heavily reliant on NATO and
the bilateral UBceland Defence Agreement, especially after the US

https://www.government.is/media/utanrikisraduneytimedia/media/Varnarmal/Nati
onatSecurityPolicyENS. pdf.
138Hansson and Hauksdottir, 165.

39Mi ni stry of the I nterior, 0Bj°rgun og
i nnanr2kisr8hherradé Reykjav?k, 2016,
https://www.stjornarradid.is/media/innanrikisraduneyti
media/media/frettir2016/BjorgunarmidstodSkyrsla.pdf.

0g

“OMi ni stry of the Interior, O0Bj°rg
innanr2kisr8hherra, 6 Reykjav2zk, 2
https://www.stjornarradid.is/media/innanrikisraduneyti
media/media/frettir2016/BjorgunarmidstodSkyrsla.pdf.

141 Ministry of the Interior, 2.

142Hansson and Hauksd®ttir.
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Army abandoned th€eflavik army base in 2006. Iceland also relies on
NORDEFCO but does not participate in the Arctic Challenge Exercise
by NORDEFCO and has not signed the Nordic Enhanced Cooperation
on Air Surveillance or the Nordic Combat Uniform system under the
NORDEFCO cooperation?? Iceland remains a state without an army,
limiting its participation in NORDEFCO about political and military
iIssues. However, the Icelandic government seems to be putting mor:
emphasis on defence and secaimi ty
funding for I celandd%s defence fr

3.1. ChinaMakesThings Complicated

Chinads involvement in Arctic pc
|l cel ander s generally perceive
problematic. As mentioned/ tOmarsdottit?® 6 [ é ] debates
Chinese investments and operations have often proven quite
contentious. ® Research on discol

showed t hat |l cel ander s wer e 0e
i nvestors bugvegt mamtdd m@mongdsi bl y
security*Thi s is in |ine with Ilcelan
power i nterest i n the Arctic. I

former Minister of Justice Bjorn Bjarnason on behalf of Nordicrforeig
ministers identifies China as a possible threat to the Arctic region, wher

wPpWil son and C.K. K8rason, oOVision Acc
Global Affaif2020)DOI: 10.1080/23340460.2020.1797520.
WGRTHauksd-ttir, OFraml°®g Cslands til

fyrrap Kjarninn, 2019, https://kjarninn.is/frettir/20196-04-framlogislandstil-
varnarmal2185milljonir-krona/.

15 Omarsdottir, 20.

MET.N2 el sson and G.R.T. Hauksd-ttir
Politikk og perspektiver | Nordérisland Ihternasjonal Poli#8 no. 1 (2020): 68.
DOI: 10.23865/intpol.v78.2075.
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Chinads Opresence and strategi c
implications?’

At the international level, Iceland is navigating delicate waters
between great powers in theti, be it US and Russia or US and China.

In the past two years, the US has shown increased interest in Arctic
politics and in enhancing its security relationship with Iceland. One suct
example is two highe v e | US politiciansd v
which the Icelandic government was pressured not to further engage
with China. The first visit was in February 2019 by US Secretary of Stat
Mike Pompeo. Pompeo announced to the Icelandic media that Icelanc
was an O6i mport ant hdéwouldkspedk toldelartdib e
officials about security issues. He emphasised that the Arctic was
0security matterd and that he v
Russian presence in the Arctic retffon.

The second visit was by former US Vice Presidé&et Rénce,
during which he stated to the |
stand l celand took [ 1 n] reject
i nvestment in |l celand.d This st a
had never publicly rejected pgstiion in the BRY.° Pence made a
similar statement a second time during his short visit to Iceland, this time
during a joint press conference with Icelandic Prime Minister Katrin
Jakobsdottir. Jakobsdottir was quick to correct Mr. Pence and said tha
thelcelandic government had not rejected the BRI but had still not yet

6opened up for it o (i bid.). (e
Guhlaugur T-r T -rharson also cor
47B.Bj arnason, ONordic Foreign and Secur

https://www.stjornarradid.is/library/ORit--skyrslur
ogskrar/NORDIC_FOREIGN_SECURITY_POLICY_2020_FINAL.pdf.
M8FG.Gunnar sson, 0Csland er mikilvbgur v
https://www.ruv.is/frett/islandermikilvaeguwinur-bandarikjanna.
WRdV, OEvening News, o6 2019, htkil®s: // ww
00/27717?ep=88ai29.
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which he said we rFolwing tthe @sit,aiot |
Zhijian, the Chinese ambassador
were meant to interrupt and dar
relationship?* It is therefore apparent from these two visits to Iceland
that the US was sigimadl China that they were watching their actions in
the Arctic region.

|l cel andds relationship with C
from the free trade agreement W
Chinads observer st at wighlyidepentente A
on the US for its security, combined with their strong bilateral
relationship and political cooperation. This has put Iceland in a difficult
position, as the country must maintain its bilateral relationship with
China and stioreg edonvomic tes white st Bavigating the
relationship with the US%Atthec el a
i nternational l evel, |l cel andbds |
the Arctic and not on IceladiEU relations. The country coulseuthe
increased great power interest in the Arctic to secure its niche as a pea
broker in the region, as demonstrated by the Reykjavik Declaration an
the BlinkedLavrov meeting in Reykjavik in May 2021.

4. Iceland and the EU

Iceland is not a member of the EU, but as an EFTA member state, it is
nonetheless highly integrated into the European project through the
EEA and Schengen agreements. In 2009, Iceland applied for
membership following the economic collapse in the preveauns y

1S0E.M.B6dvarsdott r and K. DIl afsd-ttir, oUummbl i
al veg n\gsk,29m, 606
https://www.visir.is/g/2019190909441.

BIAB.l ngvarsd-ttir, 0Segir fullyrhingar
https://www.ruv.is/frett/segirfullyrdingaspencemeinfysinrrogburd.
2PHansson and G.R.T. Hauksd-ttir, olce

and the Search f ©nThalte?Rerspdctives orl AdcgerSecurityy |,
D. Depledge and P.W. (Publication Place: North Ameridakretic Defence and
Security Network, 2021).
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However, when the tourism industry saved the local economy, political
interest in full membership haltered, and the application was set on hold
When asked about cooperation with the EU, 50.2% of the
respondents agreed that Iceland should work nosedycivith the EU
on security and policy issues, whereas 14.8% disdgnaedermore,
33% of the respondents believed that Iceland should emphasise close
cooperation with Europe and the EU regarding national security in the
near future, whereas 34% wedntcloser cooperation with Nordic
countries and 21.3% closer cooperation with the US and NATO.
seems that cooperation with the EU is more popular than cooperation
with the US and NATO, which is interesting given that Iceland is highly
reliant on the Ufr its security. However, as is mentioned in the report,
it should be kept in mind that the survey was conducted at the end of
Trumpds turbulent presidency, wk
Regarding the EEA agreement, 33.4% of the respondesdel
that should the agreement be terminated, Icelandic membership in the
EU would be the best type of affiliation with the EU, whereas 29.9%
believed that a different and less comprehensive agreement would b
preferable, and 10% did not want an agreemithrihe EU. Over 40%
wished for a higher level of cooperation with the EU, whereas over 30%
wished for the same level of cooperatfon.
Most political parties represented in Alpingi tend to oppose
l cel andds member ship t o t he E L
membership in the EEA and Schengen, and all of them support EFTA
membership. Nonetheless, polarisation around the question of Europeat
i ntegration and Il celandds partic
formation of new Eurosceptical and -fuaropea parties. The
implementation of the Third Energy Package in 2019 became a highly

153Omarsdottir, 7.
1541 pid.
155|pid.
156 Omarsdottir, 9.
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controversial issue in Iceland when the two new Eurosceptic populist
parties, the Centre Party and t
discourse in the campaign. Thiby no means a new strategy when it
comes to opposing EU membership in Iceland but rather an ongoing
theme in the European debéte.

The political party system in Iceland has become more fragmented
with the traditional foyparty system becoming a muitpaystem.

Eight parties gained seats in the Icelandic Parliament in the last gener
elections in 2017, and, subsequently, the government was formed acro
the traditional political righieft axis consisting of established political
parties that do naeek to transform the political system but support the
status quo, namely, the Independence Party (the conservatives), th
Progressive Party and the Left Green Movement.

Historically, the Independence Party has been reluctant to
participate in the Europeanoject unless the interests of the primary
sectors, and most specifically the fisheries sector, have been firml
secured in other arrangements. The Progressive Party has usually be
opposed to further European i nt e
Greens, although currently more mainstream, have historically adamant
opposed all moves towards EurBpeNonetheless, the current

gover nment is firmly behind | ce
project, and although the parties oppose memberslip Kl they
have no i ntenti on of formally

application, supporting earlier claims that the government prefers the
status qué?®

Currently, the majority of the population does not support
applying again for EU membership. DgrilcelandEU talks,
di scussions in the Ilcelandic me

5B.Thor hal |l ssonlLi md ckEedramgc e fHtairads CIl as h
Euroscepticism and the Future pédEuvbp€aeding J. Pollak, an&éhmidt P.
(Cham: Palgrave Macmillan, 2021), https://doi.org/10.1003/938412722_16
158Thorhallsson.
159Thorhallsson.
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membership to gain access to the Arctic took place. One such article
states that | celandds member shirg
the Arctic,s itmoclnmdiumga!léacceosr ce.
Vigdis Hauksdottir, Reykjavik City Council member, stated iredn op

that 6The EU is raging to put fo
in the EU Parliament, alth®ugh t

However, some were positive with regard to |adhdelations
and the Arctic. Ossur Skarphédinsson, former Minister for Foreign
Affairs, wrote inMorgunbladid 2010 that EU membership would
strengthen lcelan®¥Fsomnt bee £UD s
view, having four EU Member States as AC members would, of course
strengt hen t he EUG s position W
membership could also mean that Norway would join the EU or even
Greenland at some point. All this vaoebntribute to a stronger Nordic
club within the EU and, subsequently, a stronger EU presence in the
Arcticl®?

l cel andersd position towards
Despite the aforementioned examples of discussions on the EU and the
Arctic, sub discussions are rare. Iced#id relations tend not to be
analysed in a holistic manner, let alone in the context of Arctic politics.

5. Iceland—EU Future Relations andChallenges
Although Iceland is integrated into the EU via various agreements, it is
still reliant on the US for its security and is unlikely to change its position

0RdV, olnnganga Cslands styrkir ESB 8§ norh
https://www.ruv.is/frett/inngangaslandsstyrkiresba-nordurslodum.
1V Hauksd-ttir, OEvr - - puMaguhbmdi@lil,h og nor hur s
https://www.mbl.is/greinasafn/grein/1365259/.
1620.Skar ph®hi nsaswml,i MdARiorc aC dl Morgumblad@@10,er u tryg
https://www.stjornarradid.is/media/utanrikisradutieyedia/media/bladagreinar/mbb
nov-2010.pdf.
3. Hei ni nen, O0&RJ emtdy lacfelRinsddh in the Sea?, 6
Northern Research Forum, 2009,
https://www.rha.is/static/files/INRF/Publications/heininen_eu_and_iceland_dec09_nrfwebsit
e.pdf.
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to a more Elkkentred one. At the national level, Iceland will continue to
enhance itslceladdS secur ity cooperation
participation in NORDEFCO remain mmal, as security issues
generally tend not to gain much attention in the Icelandic media.
However, Iceland aims to work more closely with the EU on
security issues indirectly, i.e. via Nordic countries that are EU Membe!
States, namely, Denmark, Finland Sweden. The ruling parties in
|l celand are also unlikely to mak
direction. Three parties currently make up the Icelandic government: the
Independence Party, the Left Greens and the Progressive Party. One c
the main goals of the Independence Party, the largest political party in
Iceland, when it comes to foreign affairs is that Iceland stays out of the
EU. When it comes to security issuegjdd¢®and bilateral relations are
emphasised, although participatiaénOrganization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe and NATO is also mentidfiekhe current
Minister for Foreign Affairs is also a member of the Independence Party.
The Left Greens do not have EU membership on their agenda and are

theonly partythatant s t o terminate Il cel ar
Progressive Party is not against NATO membership but is against EU
membership.

Parliamentary elections will be held this coming fall. There are two
parties which currently aim for increased cooperatiotheilJ: The
Social Democratic Alliance, Samfylkingin, and the Reform Party,
Vidreisn. In the context of IcelatelJ relations, the Reform Party
specifically mentions cooperation with the EU on Arctic issues, cyber
security and illegal arm s#f€Bhe SocieDemocratic Alliance, however,
does not mention the Arctic or security cooperation with the EU in its
mandate, although it mentions cooperation on issues of human rights

14s5j 81 f st Phisflokkurinn, oUtanr2kisms§l ,

https://xd.is/malefnin/utanrikismal/.

85Vi hrei sn, oUtanr2kism8l,6 Vihreisn, n
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green energy and developmental pétidherefore, the emphasis on
IcelandEU coopeation could potentially increase, depending on the
results of the elections. A dynamic change in |é&ldnetlations and
enhanced IcelaBBU security cooperation remains unlikely, however,
as the country still relies mostly on the US and NATO for it&ygecu

As the EU aims to become increasingly relevant in Arctic politics
and security, the way forward in cooperation with Iceland might not be
from an IcelandEU perspective. The Icelandic government might be
more willing to cooperate with individual EWirddes on a bilateral
level, especially with Nordic EU Member States. Iceland is likely to
continue leveraging its geographical position diplomatically in order to
increase its status in Arctic politics, as well as to continue its path tc
becoming a pead®oker between great powers in the Arctic region.
Navigating the waters between China, Russia and the US is a delicate te
but one thatis essentiatimat i s essential i n s

w6Samfyl ki ngin, 0Cs |Samfgkingin, rsda mf ® agi 1] -
https://xs.is/malefnin/island-samfelagloC3%BEjo%C3%B0anna.
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Norway’'s High North Po
Andreas #mgen, Fridtjof Nansen Institute, Lysaker, Norway

1. Introduction

In 2005, the thehorwegian Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr Stgre urged
the peopl e ' 3$peakirigaindiomse,dhe gelbcladned
Arctic capital (of Norway), he |
new foreign policy flagshighe High  North  policy
(nordomradepolitikkenvith onet hi rd of the <count
80% of its maritime domalocated north of the Arctic Circle, it is no
wonder that Norwegian politicians have been quick to seize the
opportunity to promote a hybrid mixture of foreign and regional policy
tools, as the world has turned its attention northwards. Other Arctic
countres, such as Denmark, Sweden and the US, have been much slow
to embrace the Arctic as a foreign policy priority, if at all.

In part, although having already started in the 1990s with a focus
on Barents cooperation and thehe
Arctic at the beginning of the millennium occurred as a result of a
domesticinitiative because economic opportunities were increasingly
becoming apparent in the north. Furthermore, between 2004 and 2007
international conditions were ripe for furésgransion as foreign policy
endeavours, with climate awareness, resource potential and Russian |
emergence starting to appear on the agenda. When the Norwegian Hig
North policy was launched 15 years ago, it was an optimistic promise o

167Quoting a poem by Roy Jacobsen.
168Note that a distinction is made between the High North and the Arctic here. The
High North fiordomradanblorwegian) has been used imyneontexts to denote
the immediate areas in the North that are part of or are adjacent to Norway. The
Arctic, on the other hand, refers to the entire circumpolar region, i.e. the entire area
north of the Arctic Circle.
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increased attenticto the north, new economic opportunities and the
strengthening of dialogue and cooperation with Riissia.

However, in 2014, the mood soured. The Russian annexation of
Crimea contributed to changing the political climate in the north. Falling
oil prices &l led to the disappearance of many of the economic interests
associated with the High North and to projects being placed on hold. In
late2020, the Norwegian government, which has held office for almost
eight years, released the third Arctic policy okdjo(the first came in
2005 and the second in 2011). In terms of foreign policy, this signalled
third phase of the Norwegian High North policy, a stage that has been
characterised by great power ri v
borders®as w# as a domestic orientation towards regional economic
development and innovation.

In 2021, although researchers have largely rejected the idea of a buddil
resource war in the nofththe view of and discourse about the Arctic
has changed. More countrespecially European ones, are now looking
north and seem eager to use the Arctic as an arena for foreign polic
influence and symbolic politics. Of the various parts of the Arctic,
challenges are the greatest in the Europednpartr way 6 s no

] ngri d A. Medby, OArctic State, Arcti
PostCol d War Ge n e r RolariGeagragifyno. Bl(@014y. &%#0, 6
https://doi.org/10.1080/1088937X.2014.962643.

170For example, in the autumn of 2019, the French Minister of Défense quoted a
statement that referred tRendhMimistrhafct i c
Armed Forces, OFrance and the New Stra
https://lwww.defense.gouv.fr/english/layout/set/pticontent/download/565142/9
742558/version/3/file/France+and+the+New+Strategic+Challenges+in+the+Arcti
c++DGRIS_2019.pdf.

mMMi chael Byers, 0Crises and Internatio
International Reladnso. 4 (2017): 32 Dag H. Cl aes and A
Of fshore Petrol eum: Re s o u Arctie Goveanande: Po | i

Energy, Living Marine Resources and8hiyeigVigeland Rottem, Ida Folkestad
Soltvedt, and Geir Hgnneland (London: I. B. Ta20&8), 826f; Andreas @sthagen,
OArctic Security: H yTheeArctic \atiptag 27s201&,nd D
http://www.thearcticinstitute.org/2015/05/052 7-Egctic-SecuritHypeNuances
DilemmasRussia.html.
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areasHere, military presence and provocative exercise activities have
been increasing the myst.

It is in this context that the EU continues to work for an active
role in the region, providing supranational, supplemental and/or
supportive policies for its Meml&tates. Norway, however, has twice
rejected joining the EU but is still closely linked through the EEA
together with Iceland and Liechtenstein. Finding itself on the periphery
of Europe, with a relatively small population and economy, Norway is
seldom m@ced in a favourable positionasgs the EU. However, in an
Arctic context, Norway has, in many ways, been a gatekeeper for the
EUGs nor t h el beingthegoalyEEM eonntry with direct
access to the Arctic Oceéén.

This paper examines and regiewNor way ds Ar ct i
The focus is on foreign policy dimensions, with an explicit emphasis on
security. The paper examines \
engagement and how that engagement has evolved since 200
Furthermore, how priorities haveftgldl in terms of security policy in
the north is studied. The discussion then turns to the relationship
between the EU and Norway, as Norway rernr@msost integrated outsider
to the Union, and how that, in turn, might enable closer cooperation
going faward.

2Wi beke Bruland and Andr ® Bendixen, 0A
Steder Neer Russlands Grense [American Bombers in Exercise Four Locations Close
t o Russi a\NBl§ MdBch 29d2019)] , 6
https://www.nrk.no/tromsogfinnmark/anré&anskebombeflyi-ovelsefire-steder
naefrusslandgrensel . 14494969 ; H&UusslandaSindilertd dngnepn, 0
P& VardeRadar [Russia Simulated Attack on VRded aNRK, March 5, 2018,
https://www.nrk.no/norge/_-russlanesimulerteangrepgpavard-radarl.13946450.
173For an extensive deliberation on thisAsezeas @sthagen and Andreas
Raspotni k, oOoPartners or Rivals? Norway
in The European Union and thegdtttengye Liu, Elizabeth A. Kirk, and Tore
Henriksen (Leiden: Brill Nijho#017), 93119.
174Not discounting Denmark, although the relationship between the EU and
Greenland complicates matt&s¢he Denmark report for more information on this.
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2. Norway and the High North (nordomrddené

The Norwegian definition of the Arctic includes everything north of the
Arctic Circle (66°34N). In Norway, which has a unitary state structure,
this includes Nordland county, Troms and Finnmark county, the
Svalbard archipelago and the island of Jan Mdngelargest cities are
Tromsg, Bodg and Harstdthe population of almost half a million in

the Norwegian Arctic alone is relatively high compared with that of the
North American Arctic, although it is sparsely populated by European
standards. Of thesepand 40,000 are Sami, the indigenous peoples of
Norway, who primarily reside in the two northern counties, albeit with
some exceptions. The Sami have their own Parliament, located ir
Karasjok in Troms and Finnmark county, and it has some political and
admnistrative responsibilities.

Since the end of World War Il, Norwegian security policy has
concentrated on managing its relationship with Russia. In what is
generally termed an asymmetric relationship, Norway has endeavoure
to balance its military infeitgrto Russia through its membership in
NATO and a bilateral relationship with the BiSthe same time,
Norway has been a strong supporter of multilateralism and cooperative
solutions in its foreign polidhhis has created a situation in which, on
the ore hand, Norway has sought the active presence of and engageme
with the US and its European allies, with the aim of deterring Russia. Or
the other hand, Norway has pursued multilateral cooperation with Russi:
through both international and regional osgdiains, including the UN,
the AC and regional cooperation in the Barents area.

2.1. An Arctic Policy emerges: 20052013

The Arctic moved to the forefront of Norwegian policymaking through
a series of studies and parliamentary reports from 2003 to 2005 tha
highlighted the development potential of the régidhis interest was

5Nor wegian Ministry of Foro20D5y NMulighétdra i r s
Og Utfordringer i Nord, 6 vol. 30 (Oslo
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particularly spurred by economic pursuits in the Barents Sea from the
petroleum sector, as fields further south in the North Sea were depleting
During the Stoltenberg government (220%3), the elevation of the
Hi gh North was part of the Norw
focus on circumpolar cooperation, which was designed to
counterbalance bellicose statements concerning the conflict potential i
the north'’®

Moreover, Norway hasactively pursued diplomatic and
multilateral efforts to hell'fTp ens
this end, Norway has promoted the inclusion of other actors, such as the
EU and China, in Arctic discussidfisyhile also emphasising the
primacy of ndhern countries when dealing with Arctic issues. The
emergence of the AC in the wake of the Cold War as the primary forum
for regional affairs in the Arctic plays into He#ing,® as Norway
managed to get the secretariat permanently located in ¥fomsg.

https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/30b734023f6649ee94a10b69d0586afa/no
/pdfs/ stm200420050030000dddpdfs.pdf; Olav Orheim O4l. 2003:32 Mot

Nord! Utfordringer Og Muligheter i Nord@ffiéidé iNorwegian Rembri32 (Oslo:
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affaris, 2003),
https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/28ed35&48d2bb3c2a7f13a02be9/no
/pdfs/nou200320030032000dddpdfs.pdf; Bjgrn Brunstad RigaDjl Playground,

Russian Bear PreseBugdpedieripher(Delft: Eburon Academic, 2004); ECON,
02025 Ringer i Vanneto (Oslo, 2005),
http://www.aksjonsprogrammet.no/vedlegg/ECON_ringer06.pdf.

1L eif Christian Jensen and Geir HRnnel and,
Nor way a fA¢taeBoreaR&) i001,(2011): 84; Astrid Gindheim,The Scramble for the
ArcticA Di scourse Analysis of Norway(@©aomd the |
Fridtjof Nansen Institute, 2009).

177Kathrin Stephen and Sebastian Knecht,@dserning Arctic Change: Global Perspectives
(London: Palgave Macmillan, 2017).

178Kr i stine Offerdal, OArctic Energy in EU P
N o r tAkctj&B no. 1(2010): 342.
WSvein Vigeland Rott em, 0The Arcti ArctiEounci

Governance: Law and Politics. Yetlirsedin Vigeland Rottem &dhal Folkestad Soltvedt
(London: I. B. Tauris, 2017), 231.
180Pjotr Graczyk and Svein Vigel&hdt t em, 0 The Arctic Coul
Har d Ef fReutlddge Mandboak of Arctic 8dc@iiphild Hoogensen Gjarv,
Marc Lanteigne, and Horatio SAggrey (Abingdon, UK: Routledge, 20200221
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The renewed emphasis on the Arctic has also stressed the need t
build a pragmatic bilateral relationship with Russia in order to manage
crossborder issues, ranging from migration and trade to fish stocks, and
to improve peoplo-people cooperation ahe local and regional
levels® A highlight of this cooperative Arctic focus came in 2010, when
Norway and Russia agreed to settle their boundary dispute in the
Arctic!®> Emphasis on cooperation with Russia did not diminish the
overarching security concem& gar di ng Nor wayds
These concerns never entirely disappeared after the end of the Cold W:
but were seen as less pressing in the early-B9@dis. Prior to 2005,
and to a large degree from 2005 to 2007, traditional security aspects we
almost absent from the High North pol€y.

While cooperation continued to be highlighted in Norwegian
foreign policy, in general, and the High North policy, in particular, the
years 2007 and 2008 witnessed a clear shift in Norwegian security ar
defencepolicy (and, subsequently, the High North policy to some

extent) . From 2007 to 2014, sec!
policy in the sense that concer
changing security envi r%Thugpehilde i n

181Geir Hom e | a n d ;Ruseisk Mitjg©d Ressursforvaltning i Nordomradene
[NorwegiarRu s si an Environment al and Resourc
Nordlit29 (2012),

http://septentrio.uit.no/index.php/nordlit/article/view/2303/2134.

Nor wegi an Government, o0Delelinjeavtal
Agreement with Russiap Fol ker et t 2014,
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/tema/utenrikssaker/folkerett/delelinjeavtaied
russland/id2008645/.

183Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Afi r s, 0The Nor wegian Go
North Strategy, 6 2006,
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/ud/vedlegg/strategien.pdf;

Nor wegian Foreign Ministry, ONorwayds
Knowl edge, 6 2009 gen.hdnb/akselt/harwaydighnorte-g j er i
strategypresencact/id544060/.

BNor wegi an Government, ONorwaydd Arcti
Soci al Development, 6 2017,

n
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continuing to emphasise the need for good neighbourly relations with
Russia, the Stoltenberg government also made the decision to moderni:
the Norwegian military, which was clearly motivated by the potential for
military challenge from Russia., 6aty after the change of government

in 2013 from a lefeaning to a conservative coalition and the Ukraine
crisis in 2014 did Norwegian authorities start to refer openly to Russia a
a potential threat to be deteff&da shift which, in many ways, was a
returnto normality in NorwaRussia relation¥.

2.2. Arctic Shift: 2013-2014

After the new conservative coalition government took over in 2013, a
recalibration of Arctic expectations occuffekhe drop in the price of

oil, combined with the dramatic event&Jkraine in spring 2014, was

the key reason for this shift. As NATO gradually returned to emphasising
collective defence at home starting in 2014, Norwegian security anc
defence policy became more detached from its High North policy as it
shifted towardsmore traditional Cold War issues and geogt&phy.
Instead of promoting NATO engagement in the Arctic, Norway placed
new emphasis on maritime security issues, particularly in the North

https://www.regjeringen.no/contentassets/fad46f0404e14b2a9b551ca7359¢c1000/arc
tic-strategy.pdf.
8See Expert Commi ssion, oUnified Effor
2015),
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/departementene/fd/dokumenter/rapporter
-ogregelverk/unifieeffort.pdf.
18 ar s Rowe, OFra Unnt adrent StateoftEmergbncyrto | E
New Nor maNabogr bFyykt ®g Homentning: Norge Og Rugiahd 1917
(Neighbors in Fear and Expectation: Norway anddu8sia ddiJven G.
Holtsmak (Oslo: Pax Forlag, 2015), &8
187The minority coalition consisted of the Conservative Party (blue) and the Progress
Party (blue), which had the support of the Liberal Party and the Christian Democratic
Party in the Parliament.
BExpert Commi EEfont, 6UNOFfwedi an Mini st
https://www.regjeringen.no/globalassets/departementene/fd/dokumenter/rapporter
-ogregelverk/unifieeffort.pdf.
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Atl antic/ Barents Sea, and coll e
flank %

As a result, the Norwegian High North pdli@s a specific
portfolio under the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affalsecame
more concerned with soft security issues and regional development
Other engaged ministries, such as the Ministry of Locah@ev¢rand
Modernisation and the Ministry of Trade, Industry and Fisheries, have
taken on a | arger role in Norway)
relationship with the Arctic at large, however, is inherently intertwined
with its relationship with Rissnd will be determined to a large extent
by Russian actions and developiiént.

In November 2020, after seven years in office, the conservative
coalition government launched its first report to the Norwegian
Parl i ament on Nor wa ydcemendbudtbntiéo r t
previous mixing of regional and economic development priorities, as wel
as on rather general foreign policy aspirations. Even more explicitly
stated than previous iterations, it focuses on how value creation anc
regional growth in ehnorth are a target in itself, which would, in turn,
support not only the local and national economies but also the foreign
and security policy goals of Norwayrhe government also placed
greater focus on some of the contentious issues that have everged
the last three years concerning the role of China in the Arctic and the
two-track relationship Norway has with Russia.

18] ne Eri ksen SBr MorttdAdlgntic:oREtalizihng @olledtivet h e
Defense and the Maritime Domain, o6 2016
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/aktuelt/prism/id2508886/.
19Nor wegian Intelligence Service, O0Foku
https://forsvaret.no/fakta_/ForsvaretDocuments/Fokus 2016.pdf; Rolf Tamnes and
Kristine Off er Geopoliticsard &ecurity in the Argiic: Regional Dynar
in a Global Warkt. Rolf Tames and Kristine Offerdal (Abingdon: Routledge, 2014),
16®77.
BWINor wegian Ministries, 0The Norwegian
Opportunities and Norwegian I nterests
https://www.regjeringen.no/en/dokumenter/arctic_policy/id2830120/.
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2.3. The Special Case of Svalbard

A special note on Svalbard is ned@eaduse afs rather unique status.

In the early twentieth cemyuwhen promising discoveries of coal were
made and mines opened, specific steps were taken to establish &
administration of this archipelago just north of the Norwegian mainland.
PostWW!I negotiations resulted in a treaty that gave sovereignty over
Svallard (then called Spitsbergen) to NoA¥a)e treaty also aimed to
secure the economic interests of nationals from other countries. This wa
done by including provisions on equal rights andlisorimination in

the most relevant economic activities; Nyprea@uld not treat other
nationals less favourably than its own citizens, and taxes levied ol
Svalbard could be used solely for local purposes. Moreover, the islanc
could not be us e d* litewnational veeonomic k e
interest in Svalbard plummeted before World War Il, and soon only
Norwegian and Soviet mining companies had activities®there.
Consecutive governments in Oslo sought to maintain the Norwegian
population on the islands, predominamglgubsidising coal mining and
supporting the largest community, Longyearbyen.

Although there is no dispute over the sovereignty of Svalbard,
there is ongoing disagreement over the status of the maritime zone:
around the archipelafdNorway, like most ber states, declared an
exclusive economic zone (EEZ) of 200 nm off its coast in'*t976.
According to the Norwegian government, Norway, as the coastal state
of Svalbard, was entitled to establish an EEZ around the archipelago, &

192Spitsbergen Treatylished in League of Nations Treaty Series, VAL, 8
193Spitsbergen Tréaty9.
99Tor bjRBrn Pedersen, 0The Politi Asticof P
Review on Law and P8I{2€4.7): 98.08.
95Andreas @sthagen, Aner i stin JBrgensen, and Aril
Fisheries Protection Zone: How Russi a
TZ€ntynd y 3006 @W20). Arctic and North)
196 Norwegian Ministry of Trade Industry and Fishdr@s0Om Norges @konomiske
Sonel konomi ske Sonel oven [PublicaaniPlacen Nor wa
Publisher, 1976).
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the nondiscriminatory prasion in the treaty referred only and explicitly

to the islands themselves and their territorial Watelimwever, this

view has been disputed by some other states. To avoid further conflict
Norway established a Fisheries Protection Zone in®1@%iGh gants
access to fisheries based on historic activity. Although there has been r
oil or gas exploration in the area, the prospect of that activity, as well a
the related dispute between Norway and the EU over the rights to snow
crab fisheries on the shiélhas brought the status of the zones to the
forefront of the Svalbard debate.

3. No r wa&gmpkcated Relationship with the European Union

At best, Norwayds relationship
complicated. Norwegian governments have twiegadithe process of
negotiating membership terms only for the prospect of membership to
be rejected by national popular vote at the final stage in 1972 and 199
Norway did not sever ties with the EU after the referendum in 1994.
Instead, Norway, togetheith Austria, Finland, Iceland, Liechtenstein
and Sweden and the thHeEh Member States of the European
Community, signed the EEA agreement, which eventually entered intc
force in 1994. The EEA was initially described as a staging platform for

197Geir UlfsteinThe Svalbard Treaty: From Terra Nullius to Norereigg@slo:
Aschehoug, 1995), page/s; TorbjRBrn Ped
Maritime Zones: The Theldermatfonalleugnal bf Marinecaadr
Coastal La4, no. 1 (2009): 134l1.
198Norwegian Ministy of Trade I ndustry and Fishe
Svalbard Og Fiskerisonen Ved Jan Mayen (Fisheries Protection Zone around Svalbar
and Fisheries Zone around Jan Mauen), 6
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/tema/ia-fiskeog-landbruk/fiskerog
havbruk/1/fiskeri/internasjonaftiskerisamarbeid/internasjonalt/fiskevernsenen
vedsvalbarebgfiskeriso/id445285/.
WAndreas | sthagen and Andreas Raspotni
Became a Diplomatic Head a bdriee Poliggtnee en N
December 2018 (2018)568, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marpol.2018.09.007.
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EU membersipi*® Yet, for Norway, the agreement has come to
constitute a permanent affiliation with the EU, standing outside the
Union while simultaneously being inside the economic®area.
Accordingly, Norwegian politicians have described the EEA as both the
best andhe worst of both world?

The agreement provides access
without the benefits, participatory or democratic rights that come with
EU membership. Some policy areas are also specifically excluded, su
as common fisheries and agjture policies, justice and home affairs,
foreign policy and monetary coordination. The EEA implies that
Norway must accept and implement all EU legislation relating to the
economic area without an official vote in the formation of the legislation.
Nevetheless, it grants Norway a formal veto mechanism in addition to
several consultative mechanisms. Additionally, as European integratio
has expanded far beyond the realms of the economic area, Norway no
participates in a number of other institutionaltoactsons and political
or financial commitments. For example, Norway is a member of the
Schengen area, participates in EU programmes and actions, an
contributes financially to economic and social cohesion in Efirope.

For now, however, Norway and the E&é come to a mutual
understanding that arguably does not fully satisfy anyone. Norway
contributes financiaflythrough the sealled EEA (and Norway)
granté while also participating in EU policy implementation and the

200Gro H. BrundtlandMadam Prime Minister: A Life in Power ar(tN@wli¥iosk:

Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2002)9298.

201 Norges offentlige utredninger@N), Utenfor Og Innenfor: Norges Avtaler Med EU
(Oslo: Utenriksdepartementet, January 17, 2012).

22Martin J. Kristofferesen, OEI S Var En
NationerOctober 11, 2015, http://www.nationen.no/politikk/e@s-en-avtalesom
ingenvileha/ ; Hemi ng OI aus s eAftenposidRovembes 2v¥t t Ne¢

2014, http://lwww.aftenposten.no/meninger/debatt/Fortsattil-EU-
7802845.html.
28Christophe Hillion, 0Ol ntegrating an C
N o r w Ewopeaan Foreign Affairs Review (2011) B3@): 489
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growing number of Europeande bodiesand agencies, yet without
allowing full integration and/or having direct decisiaking
participation. Espen Barth Eide, former Foreign Minister of Norway, put

It rather critically when statin
of Nor way d®®nslkip ®Although a dumberbol). &
Norwayds policy areas are kept =

important to note the extent to which EU legislation is incorporated and
even determines Norwegian policy on everything from safédyioagu

to publicownership and state ditlHe n ¢ e , Nor way- i s
taker ratherthanardeh aper of EU% opean pol i

3.1. Where does the Arctic fit?
In the context of more EU attention placed on Arctic affairs, the
Norwegian Arctic holds a patdiarly prominent role. In contrast to the
Finish and Swedish Arctic territories, North Norway has access to the
Arctic Ocean, a geographical fact that, to a certain extent, hampers th
Uni onds Arctic endeavour . It i s
cownterparts. While not a geographical part of EU territory, North
Norway is more closely linked to the EU than any othelEdohrctic
areas, such as Alaska, the Canadian territories, the Russian Arctic obla
and perhapsven Greenland. Moreover, North WNay is integrated in
and exports to the EU common market, borders EU Member States
Finland, and Sweden and is logistically connected to major Europeat
cities.

Norway also welcomes an increasing EU Arctic engagement.
Despite disagreements on matters sutiiedsan on seal products or,

204Sedor example:
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisf2015/oct/27/norwayeurealityuk-
votersseducedby-norwegiarmodel
205Sedlorges offentlige utredninger (NOU}fenfor Og Innenfor: Norges Avtaler Med
EUG.
206Kat hrin Keil and Andreas Raspotnik, 0
Ar c tEurapead Foreign Affairs Reyieov 1 (2014): 104.
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more recently, fisheries around Svalbard, Norway has continuously
supported the Uniond®Deds mi tf e r NOAAr
inability to directly i mpinge uf
leversto influemc and shape it. Nor wayads

the Norwegian Arctic must be understood as a continuation of its larger
EU policy in which the balance between separation and further
integration is crucial.

The Arctic has become yet another avenualifdogue and
cooperation with the EU in which both companies and the regional
governments of North Norway can assert more influence. The region ac
an overall policy field has created venues to increase policy coordinatio
in areas such as regional devedmpmresearch and industrial
endeavours, though, in turn, it depends on the extent to which the EU
system and Norwegian actors choose to utilise such coordination.
Norway is |ikely, i n any case,
Arctic engagemert&eography, historic ties and economic and cultural
integration are the cornerstones of this relationship, with the
Scandinavian country holding many resource potentials that the EU
needs, such as hydrocarbons and renewables. Some of these resour
originde in the Norwegian Arctic, although such a distinction between
Arctic and nofArctic is not made in Norway.

At the same ti me, Norway i s
various actions are perceived and described in the general debate. A Ia
of understandig of the complex institutional system and tendencies to
scapegoat Brussels for undesirable policy outcomes are fallacies acrc
EU Member States. This might pose an additional challenge for
Nor wayds relations with thenEU
governments continue to support
the same time portraying EU policies and debate as a threat to Norwegia

207 Adele Airoldi;The European Union and the Arctic Region: Developments and Persp
201@2014(Copenhagen: Nordic Council of Ministers, 2014), 30.
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interests. Such a paradox is only likely to complicate matters for al
parties.

3.2. WhatRole does the EUplay in No r w aSgcurisy Concerns?
The EUS6s direct security role i
framework at large is relatively peaceful and amicable, the actual need f
security operations and a clear EU presence is limited. Beyond this, |
must be asked whether the EU ndfied and consistent enough on
guestions involving security and Russia to be able to assist in the evel
of a crisis. For four of the five Arctic coastal states, the primary security
guarantee comes through NATO. As it is, Arctic states (Norway
predominatly) rely on their bilateral relationships with EU Member
States in northern Europe, as well as on the US, to provide reassuranc
at a time when Russia is increasing activity along the Norwegian borde
For example, when Russia launched its militaryseXeyzadn 2011
which had a considerable Arctic companéhb r way 0 s I mn
response was to increase its military presence in the north througt
collaboration with NATO and, in particular, the US.

Still, from a Norwegian perspective, the EU has sevenataes
to play in the north. First, it can assist amcburage diakbgoegh
forums, such as the Arctic Security Forces Roundtable, which currently
excludes Russia but includes all other Arctic states and the EU Membe
States France, Germany, théhleands and the U The debate on
how to improve the securitjalogue the north, including Russia, has
been increasing as a result of the more tense security situation in th
European Arctic from 2018/2019 onwards. This is fuelled partly by a
changen rhetoric, especially by the US, and partly by increased military
exercise activity in the Barents Sea. Despite not beunged brokére
EU and its institutions (especially the European Parliament) can have

208 ucy EITli s, oOoPartners in the North: C
Roundt abl eGovemmertaf CarfadaxThedMappelatsaf,on May 11,
2018.
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role in finding ways to alleviate ploditical tension in the Arctic were it
to increase even more.

Second, t he EUGdseftsecarify dasksdomainr e g
awareness and emergency/crisis response, has been growing over the |
decade. Its maritime security strategy specifit@alges on the Arctic
basin and how the EUO0s <coordin:
supportive of Me mber 3%t iadueing 6 €
participation in the Arctic Coast Guard Forum. For Norway, which has
increasingly focused on maritime gercy preparedness and response,
especially in areas around the Svalbard archipelago, this could add
ongoing capacity development, particularly for the Coast Guard and the
Joint Rescue Coordination CenttRelatedly, for a potential crisis, the
E U 0 mergéncy Response Coordination Centre (ERCC) as the heart o
the EU Civil Protection Mechanism could acquire greater relevance for
Norwegian Arctic concerns.

Third, despite its geographical size and Arctic centrality, Norway is
a limited country in term$ ibs economic scale and capacity. Thus, the
EUds rather extensive financi al
innovation could further hold relevance to Norwegian High North
security concerns. Capacity building through research and informatior
sharingher eunder adding to the Nor we
domain awareness in the Htbgsed Ar
services, such as the Earth Observation Programme (Copernicus) an
the Satellite Centre (SatCen), is relevant in this idgaedgenerally,
the EU also has a role in promoting and contributing to the public debate
and to policy research concerning gbepolitici#velopments in the
north, which, in turn, can serve the Norwegian desire to keep things low
tension in the High Nth.

29Se¢ or exampl e t he tpsWetiesragpa.eu/ockasdve b p a g e
fisheries/ocean/blueconomy/otheisectors/maritimeecuritystrategy_en
210 Andreas @sthage@past Guards and Ocean Politics in(fBimdaptice: Palgave
Macmillan, 2020).
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4. Concluding Remarks

For Norway, the Arctic, or High North as is used in Norway, is not a
distant or disconnected part of the country that has only recently
appeared on the agenda. Instead, the north constitutes a considerab
part of t hreassgnoattimé spacd gopulaton ahd economic
output. From this perspective, the focus on the north by Oslo through
specific government policies starting in the 1990s, which culminated ir
the High North strategies/policies from 2005 onwards, might seem
unrecessary. However, the international attention given to the Arctic, the
emerging security challenges (both traditional, such as Russia, and no
traditional, such as environmental issues) and the regional potential fo
resource development and innovatioveHaeen combined in a neat
policy mix that is as much meant for a domestic audience as ar
international one.

In this space, the EU has not held a primary role, if barely a role at
al | . Norwayds ambival ent rel ati
different character in the Arctic, in which Norway (for once) holds some
of the access keys iaaengagement Atthe f
same time, Norway is one of the beneficiaries of various EU schemes t«
support regional development, safety and preparedness, and research
the High North. In terms of traditional security concerns, however,
Nor way ds anlinded focus aniRusgid ie the north and the
countryos reliance on NATO and
leave much room for the EU. That said, this does not mean that the EU
has no role to play, but rather that if the EU truly wants to become a
gemolitical actor the north, it needs to prove its value and worth in
dealing with the issues and concerns of its nearest neighbours and allie
especially Norway.
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EU-SwedenDefenceCooperationin the Arctic:
The Future or a Fad?

NimaKhorramiheArctidnstitute CentdorCircumpol8ecuritudie$yashingtdnC

1. Introduction

Temperaturem the Arctic arerisingclimaticallyandgeopoliticallyAs

reflectedin global newsheadlinescountriesaroundthe world have
begunto pay more attenton to the region,and manyare vying for

influenceAsaresultthereisastrongpossibilityhatthe U Sgbeapower
competitionwith Chinaand Russiawill complicateand/or influence
developmentms the Arctic,a prospecivhichgravelyworriesEuropean
Arctic statesasit mayno longerbepossibleif it everwasto isolatehe

regionfrom developments otherpartsof theglobe.

S we d eescefitgeopoliticalturn in its approachtowardsthe
Arctic is a mirror reflection of these developmentd! While still
concerneavith theeffectsof climatechang®ntheregionfrom ahuman
securityangle Swederasnow beguntakingconcreteneasuret beef
up its military presencandreadiness its mostnortherlyregionsso
muchsothatthe Arctic hasnow ganedstrategigaritywith the Baltic.
More interestinglythe countryis now replicatingF i n | ealfdr @& s
moremeaningfuind/or expanded&U presencen the Arctic;therefore,
onecanbe certainthat Stockholrmwill playanactiverolein shapinghe
EUG faitureArctic strategy.

As the EU putstogetherthe final piecef its Arctic jigsawit is
timely to enquireaboutthe natureof the EUdSwederrelationsand
explorethe role that Swederenvisiondor the EU asan Arctic player.
More specificallythe timeis ripe to askhow importantand/or central

211Governmenbf Sweden) St r far demAyktiskaRegionen, 2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse2020621-7.pdf
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theEU isin S w e d "ratépigliscourseanddeliberationasadefence
andsecuritypartnefi theshortanswers onlymarginally.

S w e d eaifidentificationas an exceptionaland/or unique
Nordic socialdemocracyhestillustratedoy its habitof indulgingitself

with normativelyinspiredprefixes,such as jmoral superpowed or

Jhumanitariansuperpowéf? in combinationwith its geographical
locationand a longstandingalbeitimperfect,tradition of neurality,
underpinsa persistenpreferencdor bilateralismand Swedeftentric
arrangements its immediateneighbourhoodncludingthe Arctic. By
assertinghatits pastgreapowerstatusandlonghistoryof peacegreatly
influencehestrategidelibeationsof Swedislofficialsthispapemakes
the casethat while Swedemwill mostlikelytry to encouragéhe EU to
takeamoreproactivestanceon all thingsArctic, defenceindsecuritys
onedomainwhichwill bethe exception.

2. Swedenand the Arctic

Asthelargestountryin NorthernEuropeandwith apopulatiorsizeof
slightlyover10million,Swedeiashadalonghistoryof interactiorwith
and presencen the Arctic dating back to the 16" century** Yet,
comparedvith the caseof otherArctic stdes,excepthe US,the Arctic
playsalesseroleinthec o u n doltegtiiamderstandingf its national
identity.Thisisoneof thereasonsvhyit hasbeencommonlydescribed

212 Ann-SofieDahl,6 S w e @reernMoral SuperpowelwaysaMoral
Super p mtereatiordpuindl,no.4 (2006)895908,
https://doi.org/10.1177/002070200606100408
213GregSimonsandAndreyManoilo,0 S w e dSelfpeiicsivedlobalRole:
PromiseandC o n t r a dResearthBlobalizatioh(2019)164,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2019.100008
214GovenmentOfficesof Sweden) S w e dSratedysr theArcticRe g i 201, 6
https://lwww.government.se/4abled/contentagd8éiie9103bbbe4373b55eddd 771
608da/swedenrstrategyfor-the-arcticregion

92


https://doi.org/10.1177/002070200606100408
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resglo.2019.100008
https://www.government.se/4ab1ed/contentassets/85de9103bbbe4373b55eddd7f71608da/swedens-strategy-for-the-arctic-region
https://www.government.se/4ab1ed/contentassets/85de9103bbbe4373b55eddd7f71608da/swedens-strategy-for-the-arctic-region

as a reluctant Arctic state?® Still, and notwithstanding such
characteris@in, the Arctic hasalwayoccupiedanimportantplacé'®in

the geostrategithinkingof the countrys officialsanddecisiormakers.

Today,15%o0f S w e d ®tal @redareafalls north of the Arctic
Circle andthe countryconstitute®neof theonlytwo Arctic statesvith
no maritimeborderwith the region.lts largestArctic city, Kiruna, is
hometo someof E u r o lpargesheningsitesandyetacombinatiorof
harshclimate,poor digital connectivityand inadequaténfrastructure,
includinghealthcareind educationafacilities, hashinderedefforts to
expandhe city andboostits populatiorsize atrait commonacrosshe
C 0 u n entirg Aicsic landscap#’ As such,S w e d aonttiemmost
regiongemainsparselpopulatedandthereareconcernghata hostile
forcewill faceno meaningfutesistancshouldthe countrybeinvaded
from the north. This, put briefly, is a causefor paramountstrategic
apprehensiom a countrywherepopularresistancefficiallyknownas
Total Defence, constitutesthe cornestone of national defence
doctrine?’®

2155verkeSorlind T HReluctanirctic Citizen:SwedemndtheN o r  tinfPplay
Geopolititgrowleddgeesoureasl_egaRegimesd.KlausDoddsandRichardC.
Powel{Cheltenhan: EdwardElgarPublishind.imited,2014),149165.
216]pid.
217RegionNorrbotten,0 R e g DevelaprhenStrategyor a SustainablEuturein
Norrbotten2 0 2 20116
https://www.norrbotten.se/upload/IB/Ig/regio/R4AGG/Regional%20Development
%20Strategy.pdflimaKhorrami,06 Re v i 2twd m kg Btategyod Sustainable
RegionaDevelopmeninthe A r ¢ tThearctidnstitute2019,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/stockholstrategysustainableegional
developmenaérctic/.
218The SwedislDefenceCommissiorSecretariab Re s i 1202@,nc e, 0
https://www.government.se/4afeb9/globalassets/government/dokument/forsvarsde
partementet/resilieneereportsummary-20171220ny.pdEovernmenOfficesof
Sweden) S u mnebGowernmenbill & T odrseale®02B2 0 2 2200
https://www.government.se/4af8fa/globalassets/government/dokument/forsvarsde
partementet/if20212025/summarpf-governmenbill-totatdefence20212025
final.pdf
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Economiclife revolvesaroundmining, forestry,hospitalityand
tourism,andreindeeiherdingby Samisbut thereareplansto gravitate
theregiontowardecomingmajorhightechnologyubwith anarrow
focuson bio-economycglearenergyouterspacendcommunicatioft®
In so doing,speciakmphasiss placedon regionaland crossregional
cooperationbetweenSwedishuniversities/researctentresand their
FinnishandNorwegiarcounterpartsinderthe auspicesf the EU and
its variousEuropeanRegionaDevelopmentund (ERDF) initiatives.
With aneyeon facilitatingknowledgeransferthe Swedislgovernment
has also soughtto marketthe region as a prime location for the
establishmentf datacentres$?°

Internationdy, S w e d @nati@ policy has, up until recently,
centred on both researchingand addressingclimate changeand
promoting collaborativeefforts and/or initiativeswith the goal of
preservinghe regionasa zoneof peacé? Worriedaboutthe effectof
climatechangenlocalc o0 mmu neconamasecdrityandtheirability
to continueto practiceandpreservéheirculturakraditionsthe Swedish
governmenhassoughtto carveout anicherolefor itselfastheleading
voice on environmentaissuesn the Arctic. Doing so hasthe added
advantagef linkingits two prioritiesin the regionby highlightingthe
needfor international/regionatooperationto mitigatethe effectsof

219NimaKhorrami,06 Re v i ®two m kg Btoategyd SustainablBegional
DevelopmenintheA r ¢ tThe&rgtidnstitute2019,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/stockholstrategysustainableegional
developmenarctic/; Governmentf Swedeny St r far temArktiskaRegionerd,
2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf
220] ukeHarding,0 T WNedePole:InsideF a ¢ e bSwedisiiigb Nearthe Arctic
Ci r dhe®uardiar2015,
https://lwww.theguardian.com/technology/201&fg25/facebookdatacentréulea
swedemodepole
221GovernmenOfficesof Sweden) S w e dSratedysr theArcticRe g i 201, 6
https://www.government.se/4abled/contentassets/85de9103bbbe4373b55eddd 771
608da/swedenrstrategyfor-the-arcticregion
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climate changeon local populationsand their livelihoods. Such
cooperativeundetakings,so the reasoninggoes,would then create
higher degreesf trust and understandingamongstArctic statesto

addresstherissuegollectively?

3. Swederis Strategic Concerns

The Arctic to Swedens both a matterof domestigoliticsandforeign
policy.Thereforeanyattempiatunderstandinigs approachowardghe

region must unpackS w e d @migngolicy prioritiesand domestic
needs/sensitivitieganging from environmentaldegradatiorto the

impact of unfolding economicopportunitieson the sociapolitical
fabricsof local communitiesThis is perhapsbestillustratedin the

g o v e r nrelaivelyrécentdecisionto officially acknowledgand
commititselfto addressinthe historicainjusticesufferedby the Sami
populatiorf?® As it begirs to correctits pastmisdeedsowardsits own

indigenoupopulation Swedercouldpotentiallyplaceitselfin the pole
position to initiate similar efforts at the AC and take the lead in

addressinguchsensitiveassuegssentiab anycrediblenotion of good
governancezqually it is likely motivatedby a strategidesireto avert
the likelihoodof outsideinterferencalirectedat fuellinginstabilityby

capitalisingntheS a mhistoricalgrievances.

Notwithstandinghe domestiéforeignpolicynexusthe Ar c t i
recentelevatioronthec o u n stratggi@asidercanbe attributedto a
number of systerdevel developmentschiefly the prospectof an
emerginggreatpower competitionin the Arctic in the contextof a
changingglobalorderand a resurgenRussid?* To this end,and put

222|pjd.

223RichardOrangep | n d i @andexkesdersWin HuntingRightsBattlein

S w e d €heGuardiar2020,

https://www.theguardian.com/world/2020/jan/23/indigeneteindeetherders

samiwin-huntingrightsbattlesweden

224TheEconomistp V | a @utimis GrowingEverMore RepressivAs He Loses

Support2021 https://www.economist.com/briefing/2021/04/24/vladimputin-is-
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broadlytwo setsf distinctchallengetendto standout: differentthreat
perceptionsamongstalliesand both R u s sancdaChsi nraréased
assertivenesgstheirconductof foreignaffairs.

3.1. Differing ThreatPerceptions

Securitydynamicsin the Arctic representa combinationof both

traditional and new security challenges.Given their divergent
institutional memberships historical experiencespatural resource
endowmentsand topographiesthreat perceptionsvzary amongstthe

Arctic statesthatis, whiletheymaysharesimilarconcernswith regard
to anissueor an actor,theytendto assigrdifferentweightsand/or

prioritiesto them.

Viewedrom Swederthisisaparticularlyvorrisomelevelopment
simply becauselivergen interestsand threat perceptionshinder the
adaptatiorf astrategyasecbn the divisionof labourlogi¢®® atatime
when the Arctic is competingwith the Baltic region for Swedels
strategi@ttentionandlimitedresource&® In responset hasdrastially
reducedts internationaimissionsandhasinsteadsoughtto increasdéts
domestic readiness and defence spending?’ Thereby, and

growingevermorerepressivashelosessupport GovernmenOfficesof Sweden,
0 S w e Mlinistelfor DefenceHighlightsDeterioratingSecuritySituatiorin Baltic
SeaRegionn OpeningSpeecho NATO Parliamentarfk s s e mdD2ly , 6
https://www.government.se/articles/2021/05/swedisimisteffor-defence
highlightsdeterioratingecuritysituationin-balticsearegionin-openingspeectto-
nateparliamentargssembly/
225 AndresWivel,0 B i of @FeathelFlyingApart?ExplainingNordic Dissonancé
the (Post)unipolawWo r lindNprtherSecurigndGlobaPoliticdNordiBalticStrategic
Influendea PostUnipolaworlded.Ann-SofieDahlandPauliJarvenpéBahl
(London:Routledge?013),79592.
226NimaKhorrami,0 S mantNon-Aligned:Swedels Strategi®osturen the
Arctic,Partsl andl | TheArctidnstitute2020,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/smalbn-aligneeswederstrategigosturearctic
parti/ .
227Barbar&kunz,0 N o r tEhrepsdsistrategi€hallengérom RussiaiWWhatPolitical
andMilitaryR e s p o nFERE 2018, 6
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notwithstandingts non-aligneddoctrine jt hasbegunto strengthernts
bilateralrelationswith the US, the UK, Finland,GermanyandNATO
whilealsoreinvigoratingts pushfor therevitalisatiomf NORDEFCO.

CooperatiorbetweenFinlandand Swederhasbeenon the rise
both bilaterallyand within the contextof NORDEFCO, eventhough
noneof theiragreementrebindingandno mutualdefencgpactexists
betweenthe two. Via the NORDEFCO setting, Swedenand its
neighbourshave committedthemselveso a rangeof arrangements
whichallowfor the developmenof 6 e n h aetwritgpdlicyd i al o g u
and the free movementsof troops and equipmentacrosstheir
territories?® The overarchingyoalisto achievea highdegreef military
integrationin the Nordicregionbyd e x ¢ h arpiguresagdopening
up eachotheis basedor joint used® Yet, the balanceof consensus
amongsexpetsisthatatruly cooperativarrangemeritetweerNordic
statedor defenceandsecurityis adistantpossibility?*

Awareof N OR D E F CsbditsomingsSwedenhas signeda
trilaterablefencegreemenwith HelsinkiandOslo?* Praisedsthefirst
practicakteptowardsenhancediefencecapabilitiebetweerthe three
neighboursthe agreementepresentsn improvedversionof a secret
defencepactthat the trio concludedn the early1950$% eventhough

https://www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/rnv_111 kunz_northern_europ
e_strategic_challenge_from_russia_R2@f18.
228H3konLundeSaxip T IRiseFallandResurgencef Nordic Defence
Co o p e r latermationaffairs95,no. 3 (2019)659680,
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiz049
229|pid.
230|pid.
21GovernmenDfficesof Swedeny F i n NaawayhndSwederEnhancelheir
TrilateraMilitaryOperations€C o o p e r 2020i on, 6
https://www.government.se/opiniepieces/2020/09/finlanehorwayandsweden
enhanceheirtrilateralmilitaryoperationsooperation/
232NimaKhorrami,06 F i n NoawaySwedemndthe TrilateraMilitary
CooperatiorA g r e e HighNorthNews2020,
https://www.highnorthnews.com/en/finlandorwayswederandtrilateralmilitary
cooperatioragreement
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thedetailof thedealwerepatchy Still,onecanreasnablyspeculatthat
Norwaywill continueto serveasthelink betweeNATO andFinland
Swedenyhileeaclt o u n armedercedvillassumeesponsibilitjor
aspecificdomainandgeographicalone albeitin acoordinatednanner.

To further diversify its defensive partnershipsand avoid
overrelianceon a particularactor, Swedenis also bankingon its
historicallystrongtieswith the UK andthe Britishg o v e r nstaedh t 0 <
strategigoalof conductingamoreproactivdoreignanddefencepolicy
in the comingyear$ Similarly the countryhassoughtto deeperits
strategi@and/or defenceandsecuritytieswith Germanyan effort that
hasits originsin the signingof the Ghentlnitiativein 2010%**In light of
both G e r maandthéd K diwotalrole assecurityactorsin the EU
andthe Baltic,the expansiorof tieswith themtendsto complement
S w e d evndifartsatensuringts peacendsecurityn acosteffective
mannerHoweverB e r ldésirgdfer astrongelEU role asadefence
andsecurityplayeron the world stageaswell asboth the U K &°sand
G e r m&n\WTOscentricdefenceplanningcouldput a capon the
extentof S w e d secubtysooperatiomwith them.

233HM Governmentp G| dBhtairlin a CompetitiveAge:The IntegratedReviewof
SecurityDefenceDevelopmenandForeignP o | i2@2%,, 6
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/globatitainin-acompetitiveage
the-integratedeviewof-securitydefencedevelopmenrandforeignpolicy.
234H3akanEdstromandDenisGyllensporreAlike orDifferen@candinavidpproaches
toMilitarylnterventigi®ockholmSanterug.cademidress2014).
235GabrieléBaczynskandRobinEmmott,0 G e r nFaancgSeelStrongeEU
DefensefterBrexit:D o ¢ u m ®euter04 6 https://www.reuters.com/article/us
europedefencadUSKCN1111XU
236HM Governmentp G| dBhtairlin a CompetitiveAge:The IntegratedReviewof
SecurityDefencePevelopmenard ForeignP o | i2@2%,, 0
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/gloBatitainin-a-competitiveage
the-integratedeviewof-securitydefencedevelopmenandforeignpolicy
237RainelL. GlatzandMartinZapfe,0 A mb i EramewodNation:Germanyin
NATO BundeswehCapabilityPlanningandthed F r a mé&Nationstko nc ept , 0 6
SWE 2017 https://www.swp
berlin.org/fileadmin/contents/products/comments/2017C35_glt_zapfeRaditers,
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Thanksto the long historyof widerangingcooperatiorbetween
StockholmandWashingtonincludingintelligencesharingresearcland
developmentanddomaintraining,cooperatiorwith the US continues

to constitutethe bulwarkof Swedels defenceandstrategiplanning?®

Although awareof the U Sdiminishingglobalrole?* put differently,
relationgvith the USarestill deemedtriticallyvaluabléo the point that

Swederkeepgesistingcallsfor the establishmenf a truly European
defence and security force?*® Swedish officials worry that such
developmentouldfurther dampenthe U Sdreadyweakenedecurity
commitmentowardsEurope?** eventhougha subtlesofteningand/or

easingf suchconcernsanbe detectedn thec o0 u n mnastyedestly
release®efenceStrateggocument??

In addition, Swederhastakena more activepartin NAT O3 s
Partnershifior Peacandinternationaéxerciselsecausef anostensible
consensuamongstocalexpertghatit cannotremainanoutsidelin the
eventof a war, or limited conflict, betweenRussiaand NATO in

0 E u r SiillNeeddU.S.NATO for SecurityGermanDefenceMini s t 2020,, 0
https://www.reuters.com/article/ussaelectioreu-defenceanneidUSKBN27X13J
238PerQlsson AlmaDahl,andTobiasJunerféltp D e f EcoromicOutlook 2020-
An Assessmemdf the GlobalPoweBalanc&0102 0 3 PO, 2020,
https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?reportNo=F}5048-SE
239|pid.
240TapaniVaahtorantduomad-orshergp P eNeutralor PreAllied?Finnishand
SwedisliPolicieson the EU andNATO asSecurityOr g a n i £aH Zdiricm s , 6
2000 https://www files.ethz.ch/isn/1926W0P29.pdf EvaHagstrontFriselletal.,
0 We s Miltary@€apabilityn NorthernEurope2020Partsl andll: Collective
De f e r0Ol02bhttps://www.foi.se/reportsummary?reptto=FOI -R--5012-
SEandhttps://www.foi.se/reportsummary?reportNo=FGR--5013-SE
241TapanVaahtorantduomag-orsbergp P eNedtralor PreAllied?Finnishand
SwedistiPolicieson the EU andNATO asSecurityOr g a n i £aH Zirclm s , 6
2000 https://www . files.ethz.ch/isn/19260/WP29.pdf
22GovernmenDfficesof Sweden) T ot a | 202652 0v 22ZD26¢
https://www.regeringen.se/4a965d/globalassets/regeringen/dokument/forsvarsdepa
rtementet/forsvarspropositie20212025/totalforsvare20212025prop-
20202130.pdf
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mainlandEuropeor the Arctic?* Today, thereis anincreasedevelof
cooperationbetweenSwedenand NATO that involves education,
training, situational awarenesssurveillanceand common use of
infrastructuré*Fullmembershifhoweverremainsdistanipossibility,

unlessthere is a radi@al changeof conditions.Swedels potential
accessioto NATO would changehe securitylandscapén Northern
Europe?* and thus it would likely exposeit and Finlandto Russian
aggressiorMoreover,a numberof NATO memberstateshavenow
backtrackedntheircommitmentso theruleof lawanddemocracyand

joiningit wouldbe a hardpoliticalsell,asit would contradictSwedels
nationaldentity Lastlythereareeconomidnterestststakebecaustull
membershipvould haveconsequencdsr the domest arm/defence
industry,which could lose a greatdealof marketshareto American
companies.

3.2. The Big Three: China, Russia, and the US
SwederchoesheUSandits majorEuropeara | Iconeemgegarding
R u s srésargescand a potential Sin@Russianpartnershipin the
Arctic?*® However, Swedishofficials are also concernedabout US
policiesandactivitiesn theregior’*’

243NiklasRossbacktal.,0 St r @utleol8: Ssvedels Total DefenceChallenges

andOp p o r t UFOIj 2019 fettgs;/NMdww.foi.se/en/foi/research/strategic

outlook.html

244 JuhaPyylonenandStefar-orss DeterreriogheNordidBaltidRegioTheRolefthe

NordicCountrigsgethefththel.S.Army(CarlislePA: StrategiStudiednstituteand

U.S.ArmyWarCollegePress2019).

245Rafaeldindebergd S w e d BATO SkepticisnEnduresasRussidlexes

Mu s c Bleombef21 https://www.bloombergquint.com/onweb/swedshuns

natcasstabilityoutweighsvorriesaboutrussia

246Governmenbf Sweden) St r far demAyktiskaRegionerd 2020,

https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075

29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf.

247Govermentof Sweden) Na t SerurigSlt r a 20OAQ y , 6
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R u s sArctec pocyseemgearedowardghe attainmenof two
broadobjectivesincreasedleterrencend enhancedabilityto contol
the waterway®f the Northern SeaRoute’*® However,what worries
Swedislofficialsthe mostis the apparentesurgencef the Russian
st a beiebis its statusas a great power, which motivatesits
irredentisni?® Equallyworrisometo Stockholmis the lackof concrete
shortterm policiesand planson the side of the EU in responseo
Moscowthatis,thereis asens@f urgencyn Swedenvhenit comedo
counteringRussiawhich is not reciprocatedy its major alliesand
partners>

With regardo Ching Swedislofficialssuspecthat Beijingwould
graduallyadopta more hawkishposturefor achievingts commercial,
scientific and strategic/politicalgoalsin the Arctic™* and that the
prospectof uncheckedChineseinvestmentin the Arctic is deemed
problanatic. Therefore,and much to the chagrinof the Chinese
government3?bilateratiesbetweerthetwo havesunkerto newlowsin
the recentpast. Overall, though, it is important to note that the

2020- An Assessmerf the GlobalPowerBalanc0162 0 3 BO|, 2020,
https://www.foi.se/rapportsammanfattning?reportNoaF®-5048-SE.

248 ChristopheiVeidacheHsiungandTom Rosethp T HAestic Dimensionin Sine

RussiaiR e | a tin SineRsssiaRelationsthe21stCenturgd.JolingeBekkevold
andBobolo (ChamPalgravéacmillan2019)160187;

2FEva Hagstr°m Frisell et al., OWestern
Parts | and | | FOIG21https:wiviv.foise/r&perf e nc e, 6
summary?reportNo=FER--5012-SEandhttps://www.foi.se/report
summary?reportNo=FCR--5013-SE

20Eva Hagstr°m Friseldl et al ., OWestern
Part I: Collective Defiec Q162021 https://www.foi.se/report
summary?reportNo=FGR--5012-SE

1GoranLeijonhufvudp S w elgRelationsvith ChinaWalkinga Tightropeg in
ChinaandNordi®iplomey ed.BjgrnarSverdrupl hygesonWrennYennieLindgren,
andMarcLanteignéLondon:Routledge2017),1016121.
252KeegarElmer,0 C h i Enthasgyn SwedemlitsOutatdé Totl alrlewponsi b
SecurityThreatC | a i SogiChhavlorninfost2019,
https://lwww.scmp.com/news/china/diplomacy/article/2182851/chinestassy
swederhits-out-totallyirresponsiblasecurity
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worseningf tiesis lessaboutC h i madivitiean the Arctic andmore
abouttheoverallbutlookof the Chinesgovernmenandits politicaland
economigracticesAddedto thisis theratherundiplomaticonductof
Ch i rcarénstop diplomatin Stockholmwhich hasbeennothing
shortof a boon for Beijingscetic voicesin the Swedistgovernment
and civil societyto justify their callsfor further curtailmentof the
relationsbetweenBeijing and Stockholm.In particular,his public
criticismsof the Swedishgovernmenit® and his e mb a spabyicd s
threateningdf Swvedishjournalistshaveturned public opinion against
Chinaandledto callsfor hisexpulsiorf>*
Finally,thereareconcerngegardinghe U S@bmmitmento the
securityof EuropeasawholeandSwedenin particularAlthoughsuch
concernshave soothedsamewhatsincethe electionof JoeBiden, it
wouldbenaiveto assuméhattheyhavefully subsidedStartingowards
the end of the Obamapresidencypoliticiansand policymakersn
Swedemavetakennoteof theU SidactiontowardsSyriaandits largely
symbolicactiongowardsRussian the aftermattof CrimeaThisiswhy
S we d anosh secent national strategy document warns against
overreliancen anysingleactorandinsteaccallsfor the diversification
of strategipartnershipsn abilaterabasis>*In theArctic,in particular,
it is the apparenfluctuationsn the U Syiblicy stancesvhich Swedish
decisiomakerdind highlyproblematié:®attheveryleasttheyfrustrate

23AFP,0 S w e Summong&hineseAmbassadooverCr i t i2620,s m, 0
https://www.yahoo.com/now/swedesummonshineseambassadavercriticism
10070392atml
254HannahSomerville) C h i BEmaassgn SwedemnderFireoverd Thrte at s &
J o u r nBEulonew2021 fitps://www.euronews.com(Z21/04/12/chinas-
embassin-swederunderfire-overthreatsto-journalist
255Governmenbf Sweden) Na t SexurigBlt r a R0OAgy , 6
https://lwww.governmense/informatiormaterial/2017/10/nationadecurity
strategy/
256Governmenbf Sweden) St r far temAyktiskaRegionern, 2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf
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S w e d emn éffertsto devisealongtermvisionfor the regionthatis
in sync with thatof its mostimportantstrategigartner.

4. Sweden the European Union and the Arctic

Putting aside the economicand/or commercialunderpinningsof
S w e d @eaisioso join the EU, EU membershipvasalsojustifiedon
ideationahnd/or normativegroundsthatis, the EU wasportrayedas
both a democratigoliticalunion and a political projectin pursuitof
continentapeaceS w e d membesshipsowentthe reasoningyould
not onlyallowthe countryto playamoreactiverolein globalaffairsbut
wouldalsofurtherconsolidatéts identityasa peacemakét’

Once in the bloc, however,Swedishpolicy stanceshave been
largelydualin naturd to playaleadingole in settingpolicy norms>®
while retaininga high degreeof strategicindependenceso that the
countrycango its own waywhenits interestglashwith thoseof other
EU MemberStates:® The root of this dualitycanbe tracedbackto
S w e d statudas a former greatpowerin Europe andits senseof
uniquenesand/or exceptionalismyhichhave earnedt the reputation
of the awkwarchorm entrepreneu® One canseea clearvalidationof
thisobservatiomn S w e d @deaisioso stayout of the MonetaryUnion
or articulatats own COVID-19strategy.

Thisdualityisalsoindicativeof anattitudeand/or approachwhich
is firmly embeddedn andrevolvesarounda logic of quid pro quo or
delicatebalancing;that is, Swedentends to contribute to certain

257ChristheAgius,0 T r a n s BegondRexapnitionThePoliticsof PostNe ut r al i ty, 6
CooperatiandConfliet6,no. 3, (2011)37®395,https://doi.org/10.1177/0010836711416960
258 AnnikaBjorkdahlp N o AdwocacyA SmallStateStrategyo InfluencetheE U ,J@urnalf
Europedpubli®olicg5,no0.1 (2008)135154 https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760701702272
259Malin StegmaniMcCallionandAlexBrianson,0 H otvHaveYour CakeandEatlt Too:
SwedenRegionahwkwardnessndthe EuropearUnion Strategyor theBalticSeaRe gi on, 6
JournalfBalticStudie$3,n0.4 (2017)4516464,
httpsi/doi.org/10.1080/01629778.2017.1305194
260 AnnikaBjorkdahlp N o AdaocacyA SmallStateStrategyo InfluencetheE U ,Jaurnaif
Europedpubli®olicg5,no0.1 (2008)135154 https://doi.org/10.1080/13501760701702272
StegmanMcCallionandBriansong H otavHaveYour CakeandEatlt T o 04518464.
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initiativesn orderto buyitselftherightto stayout of certairotherpolicy
areas® With regardto the Arctic, for instanceit hasbeenconsistenin
its call for the articulationand implementatiorof commonEuropean
environmentapolicy frameworks,and it has usedits norm setting
credentialto influencehe E U @dicystancesn environmerdlissues
in the Arctic?® Yet, it hastraditionallyresistednitiatives suchasthe
Northern Dimensiort?® which might facilitatea strongandactiverole
for the EU in ther e g idefanéemndsecuritysectors® Fearingthat
increasedU presenceouldleadto adiminishedJS presencand/or
commitmentto Northern Europe and weakenits own positionasa
regionaleader Stockholmhastraditionallyfavoureda limitedrole for
the EU as a defence and/or security actor in its immediate
neighbourhood?

4.1. What is theRole of the EU?
By callingfor closercooperationvith theblockin its mostrecentArctic
strategylocument® Swedemppearso havemovedclosetoFi nl and

261 Emily Von SydowFranOrdférandesKalb UtanforskaStockholmSNSForlag,
2004).

262NimaKhorrami,0 R e v i ®togkhairlg Strategyor SustainablRegional
DevelopmenintheA r ¢ tThe&rgtidnstitute2019,
https://www.thearcticinstitute.org/stockholstrategysustainablesgional
developmenarctic/.
263 Althoughthe ND is not strictlyadefenceandsecurityinitiative it mustbe noted
thatits overallobjectiveof ensuringtabilityby facilitatingcooperatiommongsthe
EU, RussiaNorwayandlcelandon,amongsbtherthings nucleasafetyqualifiest
asaframeworkwith indirectyetimportantdefenceandsecuritymplications.
264CarmerGebhardd S dCbmpetitionFinland Swederandthe Northern
Dimensionof the EuropearlJ n i cSoandinaviRaliticabtudie36no0.4 (2013)36%
390,https://doi.org/10.1111/1467P477.120Q7
265TapanVaahtorantduomag-orsbergp P eNedtralor PreAllied?Finnishand
SwedistiPolicieonthe EU andNATO asSecurityOr g a n i £aH Zdirclm s , 6
2000 https://www. files.ethz.ch/isn/19260/WP29.pdf
266 Governmenbf Sweden) St r far demAyktiskaRegionern, 2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf.
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positionin seekinga more prominentregionalrole for the EU. Most
interestinglyandasa clearsignof geopoliticathinking, is the callfor
increase@ndexpandedransportlinks betweemmainlandeuropeand
the Arctic. This is becausesuch infrastructurescan and often do
contributeto both commerciadnddefensivefforts.Neverthelessione
of thesetranslatemto a desirefor expandediefensiveooperationlet
alonepartnershipwith the EU.

As has alreadybeenelaboratecbn, oneof St o ¢ k hmaih md s
reservationss thatanypushtowardsheE U &teategi@autonomymight
further compliate or weakenWa s h i n gommitménssto the
continentand,by extensionSwedei a prospecthatmustbe avoided
atall costsnot leastbecauseéilaterakecuritycooperatiorwith the US
hasservedSwedenvell?*’In additiontherearealreadolidprocalures
for bothdirectandindirectdefenceooperationvith Washingtonyhich
aresimplynon-existentin the caseof EU. This mattersa greatdealin
lightof S w e d asseésmewnf the potencyof the Russiarthreatasa
shortterm issué® and at a time when budgetaryshortfalls could
constraindefencespending As warfareacquiresa highertechnology
characteristicinost importantly, Swedenstandsto benefit from its
alreadyoliddefencaechnologyollaborationsvith the USdatingback
to theheydaysf the ColdWar?*®

267BjornJerden L i tb €heesabout:Swedein the Faceof USChinesdRi v al r y , ¢
in Europe theFacefUS-Chineseivalryed.Mario EstebarandMiguelOtero-lglesias
(PublicatiorPlacePublisher2020),
http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_en/publication?WCM_GL
OBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/publications/etreurope-in-the-faceof-us
chinarivalry
268EvaHagstronFriselletal.,0 We s Miktary@€apabilityn NorthernEurope2020.
Partl: CollectiveD e f e fr@l,&202bhttps://www.foi.se/rgort-
summary?reportNo=FGR--5012-SE
269 MichaelThadAllenandGabrielleHecht, TechnologiBoweEssayis Honoof
ThomaBarkéHugheasndAgatha&hipleldughegambridgeMIT Press2001)Mikael
Holmstrom,DenDold&llianserBverigeemlighl ATO-forbindelsgStockholm:
Atlantis,2015).
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To Swedenthe EU is primarilyad f o fornfareignandsecurity
policyc o o p e rnattad d a Bpplicyd eo §°larid any attemptat
addinga defenceor securityfunctionalityto it standsn oppositionand
thereforaunderminegsidealof beingad p eparcoejaprestpposition
thathasitsrootin thecoloniaheritag®f themajorEU actors’ In fact,
one candetectthe mostrecentmanifestatiorof this6 a mb i faro u s «
puzzlingand at times contradictoryattitudein the c o u n teceg 0 s
oppositionto callsfor the establishmentf a EuropearPeacé-acilitya
financial instrumentto enablethe EU to fund military training,
equipmenandinfrastructuren partnercountries’®

While proud of its Europeanidentity and contentwith its EU
membershipto SwedesSweders, first andforemost,a Nordic social
democracyvith alonghistoryof strategi@autonomyanduninterrupted
sovereignty*Unlikethe pastwhenits greatnessamethroughconquest
andterritorialexpansiorgontemporargwedemlerivests greatnesand
seltclaimeduniquenes$rom its ability to do internationalrelations
differently,that is, by avoidingwar.In contrastto other EU Member
Statest hasneverbeenattackear occupiedn its modernhistory,soit
hasnevemealedoutsidehelpto maintairor regaintsterritorialintegrity
in the sameawayor to the sameextentasits Europeameighbour$ave.
Thereforewhileit doeswelcomeadefenceandsecuritycooperationwith

210EvaHagstronfrisellandAnnaSundbergy G e r mfaNew Swedistlly in
E u r o [®1,2018https://www.foi.se/restapi/repoit/FOI%20MEM0O%206209
271 ChristineAgius,0 T r a n s hepondReeatnitionThe Politicsof Post
Ne ut r @obgeratianddonflit6,no.3,(2011)37®395,
https://doi.org/10.1177/001083671141696
212Bjorn FagerstenAugustDanielsonandCalleHakanssongSwedemndEuropean
DefenceCooperationtnterestsn Searclof aS t r a UleBgeyl0 (#018)page/s,
https://www.ui.se/globalassets/ui-eag/publications/upublications/2018/ui
briefno.162018.pdf
213EvaHagstronFrisellandEmma,0 T BrainandEquipPartneNationsd
Implicationsof the EuropearPeacd- a ¢ i FOI, 2031, 6
https://www.foi.se/en/foi/newsandpressoom/news/202103-22-a-peaceproject
thatcanbe-aswediskchallenge.html
2714Agius0 Tr an sBegondRe d o g n B7AHBI6.n 7?2, &
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the EU and NATO, it tendsto seekthem on different termsand
conditions.This is because¢he successf its neutrality/noralignment
strategyasconvincedhe majorityof thec o u n policymakersf the
superiorityof theirownmodel.

5. Conclusion
Thankgo increasedilitaryandcommerciaactivitiesn theregionand
alingeringuncertaintyoverthe future directionof USrelationswith an
evermore assertiveChina and an increasinglyunpredictableRussia,
Swedeiseems$o havebecomenorereceptivéo theideaof astrongeU
presencen the Arctic. And thefactthatthe EU hasofficiallycommitted
itselfto adoptinga more geopoliticabutlook™ couldgo alongwayto
partially if not fully, boostingthe Swedislg o v e r ncordidericéns
the EU asa geostrategipartnerin the Arctic. Howeverwhileit is safe
to assuméhat Swedenvill welcomeamoresubstantiv&U presencen
theArctic,it wouldbe prematureo takeits commitmento the EU asa
defenceandsecurityplayerin the Arctic, or elsewherdpr grantedlts
strongpreferencdor bilaterdism, its strategichoiceof nonralignment
asits deterrencstrategyndits sensef exceptionalisnput differently,
donotbodewellfor thefutureof itsrelationsvith the EU whenit comes
to defenceand securitymatters,evenif it has signeda soidarity
declarationvith its fellowEU MemberStates.
Lookingaheadtherefore Swederwill continueto prioritiseand
expandits bilateralagreementacrossEuropeand North America.ln
doingso,itsactionswill beguidedyadesirdo createadiverseortfolio
of partnershipwith like-mindednationsWhileit will seeko deepetties
with its traditionalpartnerssuchasthe USandthe UK, it wouldlikely
try to establismewpartnershipsvith countriedike Canadayith which

215 JoseBorrell,0 LRoctrinaS i n aRoir teaExierigrvol. no.197(2020):
https://www.politicaexterior.com/productoAdoctrinasinatra
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it sharesa number of important sociepolitical and strategic
commonalitieand/or interest$’®

Swedeis alsolikelyto pushfor agraduayetsteadyexpansiomf
NordicdBalticcooperatiorwith itselfat the drivingseatTo thisend,its
recenttrilateralagreementvith Finlandand Norwaywill serveasthe
foundationfor the short and mediumterm directionof a common
Nordic approachwhileN O R D E F Qdetasan exclusiverenuefor
opendiscussionamongsBalticandNordicdefenceninistersouldliead
to arenewedwedishnterestin championingts missionandstrategic
value.Over the long run, plannedexchangesetweentheir defence
universitie$’ couldhavethe potentiako setthe stagdor theemergence
of doctrinalpperationahndtacticacompatibilitieamongstheirarmed
forces providedthattheyremainintact.

Regardinghe EU, onecanexpecthat Swedemill seeko strike
a complementarpalancebetweenits domesticArctic agendaand its
contributionto the Arctic agendaf the EU, onethatallowsit to bring
abou a high degreeof affinity betweents own Arctic objectivesand
thoseof the EU whiletappinginto the E U gusrsefor realisinghose
objectivesln its pursuitof sucha strategyits actionswill be guidedoy
thedualityof itsapproaciiowardghe EU. Playingtsnormentrepreneur
role, it will seekto initiate, lead and/or contributeto commercial,
environmentadnd socialinitiativesthat will advancets own domestic
interestsn theseareasvhilesimultaneousluyingitselftherightto act
awkwatyby chartingts ownpathwhenit comego defenceandsecurity.

Betting on its strength,Swedenwill thereforeaim to lead by
examplen Arctic miningby pioneeringhe carbonrfreeproductionof a

216Governmenbf Sweden) St r far temAyktiskaRegionem, 2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf.
211 Sedor examplehttps://www.fhs.se/en/swediskdefence
university/education/whab-study/nordefceexchangstudies.html
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geopoliticallycritical mineral:iron ore?”® Similarly,it will put more
emphasisn addressingoft securityssuesangingrom gendeequality
to indigenousp e o prigesfi’sand it will seekto utilisethe EU 8 s
institutional capacitiedn order to bring about a higher degreeof
consistencto the Arctic delberationof Americarofficials.lt will also
increas@evestmenin smartandgreerinfrastructurdothwithinitsown
Arctic region and acrossthe Scandinaviairctic, with the goal of
becominga majorcommerciahub betweerEuropeand Asia?*° Here,
the E U dirsanciaimusclesandregulatorycredentialareof paramount
valueto Swedern thattheyenablet to both partiallyreplacendbetter
monitor Chinesenvestments its Arcticcommunities.

In undertakinguchendeavour§wedeseeks$o gainmateraland
normativdeveragandinfluencebothwithinandoutsidehe EU. Stated
otherwisewhileits effortsto beafront-runnerin addressingpdigenous
rights or to reapthe economicbenefitsof a warmingArctic in an
environmentallyesponsiblenanneenablat to addammunitiongo its
arsenabf hardandsoftpowersbeingahometo datacentresaproducer
of criticalmineralsandanintercontinentairadehub will likelyincrease
outsidea c t siakesnGts uninterruptedtability.This,in turn,will goa
longwayin ensuringts security.

218Reutersp Swedis MiningFirm LKAB EyesHugelnvestmenin CO2free
ProductionD N , 2620 https://www.reuters.com/article/ukabinvestment
idUSKBN283157TDanielGleesong L K ARBtsCarbonrfreePathwaywith Direct
Reducedron S wi t Itemnat@nslining2020 https://im -
mining.com/2020/11/24/Ik&-plotscarbonfree pathwaydirectreducedron-
switch/.
2 Governmenbf Sweden) St r far demAyktiskaRegionern, 2020,
https://www.regeringen.se/4a8365/contentassets/000d750cc7d941b98abedf844a075
29f/regeringenskrivelse202021-7.pdf.
280|pid.
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More Rhetorical Commitment than Coherence:
Germany’s Security, | t s

Christoph Humrich, University of Groningen, Centre for International Relations Re

1. Introduction

In German Arctic policy, European and German security interests are
tightly connected. In its firétrctic Policy Guidelires 2013%* the
German government saw developments occurring in the Arctic which
mi g ht pose ©O6economi c, oligyrnhreatfs]don me
stability in the region and would also affegtr cspe s i t § i n
I't thus declared that It wanted
Germapol i cyd and that it was 6com
used for peacdfu p u r p c®&Thessucoessorydocdment, Aretic
Policy Guidelifiesn 20194 also emphasises the security dimeision
the 6devel opments i n tGee meetuytdisc 0
i nt e’ieterdstinglydprompting the government teadte a more
intensive involvement of the EU in Arctic security. Moreover, in a reply
to questions of the parliamentary faction of opposition Partyinke

* | would like to thank Dorentina Mahaj for her help in the preparatory research for
the article.
28lFor two excellent comparative reviews
(with France and the UK, respectivelg§ ®ci | e Pel audei x and
European Union Arctic Policy and National Interests of France and Germany:
InternalandE x t er n a l Pol i ¢y Nottteein Reviginno.d (2618): St a k
5788 5 ; Mal gorzata €mieszek and Paul a Kar
to the Arctic Council: The Arctic Policy Documents of the United Kingdom and
Germany as Case Stublye Yarbook of Polar Law O@livee 1 (2014): 38397.
282 Auswartiges AmGer many 6s Arctic Policy Guidel
Opportuniti@erlin: Federal Foreign Office, 2013), 10, my emphasis.
283Amt, 1.
284Deutsche BundesregieruGge r m aratig Bokcy Guidelyessiming Responsibility,
Creating Trust, Shaping the(Betlire Federal Foreign Office, 2019).
285Bundesregierund3, my emphasis.
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in the same year, the governmeistteat ed i ts view t
become a key regioniow | d F% Il i ti cs. &
However, analysts of current
Germany only ©plays a %#hahisgaporta l
approaches the apparent tension between the stated importance of th
Arctic region andoftGermanengaeam®iine d 0
two ways. On the one hand, it argues that a closer look at the types
German interests involved and the kinds of activities taking place
gualifies, at | east to some degr
it aims to shovwthat, indeed, the rhetorical commitment exceeds overall
policy coherence, particularly when it comes to German core interests.
Cord nterests relate to the for
security and prosperity. Today, Germany has environmentatiecono
political, and military core interests in the Arctic. However, German
engagement in the Arctic is also guided by what could bealkdtedal
interests. These are thepogducts of other domestic politics, especially
regarding conservation polayd Arctic research and science policy.
Overall, German interests are pursued through two kinds of activities.
German foreign and security policy is engaged in iegiboal activities.
These are activities taking place in specialised multilateralféorums
Arctic regional issues, such as the AC or the Arctic Security Forces
Roundtablé® or involving the region and regional issues, such as
German Arctic research and science policy. However, there are als

286 Deutscher Bundestafntwort der Bundesregierung auf die Kleine Anfrage der Abgec
Anders Hunke, Hubert Zdebel, Lorenz Gésta Beutin, weiterer Abgeordneter und der F
Linke Drucksache 19/15326 (Berlin: Deutscher Bundestag, 2018), 3.
2Vivien Mirzai et al., oKandter Krieg i
Territorialkonflikte in der Arktis. Ein Bericht zum Heidelberger Dialog zur
international en Si czZeieschiiftdiir Avded Sichbrioeitspolitik e r
14,n0.1 (2021): 77jNor d Wegge, OArctic Security
St a tArete Review of Law and Rali(g320): 374.
2%8Wegge, OArctic Security Strategies, 6
289 ist of Arctic multilateral forums in which Germany participates can be found in
Deutscher Bundesta@intwort der Bundesregi2dung
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activities related to the whgibnare not wtertaken because of any
specific Arctic regionakss but because of their belonging to an
overarching context which includes the Arctic. These are mostly activitie:
with one or more of the Arctic states or domestic and EU activities
regarding climate chgm international shipping, European and
transatlantic security, and political stability. Whitedglmnal activitias
Germany pursues are mostly determined by collateral interests, its col
interests are pursued mostly throaggivities relatéleoegionbilateral,
European and transatlantic contexts.

In the following section, this report will present in more detail the
coréserman interests, emphasising how these are linked to Germar
security and Germaattivities related to the ltegilbpoint out where,
despite rhetorical commitment, these activities display a lack of
coherence and might thus not be
Arctic role. The report wildl t h
regional activitighe edy 1990s and the larger part of its activities since
then were driven byollaterahterests, although itsoreinterests
increasingly gained importance. In the fourth section, this report
elucidates the |link betweenint he
the fifth section, the report a
activities and the role of the EU in these will depend on how the apparen
incoherence in policies regarding the core interests and their EU
underpinnings will play out.

2. Germany €ore ArcticInterests

Germany is linked to the Arctic in at least four ways: geophysically,
economically, politically and mi
interests in the Arctic emefgfdf one defines security as being related

290These interests variously appear in analyses of German Arctic policy (e.g. Henning

Ri ecke, o0ODiDee uAtrskcthies Ilnotcekrte s s eDie Aiktia Ho h e

Ressourcen, Interessen undeRroBeme Rill, Berichte and Studien 91 (Munchen:

Hanns Seidel Stiftung, yearf9® 9; Tobi as Et zol d and St

Europ@ische Union und die Ar kt Bicherhebt at
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to some sorbf existential thre&t, all four of these links can have

i mplications for Germany®s secu
political discourse, these implications are securitised and thus formulate
as German security policy interests to varying degrees.

GeophysicaBgrmany is linked to the Arctic by the ocean and the
atmosphere. As a country just south of thealled subarctic latitudes,
it is affected by the atmospheric circulation of the Northern Hemisphere.
As a coastal state to the North SeatlamdBaltic, Germany is affected
by the marine macexology and geophysical conditions of the
Northeast Atlantic, which directly reaches into the Arctic. Global
warming might change atmospheric circulation in the Arctic, makes se:
levels rise because @ter extension and the melting of ice shields, and
through the melting of Arctic sea ice and ice shields probably create:
negative global feedback loops or even tipping points both for the globa
climate and ocean gecology and geophysics.

For Germanythis produces at least two sets of potential security
implications. On the one hand, global climate change in general, and i
the Arctic in particular, might
marine temperate climate, which, in turn, might amoumnisterdial
threats to vulnerable parts of the population and economy. Amongst
these are an increase in extreme weather conditions and changes
biodiversity because of an expected general increase in temfferature.
On the other hand, the very loying par s o f northern
coastal areas might be existentially threatened not only through potenti

und Fried88, no. 3 (2015): 1&131; Mirai et al ., o0Kalter Kri
as well as in more or less explicit form in the respective policy documents themselves
291Barry Buzan et abgecurity: A New Framework for ABalykler/CO: Lynne
Rienner, 1998). The four interests menditreee correspond to four of the five
sectors that Buzan et al. focused on in their framework for security analysis: military,
economic, political and environmental.
292Deutsche Bundesregierulmnitoringbericht zur Deutschen Anpassungsstrategie an
Klimawand@ericht der Interministeriellen Arbeitsgruppe Anpassungsstrategie der
Bundesregierung (Dessau: Umweltbundesamt, 2019), offers an extensive overview of
the consequences of global warmétgted weather change.
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future inundation but also through other more immediate effects on
coastal geophysical and-geological dynamits.

Giving his remarks to the AC meetingReykjavik in May 2021,
German Foreign Minister Heiko Maas directly referred to sea level rise
as showing that o6our fut &éClemate s |
change is also the dominant topic of the two above mentioned Germar
strategic documes. The older document states that climate change in
the Arctic owil |l a¥PThalinkdeétweenclimhty i
change and threats to stability and security in the region is more
pronounced in the more recent document, as evident inltvarfgl
pol itical response: 06Consistent
key el ement of G¥r manyds Arctic

However, despite submitting reports on its black carbon and
methane reduction policies to the AC similar to other observet®states,
Germany does not have Arctic climate péifcglimate policies are
pursued at the national, European and international levels. As will be
argued in more detail below, in Germany the Arctic has mostly
functioned as a symbol for political mobilisation.eMar, while
climate change has been one of the most politicised topics in Germar
public discourse for some time ifiowdeed so politicised that it might

293\Wissenschaftliche Diendieeresspiegelanstieg und seine Auswirkungen auf die
Bevolkerympkumentation (Berlin: Deutscher Bundestag, 2018).
294 Auswartiges Amt, Video remarks by Foreign Minister Maas at the 12th Arctic
Council Ministerial Meeting in Reykjavik, May 20, 2029 //www.auswaertiges
amt.de/en/newsroom/news/masascticcouncil/2462196
295 Auswartiges AmGer many ds Arcti,&, Policy Guidel
296Deutsche Bundesregieru8e r many ds Arcti,d3. Policy Gu
297E.g. Deutsche BundesregieriN@tjonal Report by Gerfaahginced Black Carbon
and Methane Emissions Re(luctingsg: Arctic Council Framework for Action,
2020).
29%8The Climate Action Plan of the German government does not mention the Arctic
at all: Bundesinisterium fur Umwelt, Naturschutz, Bauen und Reaktorsicherheit,
Climate Action Plan 2050. Principles a
(Berlin: Federal Ministry for the Environment, Nature Conservation, Building and
Nuclear Safety (BMUB), 2016).
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determine the outcome of the federal election in Septembirt2@21
direct impacts of climate change ®armany have not yet been
perceived as security issues. Although theVZbiié Paper on German
Security Policy and the Future of the Buadéswehc at es ma k
change a permanent item on the
cont efxrtagoifl e6 regi onsd, which are
neither Germany nor the Arctic would be incldfed.

Economicalls a resourgmor, industrialised, exporting, Righ
technology, and highcome country, Germany is linked to the Arctic
throughbwh at the | atter has to offer
trade, and consumption. Germany needs to cover roughly 70% of its
overall energy consumption with imp&ftand in terms of aluminium,
zinc and copper, Germany is amongst the five largestimers
globally*** No wonder, therefore, that German Arctic policy guidelines
emphasise the Arcticds resource
o p p o r t¥@ermany & also the third largest export country and the
6gl obal numbeconthwai nhe*fowerbwotpipd d g .
of German exports are transported by ship. The safe and secure usabili
of maritime straights is an important general concern for the country anc

299Bundesministerium der Verteidigunpite Paper 2016 on German Security Policy anc
the Future of the Bundéertihr Federal Ministry of Defence,&042.
300World Energy CounciEnergie fur Deutschland2é@ih: Weltenergierat
Deutschland, 2020), 134.
s01peutsche BundesregieruRghstoffstrategie der Bundesregierung. Sicherung einer
nachhaltigen Rohstoffversorgung Deutschizmetsmtitamdmeralischen Rohstoffen
(Berlin: Bundesministeriumm Wirtschaft und Technolog019, 12
30zAuswartiges AmGer many6s Arcti,6. Policy Guidel
3BBundesmini sterium der Verteidigung, 0
Marineschiffbauindustrie bleibt wichti
https://www.bmvg.de/de/&tuelles/maritimesicherheimarineschiffbauindustrie
bleibtwichtig5073706Sealso Deutsche Bundesregier@ighter Bericht der
Bundesregierung tber die Entwicklung und Zukunftsperspektiven der maritimen Wirts
Deutschlamtucksache 19/2791Berlin: Deutscher Bundestag, 2021), page/s.
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has also found its way into #retic Policy Guideltfhekaritime busess
has received special attention from the goverrithesship traffic and
the maritime economy in the Arctic grow, the German government
hopes for a demand for German technology and-kRowo#f*®

In the abovamentioned white paper on security policpures
and raw material supply as well as access to safe and secure maritil
straits have been defined as a matter of existential importance fol
Germany and are thus securitise
country and the webeing of our citizes will significantly depend on
the unhindered use of [€é] transg
a secure supply of7Germamyisvallingto usea | s
0fl exi bl ed i nstrument s 0t o pr e
bl o c Kamdhers202d speech, thdtinister of Defence Annegret
Kramp-Karrenbauer made clear that the security relevance of the
freedom of navigation and of raw materials, and consequently
commanding the respective flexible instruments to secure these
necessarilyertai t he devel opment of Germ
technology®

Again, however, activities regarding the economic core interest are
largely taking place domestically, bilaterally or in the European,
transatlantic, and international contexts, not agakgittivities. These
activities include domestic government subsidies for Arctic relevant

304 Auswartiges AmGer many s Arct i,8 DPusthecy Gui del
BundesregierunGer many 6 s Ar ¢2019)d®2P.ol i cy Gui del i
305The government has a maritime coordinator who organises a biannual national
maritime conference and prepares a maritime report for the government.

38Et zol d and Steinicke, oDie Europ?isch
307Bundesministerium der VerteidiguMjte Papetl.

308]pjd.

3WBundesministerium der Verteidigung, 0

Marineschiffbauindustrie bleibt wichti
https://www.bmvg.de/de/aktuelles/maritinrgcherheimarineschiffbauindustrie
bleibtwichtig5073706
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maritime highechnology developméttbilateral relations with Russia
and Norway as the biggest suppliers of oil and gas for the Germar
economy* explicit supportdr the European Maritime Security Strateg
(EUMSS) and its implementation, and engagement within the
International Maritime Organization for safe and secure shipping around
the world. While all these activities are somehow covered by the Arctic
policy guidlines, they lack an explicit or significant Arctic component in
the documents of their respective policy domain.

Politicallgermany is tied to the Arctic because of its core political
interest in the stability of the European political order. The Arctic
becomes relevant to the degree that Arctic states are important actors |
the three contexts that Germany defines as most crucial for this stability
the EU, transatlantic relations, and Russia. However, Arctic states do nc
primarily matter for Germanyolgically because they are Arctic
countries, but because they are fellow EU members, partners in the
NATO alliance di in the case of RusSiare seen as indispensable for
the European order.

According to the principles of German foreign policy, European
int egration and the EU are 0Rahme
for any German polié}2 Germany therefore has an interest in good
relations with Arctic EU partners: Denmark, Finland, and Sweden. The
second context is the transatlantic extensionsofejionalism to the
West and the relationships with NATO partners in the Arctic: Canada,
DenmarkGreenland, Iceland, Norway, and the US. Relations to Russia,
the formerOstpolitikas well as the envisioned strategic partnership can
be seen as an extensid the context for European political stability to
the East. While Germany acknowledges that, for instance, Nordic

310E.g. Deutscher Bundestagtwort der BundesregiEung
s11World Energy Councinergie fur Deutschland Réd®: Weltenergierat
Deutschland, 2018), 111.
312 Auswartiges Amt, Grundprinzipien deutscher Auf3enpolitik, October 9, 2019,
https://www.auswaertiges
amt.de/deussenpolitik/themen/grundprinzipien/216474
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countries and Russia have important stakes in the Arctic, and while
Germany has brought up its core Arctic interests with them, the
respeave activities take place in Bnd multilateral contektsiot
primarily in the Arctic regional one awadvith a primary or significant
Arctic focus.

Militarily, Germany is connected to the Arctic through its
obligations as a NATO alliance member atitetdegree that it assumes
military obligations under the EU common security and defence policy
(CSDP) . Germanyo0s respective col
hand, Germany is interested in preventing the need for military
deployment in the Arctic.cBordingly, thérctic Policy Guidebteate
t h&er manyds secur it yaima togresdreefthen c
Arctic as a lar®%ely conflict fre

On the other hand, Germany is interested in showing reliability
and responsibilityegarding its obligations. It has participated regularly
in military exercises with an Arctic compoftérigr instance, by
supplyingthesecohdar gest contingent behi
Trident Junctexercise in Norway. However, while Germarnigipates
in the Arctic Security Forces Roundtable, and the -at@nte®ned
quote from theArctic Policy Guidekuggest that there is a specific
regional security and defence policy, at least publicly available defenc
planning or strategy documentsdinention the Arcti¢>much to the

313Deutsche BundesregieruBe r many 6s Ar ct i,8anddd i cy Gu
Emphasis added.
314For a list of German armed forces participation in Arctic exercises, see Deutscher
Bundestagintwort d&undesregierég
315¢f. Bundesministerium der Verteidigiibite Paper 2006 on German Security Policy
and the Future of the BundBswighi~ederal Ministry of Defence (BmVg), 2006);
Bundesministerium der VerteidiguMpite Paper 20pége/s; Annegret Kramp
Karrenbauer and Eberhard ZoRgsitionspapier: Gedanken zur Bundeswehr der Zukunf
(Berlin: Bundesministerium der Verteidigung, 2021).
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di smay of some commentators on
posture’®

It is interesting in this respect that the German government,
despite the available argument and evidence to the cétaemms to
see regionadtability in the Arctic primarily threatened by regional
security issues, such as unresolved territorial disputes or use of militar
means for safeguarding primarily regional int&febte alternative
view that systemic tensions between Russia andghspiWever into
the region would put the German government in a less comfortable
position of possibly also being part of the problem, rather than being a
bystander or supportive ally only. The systemic perspective casts sor
doubt on the Arctic policyjugi del i nesd goal to f
involvement in Arctic regional security.

3. Collateral Interests and theHistory of German Regional
Activities in the Arctic
In the preceding section, it was argued that the core interests German
has in the Arctic apirsued largely by activities at the domestic, bilateral
and multilateral levels and not at the Arctic regional level. The pursuit of
these interests remains a rhetorical commitment in the Arctic policy
guidelines, which is not matched with respectiveetlaetions in the
policy domains of the core interests. Yet, Germany has also beer
involved in more genuine regional activities, particularly regional
cooperation under th&rctic Environmental Protection (BtERS)yand
in the AC. Already in 199h & AEPS menti oned a

316Konstantinos Tsetsddje Auswirkungen des Klimawandels auf Mieti&tislie

02 (Munben: Institut fir Strategie und Vorschau, 2018).

317E.g. Planungsamt der Bundesweetitre Topic: Klimawandel und Sicherheit in der

Arktis nach 2014. Hat die friedliche und kooperative internationale Arktispolitik eine la

Zukunft?Berlin: Planuygsamt der Bundeswehr, Dezernat Zukunftsanalyse, 2014).

s18Deutsche BundesregieruBg r many ds Ar ct i,23; Ruswaitigey Gu

Amt,Ger manyds Arcti,d0.Policy Guidelines (
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preparation of the Strategy?33y |
Since then, Germany has participated regularly in the AEPS and, late
the AC working groups. Although the country is also an observer, for
instancein the Barents Eudd\rctic Council, the AC remains the main
institutional arena for German regional activities. In what follows, three
phases of such activities will be distinguished: a long initial phase, a
intermediary phase of rhetorical agenda ctomplend the current

phase of <consolidation in whioch
increasingly come to the fore.
Ger manyos i nvol vement i n Ar c

observer states was probably due to collateral interests in combinatio
with a political core interest. Around the turn of the 1980s/1990s,
German conservationists and polar researchers successfully lobbied tl
involvement of the government. Conservationists saw a chance to
enhance t he protection afs viami g1
circumpolar cooperation. German polar researchers, in turn, wanted tc
be included in the establishment of the International Arctic Science
Committeé?However, neither the conservation nor the science interest
would probably have been sufficierdgark German involvement had

the Federal Foreign Office (FFO) not entertained ideas similar to those
of Nordic countries to seek to involve Russia in functional regional
cooperatiofi which, for instance, also materialised in the Gérman
Danish initiative fothe 199Zounded Council of the Baltic Sea States.

It is fair to say, however, that when institutions for Arctic cooperation
were established and the participation of German conservationists an
scientists was secured, FFO activities were reduceditatifigcand
representimgwi t hi n the countryds fpossi

319 Arctic Environmental Protection (Rtoaseggmi, Publisher: 1991), 1.
3L ouwr ens Hacquebord, o0How-AdidGoumties Or g
Became Me mb e r25 Year$ itdrnatdr@l, AccticiResearch Coageration
Odd Rogge et al. (Potsdam: International Arctic S€Genumittee, 2015), @47.
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German conservationistsd and sc
regional forums.

This was to change only from 2007 onwards. At the end of 2005,
the newly formed coaliton gover nment under
chancellorship put both climate change and energy politics prominently
on its agenda. Neither of these topics in German politics had any strong
Arctic connotation at first. Their acquisition of such connotat@ss w
probably contingent on two media hypes: the August 2007 Russian flag
planting at the North Pole seafloor, on the one hand, andthéesb
Knutmania in early 2007, which was about an orphaned polar bear cul
in the Berlin Zoo, on the oth& Both hypesmplified the media echo
of a trip by Merkel and her minister of the environment, Sigmar Gabriel,
to Greenland? To not let this appear to be a mere PR stunt, the
government needed to follow up. In March 2009, it hosted the first
international conference n Berl in on 60New C
Responsi bil it i e%¥ Thenonférdnes thAmecwhichc
later reappears slightly changed as the title of thérfitst Policy
Guidelinesdded the topics of climate change and resources to the formel
scieme and conservatigpased German Arctic agenda. A second
conference took place in Berlin in 2011 and discussed the topics of fre
navigation and free research in the Arctic. Thus, the list of topics later
represented in the firétrctic Policy Guidelivees completed, and the
intermediary phase ended with their publication in 2013. While the core
interests had made it onto the agenda, regional activities were still most
driven by collateral interest in science. Despite these apparent change

2ZAndreas Zammert, 0KnuBlooMzigay8 2®Wweeps t
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/20@B-08/knut-maniasweepshe-
globebusinessweblsinesmiewsstockmarketandfinancialadvice
32Dj e Zeit;Bed@rchnl &mddau Mer kel s neues Ge
2007,
https://lwww.zeit.de/news/artikel/2007/08/17/2359882.xml?utm_referrer=https%3
A%2F%2F
323Georg Witschel et al. (edslgw Chances and New Responshilifiestio Region
(Berlin: BW\ Berliner Wissenschalferlag, 2010).
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activity vmen compared with that in other observer states in the Arctic
regional forums so far had remained at a fairly low level. Throughout the
intermediary phase Germany was a bystander rather than an activ
player?*

This changed after the first Arctic policydglimes had been
published in 2013. With the new, more comprehensive agenda Germa
Arctic policy entered a consolidation phase. Participation was ramped u,
significantly by nominating representatives for the working groups and
then ensuring that substiitavere available so that attendance
significantly increas&td.An Arctic office was established in 2017,
organising an Arctic policy dialogue which is meant to facilitate inter
ministerial exchange and coordination, as well as knowledge transfe
from Arcticsciencé&®With German participation in the Arctic Security
Forces Roundtable and discussions within NATO about Arctic
involvement, the Arctic came increasingly into the focus of the German
security and defence policy establishment, as well as of the Germa
Armed Forces. Examples are a study by the central office for planning
of the German Armed Foré€sand the Arctic activities of the George
Marshall European Center for Security Studies, a common institution of
Germany and the US, led by the respectivstengof defence.

In 2019, the consolidation culminates in the se&ariat Policy
Guidelineshese do not really contain new topics, but the perspectives
somewhat change, most strikingly regarding the role of the EU and
NATO. While the previous docuntermad envisioned NATO

3Sepbastian Knecht, o0The Politics of Ar
Dataset on Stakeholder Participation in Arctic Council Med®9§2 0 1 5, 6
Cooperation and C&#jiap. 2 (2017): B3 ; Sebasti an Knecht,
Different Levels of Stakeholder Activity in International Institutions: Late Bloomers,

Regul ar Visitors, and Overachioveming i n
Arctic Changel. Sebastiaknecht and Kathrin Keil (London: Palgrave Macmillan,
2017), 163185.

325Deutscher Bundestafgntwort der BundesregiEung
326 Sedttps://www.arcticoffice.de
327Planungsamt der Bundesweétuture Topic: Klivaadel und Sicherheit
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partnership arrangements as political arenas for Arctic security
diplomacy, Germany now advocates a more intensive involvement of
NATO and the EU in the context of collective defence and military
activities?® However, even in this caslidation phase, theverall
government policy agenda as set out in the government coalition
agreements, features the Arctic in connection with the two collateral
interests only: conservation and marine and polar rédearch.

4. Germany, the European Union andsecurity
Related to the comliticahterest, it has already been mentioned that
the EU is the frame and direction for German foreign and security policy.
However, the three other core interests are also closely m@lated t
Germanyo6s EU outlook and engage
entered Arctic policy formulation and activities, the more the EU became
relevafi s o much i ndeed, that anal ys:
EUds current inter®sts in the Ar
In the initial phase, however, the EU did not matter much for
German Arctic policy. It was first in the intermediary phase that the
formul ation of Germanyods Arctic
region began to run parallel to EU activitreshé first half of 2007,
Germany held the EU Council presidency and pursued amongst its majo
themes an ambitious EU climate change policy, the restructuring of
European energy markets and energy security, later including the
climatésecurity nexus throligts presidency of the &8Further EU

328Deutsche BundesregieruBg r many ds Arcti,@. Policy Gu
329CDU, CSU and SPIeutschlands Zukunft gektadtiionsvertrag zwischen

CDU, CSU und SPD (Berlin: 2013), 25 and 84; CDU, CSU anHiSRByer

Aufbruch#f Europa. Eine neue Dynaniileditschland. Ein neuer Zusamupenisalt f

Land Koalitionsvertrag zwischen CDU, CSU und SPD (Berlin: 2018), 36 and 138.

30Mjirzai et al ., oOKalter Krieg im Ewige
331F|orian Baumann and KristinaNotz 6 Er f ol gr ei che Zusamme
Entwicklung einer Europaischen Energi@ d K| i maBianZ dertdéutschén i n

EU-Ratsprasidentschaétlyse und Bewertung des Centrums fiir angewandte
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integration regarding common foreign and security policy (CFSP) and ¢
new CSDP had long been on the German ad&itia. Arctic seemed
to be a possible area of EU engagement. It was no coincidence, therefor
thatin2 009, the FFOO0s state ministe
the first Arctic conference in BeffitiThe FFO later changed the leading
departmental unit for Arctic affairs. The lead had been with the office
for special areas of international law, dimoduthe Antarctic Treaty
System and the Law of the Sea, which are part of the Legal Directorate
General. It went over to the office for the Nordic and Baltic states in the
Department for Bilateral Relations with EU Members under the
European Directorat&eneral. That Germany saw the Arctic as an
opportunity for the EU then also found its expression in théfatt
Policy Guidelinesi n whi ch Ger many support
and is working to ensure horizontal coherence on Arctic issuas wit
the Common Foreign and S&%curity
As mentioned above, there hav
envisioned role in the newArctic Policy Guideliiégse can be
explained by three developments which had left their ntadnalse
consolidation phase of German Arctic policy. The most obvious is that
not only did Germany consolidate its Arctic policy, but the EU had also
done so and come up with its own integrated Arctic strategy in the
meantimé®*This strategy, however, wiaissing the security dimension.
In accordance with the securitisation of transport routes and access tt
energy and raw materials, as well as with the special attention to th

Politikforschung (CAP), ed. Bertelsmann Forschungsdrolifile (Minchen: CAP,

2007), 2a27.

332Franco AlgierigArbeitspfsidentschaft mit Initiativen: Aspekte eaisaher

Auf3en und Sicherheitspolitik unter deutscherREtspasidentschafh,in Bilanz der
deutschen Rdtsprasidentschiadlyse und Bewang des Centrums fur angewandte
Politikforschung (CAP), ed. Bertelsmann Forschungsgruppe Politik (Minchen: CAP,

2007), 4a45.

333See Witschel et dllew Chances and New Responsibilities

334 Auswartiges AmGer many ds Arcti,db.Pol icy Gui del
335Deutsche BundesregieruBg r many ds Arcti,d8. Pol i cy Gu
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German maritime economy, the government chose the EUMSS as the
focus of EU actities. However, that Germany advocated the inclusion
of the security dimension in EU policy and the EU becoming more
involved in Arctic security policy stemmed from an overall changed
situation regarding the el ement s
political stability. The unl aw
involvement in Eastern Ukraine and its increasing hybrid warfare anc
clandestine actions against Russian opposition leaders, even in Weste
countries, jeopardised the cooperative side GfetimeanOstpolitiand
made a strategic partnership with Russia a rather distant prospect, eve
though Russia is still seen as an indispensable partner for Europea
security.

Thus, effective deterrence and political resilience as aspects o
security policgome to the fore. While NATO is essential for Germany
in terms of deterrence, the EU has been the venue through which
political power can be generated and exercised. From late 2016, th
Trump admini st r atmulidlatedalsst pelicies av ¢
home the point that the Europeans also needed to look out for
themselves regarding military capabilities. With Brexit and the UK gone
as a great European military power, it became more difficult for Germany
toactasahirkewh en i t c a maurittand defénee pdidy.0 s
One outcome of this situation was that Germany together with France,
the remaining European military great power, took the initiative to
activate t he Li sbon Treatyds |
(PESCO) on defené€ PESCO fauses on capability development, for
instance, in the maritime realm for whiahview also of the EUM8S

3%Di dem Buhar.i Gul mez and Seckin Baris
European Defense? A Comparative Analysis of French, Polish and German
Perspectives in the P&t e x i GloBEAffair$,mo. 2 (2020): 1&%02.
337Claudia Major and Christian MolRgSCo. The German PershesiPelicy Paper
36 (Paris: Armament Industry Research Group, 2019); Niklas Helwig and Marco
Siddi, 0German Leader s hlicyofthemurdpdar For e
Un i oGerman Politieseprint (2021), DOI:10.1080/09644008.2020.1719073.
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the European Defence Agency has identified respective priorities.
Advocating a more secwigntred role of the EU in the Arctic with a
focus on the @ritime realm thus makes sense for the realisation of
Germanyds core economi c, pol i ti
changed context for European political stability. However, it is
interesting to note that in PESCO, Germany is not particulargyiacti
maritime activities and projects.

5. A Look into the Future of German ArcticPolicy within the EU
Neither the collateral nor the core interests that Germany pursues with
regional activities and activities related to the Arctic region are likely tc
change in the near future. Germany has recently strengthened its polz
and marine research with unprecedented levels of funding and nev
coordination mechanisfiThe data and experience gathered on the
20192020 Germated MOSAIC expedition, the largestl anost
expensive Arctic research endeavour ever, will place German pola
research high on the domestic science agenda and in the attention c
international science for years to come. In conservation, Germany wil
also be present in regional activities.Jémnan Federal Agency for
Nature Conservation, for instance, has financed a multiyear project or
marine habitat protection in the Arctic.

Regarding the core interests, the interesting questions are hov
these will be pursued further and the kind of relettie EU will play
in this. Both might depend on the outcome of the September 2021
general elections, particularly on whether and to what extent the Germa
Green Party becomes involved in the new German government. Its
involvement might be decisive in he@eme of the mentioned
incoherence regarding the core interests will be dealt with, which, in turn
will significantly influence the role that Germany and the EU will play in
the Arctic and in Arctic security.

338Deutscher Bundestafgntwort der Bundesregibfii® CDU, CSU und SPD,
Deutschlands Zuk@5ft CDU, CSU und SPBin neuer Aufbrugé.
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Regarding climate change policies, the Gegmatnment has
put ambitious goals and policies on the EU agenda. However, it has, fo
instance, sabotaged the adoption of rules at both the domestic and EL
levels to reach the goals when these hurt narrowly conceived economi
interests, particularly ther @and energy industries. In the past, Germany
has failed to reach its st targets. In 2020, it could keep its promise
mostly because of emission reductions caused by the worldwide
COVID-19 pandemic. It is projected to miserably fail achieving long
term targets with the measures now in place or envigbiee.
stronger the Greens will be in the government, the more these
discrepancies will likely be solved towards a consistent climate policy «
the EU and domestic levels, as Germany promisesAirctits Policy
Guidelines

Regarding energy security, German stubbornness regarding th
Nord Stream 2 pipeline became en
put its own interests before a common line with its EU partners. Two
aspects are involved when contemplating the futurepétiee. The
firstis the pace with which Germany will finally get away from fossil fuels
for its energy production and consumption because in the transition
phase, gas imports will most likely gain importance. The Greens are likel
to accelerate the gaof the energy transition and advocate a much
stronger reliance on solar enépgyduced hydrogen as a fuel source.
The second aspect, however, is the political relationship with Russia
Here, by contrast to the Social Democrats, who still seem to dee Nor
Stream 2 as an element of Ostpolitik, the Greens, with most of
Germanyo6s European and transat/| i
stance, including the abandonment of the almost completed pipeline
project. Together, this would significantly decreasea@enterest in
the Arcticds fossil energy reso

339Spiegel@ | iheeutdoschl and verpasst Klimaziele
https://www.spiegel.de/wissenschaft/deutschiaerpassklimazieleleutlicha-
2cf90519Df9¢4ccaac7e063eed701939
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significant issue of contention between Germany and its (Arctic) EU
partners.

Regarding Germanyds core mild.@
consensus remains that the Eid &ATO are complementary rather
than exclusiv&’ Here tension stems from the fact that the European
focus on civil mission deployment of the military corresponds more to
Germanyos foreign policy ident.i
traditional military gsture®** while is also undisputed in the German
security and defence policy establishment thdiatked NATO
capabilities are indispensable. It thus makes sense from the Germa
governmentds point of view to ad
and the EUn Arctic security. How exactly the complementarity works
out, largely depends on resolving tensions regarding the EU partin it. Ir
view of the challenges to political stability in Europe, all German parties.
except those at the left and right fringesetadvocated stronger EU
security and defence integration. But to realise this, Germany, again, mu
tackle two aspeéisa more technical aspect and a more political one.
The technical aspect pertains to German military and military planning
which is stilvery much rooted in and determined by NATO structures.
This limits the ability to build up and support genuinely European
structure$? The political one, however, concerns the resources that
Germany must be willing to muster for progress on the CSDRaiGer
will have to invest substantial money not only in European leadership
and structurbuilding projects but also in procurement for and further

300n the complementarity, see James Spe
Treaty Organizati on ( NATOXAprd Regedrcht he Eur
Encyclopedia of Pditiggrint (January 30, 2020), DOI:
10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.013.1086).
¥See Jamie Gaskarth and Kai Opper mann,
Foreign Pol i lmtegrnatiomal StudidsePerspiEctivas, (2021), 8405
for a mapping of Germanyds foreign pol
2Tobi as Bunde, 0 D egragon byi(Symgboligally) lotpgeting | nt
European Defence? Germany and Its Ambivalent Role in European Security and
De f e n c eJolmal of Etirgpean IntedBatiam 2 (2021), BEH9.
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reform of its armed forces. Only then will it be possible, for instance, to
achieve consistency between #sredd maritime role of the EU in the
Arctic and the German part of it. So far, for instance, Germany does not
participate in naval capabilities development under PESCO, nor are thes
specifically directed at the Ar
place in German political rhetoric. The likelihood that the respective
resources will be made available will possibly increase with the value th
the new German government puts on the CSD&wssthe value of
NATO. It is again the Greens which hademtathe most outspoken
stance in favour of the EU in this regard, and who, despite their initially
pacifist outlook might even agree to respective procurement and
investments in line with a larger German role in the CSDP.

6. Conclusion: Germany, the EU and Actic Security

Germany has core environmental, economic, political and military
interests in the Arctic. These are related to German security, but only
part of the economic intergstdeedom of navigation and access to raw
material§ is actually securiid. Arctic regional security, in turn, is
relevant to Germany because its interests can only be realised if the Arct
remains a region of low conflict and cooperation. However, regional
activities are mostly drivetm by
science and conservation. The core interests, by contrast, are pursued
domestic, bilateral and multilateral contexts that are not Arctic per se
The most i mportant of these con
Arctic interests can be successfultlgyed and whether Germany and
the EU can contribute to Arctic regional security will largely depend on
how Germany increases the coherence of its policies and activities at tr
European level with the rhetorical commitment of its Arctic policy
guidelinesif it does so, it might no longer be perceived as a marginal
player only. But it might need to be careful by engaging in a way that i
coherent with its stated goal of keeping the Arctic a largely -t@flict
region.
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Find your Niche: The European Unionand
Arctic Security

Andreas Raspathifidtjof Nansen Instilugeaker

1. Introduction

In comes the EB a complicated creature that has been subject to
change over the past years because of a myriad of crises and consequ
challenges, a Union that@stantlyn the process of defining the kind

of security and defence actor that it wants to be audrémtlyalso
reflecting on its Arctic presence, interests and influence. At the time of
writing, final touches are added to the latest Joint Comtimmma

Arctic matters, which will be published in Autumn 2021. This new Joint
Communication will remind the i
Arctic objectives and competencies. Yet, it will not resolve the major
problems that come with the overallecbve of establishing an
integrated and comprehensive Arctic policy for the EU. Generally, the
EUO s a lyeadosg Arcticinvolvement can be characterised by
ambivalence. Clearly, the EU is an Arctic actor and no stranger to its
northern backyardt has an obvious presence in the north in terms of
geography, legal competence, market access, environmental footprin
and contribution to Arctic science. However, the Arctic, much less Arctic
security, has neither attracted broader attention throutjidateer
States, nor did the Arctic, as a security region, play a role in broader E!
reflections on security and defence. But is this about to change? The ELl
is not a hard security actor in our classic understanding, neither globall
nor in the Arctic, ahthus cannot (or even does not want to) be a regional
counterweight to the US, China and Russia. Yet, how can the EU
contribute to a peaceful Arctic while continuing to rely on multilateral
cooperation but also not denying potential risks and the regional
concerns of some Member States?
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2. The European Union as a Foreign Policy and Security Actor

Similar to discussions on the geopolitical agency of tffédebates
about EU foreign policy and related security roles tend to be of the glas:
half full or half epty variety. On the one hand, and in addition to
gradually developing the CFSP (and the related CSDP), the EU has use
enlargement or its economic superpower status as a distinct foreigt
policy tool. On the other hand, the EU and its foreign policy gerttin
suffer from problems of (deliberate) weak leadership, incoherence.
di suni ty and al | ki nds o f riv
governments, between EU institutions and between them and nationa
foreign ministrie¥’ There is simply no single EUdimn (or security)
policy in the sense of one replacing or eliminating those of the Membel
States. As such, EU foreign policy remains the product of three distinct
but nevertheless interdependent systems: 1) a national system of foreic
policies by MembelStates, determined by different economic,
geographic, historical, social or cultural factors and interests; 2) e
community system focused on economic policy; and 3) the CFSP.
However, while these systems remain distinct, they are also characteris
by a ligh degree of overl&p.

To promote its very own foreign policy objectives, the EU adopted
an updated normative framework of the future orientation of the CFSP
in2016t he GIl obal Strategy for the
Like the 2003 European SetyuStrategy (8), the Global Strategy
signals to both the EU&8s partne
Member States, how Brussels understands international politics and it

343 Andreas Rapotnik,The European Union and the Geopolitics ¢Ctindt@ntizon &
Northampton: Edward Elgar, 2018).
3John Peterson and Ni kl as He&Hetwiropean 0 Th e
Union: How Does It Woekl? Daniel Kenealy, John Peterson, and RichdretiCor
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 194.
pet erson and Hel wig, 198; Sven Biscop
Represenat i ve and t he EEAS Car eBuropeandaréignt h
Affairs Revi@®, no. 1 (2021): @%4.
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role in it. Yet, practice has shown that even though EU institutions and
Member States have found agreement on a grand foreign policy strateg
such as the Global Strategy (or previously 88, EEontinuously
upholding that agreement between all relevant actors during all phases
its subsequent implementation is nearly intp@¥8 This becomes
particularly obvious i n t he Un
Federation, which is very much characterised by a considerable degree
interdependence, most notably in the fields of energy, trade, finance
technology, crodsorder ooperation and security. However, ever since
the outbreak of the conflict over Ukraine in #2034, EWWRussia
relations have shifted from fostemmgtually beneficialterdependence

to managing vulnerabilities, pushing the EU and its Member States tc
reassess their foreign policy approach towards RU3$ies is an
approach that, given the EUO®dsSs i |
policy compromise, eith@ateredlown in the mélange of values versus
interests or in the ofteronflicting ambitins of the Member Stafés.

To break that vicious circle and align the different strategic cultures of
t he Member States not only in r
Russia, the EU is currently developing the Strategic Compass. To b
adopted in earl2022, the Strategic Compass aims to overcome the
Gl obal Strategyf6s vagueness on h
globally, not to speaR of those

6Bji scop, OThe L ouat¢hée KighRepresentaiveiarslthe EEAS® o b

Cares About the EU Global Strategy?d

347Kristi Raik and Andras Racz, edesCrimea Shift in FRlissia Relations: From

Fostering Interdependence toWamagihijti€Fallinn: International Centre for

Defence and Security, 2019), https://icds.eefposteashift-in-eurussiarelations

from-fosteringinterdependenge-managing/ulnerabilities/.

8Mar c Franco, O0The EU and Russia: A Ne

Egmont- Royal Institute for International Relations, 2021,

https://www.egmontinstitute.be/theuand-russisa-newforeignpolicyfor-the

carcass/.

Christian M°Il |l ing aendEUBosr bSetnr aScehgeitcz ,C

Four Baskets: Recommendations to Make
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The Gl obal Strategy of 2016 a
perception to that of a power broker, keen on defending its own interests
and protecting the Union and its citizens. The Strategic Compass shoul

bring more | ight irategivagiehessnd®eélp b a |
operationalise the Unionés *stra
Despite not being the panacea to EU security and defence, the Compa:
could be a useful t ool to narro

perceptions and strategic outlook and foster agreements on a few priorit
areas for crisis management, capabitityartnership developmétit.
Eventually, it could be a necessary next step to develop capacities, eith
of a financial or military nature, to act independesthategically
autonomou’ from other actors, if the need ari§ék a first step, a
comprehense threat analysis, the very first one of its nature, recently
i denti fied near future threats
Amongst others, such challenges concern a slowdown of globalisatior
great power (economic) rivalry, climate chamggenaginstabilities or a
broad range of hybrid risks emanating from state arstateractors.

As such, strategic autonomy, as well as the search for greate
independence, se#fliance and resilience, is not only discussed in classic
terms of securitynd defence anymore but in a wide range of fields, from
defence to trade, industrial, digital, economy, monetary and, more

Auswatrtige Politik e.V.), 2020,
https://dgap.org/sites/default/files/article_pdfs/dgapport202013-en.pdf.

3%Ar nout Mol enaar, oUnlocking European
Paradigm Shifté6 | st i tut o Affari I nternazional
https://www.iai.it/en/pubblicazioni/unlockinguropeasdefence.

%1lui gi Scazzieri, o0Can the EUG6s Strate

Centre for European Reform, September 30, 2020,
https://www.cer.eu/publications/archive/bulletarticle/2020/careusstrategic
compassteereuropeafdefence.
%2Nji kl as Hel wig et al ., odfSechre Eutohpeer n Age
NordicBal ti ¢ Perspectives on European Sov
(International Centre for Defence and Security), May 4, 2021, https://icds-ee/en/a
northernragenddor-anopenrandsecuresurope/.
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recently, health poligy It reflects a continuous process in which the
EU is currently (Fassessing and reacting to its exterpahdencies,
aiming to adjust its policies to a more competitive international
environment>*As such, the current debate is propelled by a wider set of
global trends that put the EU and its Member States under pressure
namely, the great power rivalry betwiéne USRussia an@hina, the
technological disruption related to the digital transformation and
leveraged interdependence amongst states to further their geostrateg
interests>®

All these problems and global transformations have direct Arctic
relevane. But does the region even fit into the mould of EU strategic
considerations, threat perceptions and broad security and defenc
implications?

3. Arctic Security in a European Union Context

Ever since 20@2 0 0 8 , the EUOSs main inst
dedicated set of Arctielated documents (11 as of today), defined and
redefined their own positions anc¢
O Ar ctiifcrnoens sthe Uni onds geograph
presence to a monetarised (funding for regionalogenent and
research) and ecological (the EU
a few. Climate and environmental protection, sustainable developmen
and international cooperation are the three main recurring themes of the
Uni on&s Aastemphasisgdanithe 20¢6, Joint Communication

3%8European Parliament, OWhat ratdgicnk Tank
Autonomy Debate, 6 March 30, 2021,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/BRIE/2021/690532/EPRS_BRI(
2021)690532_EN.pdf.
%4Hel wi g et al ., OA NortheenEdAgepéedadfdr
3%5Nji kl as Hel wig, ed., O0Strategic Autono
Agendas or Security, Diplomacy, Trade and
International Affairs, April 28, 2021, https://www.fiia.fi/en/publication/strategic
autonomyandthe-transformatiorof-the-eu.
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on An Integrated European Union Policy forahd trdtecrepeated in
the forthcoming 2021 Joint Communication.

There is also good awareness of Arctic realities and sensitivitie:
amongst the handful ofEofficials who are directly involved in Arctic
affairs. Moreover, and probably most importantly, the EU has followed
its own Arctic instructions by both reassessing its regional impact anc
making strong commitments Araic ar e
policy**® And yet, the Arctic operates only under the name of a soft
(security) policy, which is not written into treaties, has no distinct budget
line and no set rule book on how (or what) to protect (in) the Arctic. As
such, the new policy statemnen wi | | not substant
Arctic picture. The policy will remain a composite one and have a dual
nature, always both domestic and foreign policies, not limited to a
specific issue area but a esEsgion of diverse departmental scopes (e.g.
maritime affairs, climate change, energy, research or transportation) ar
falling under the sargeographicbrella: the Arcti€! Furthermore, this
geographical designation opens
alwayB8 and simultaneouslyinternal ad external, crodsorder and
regional, circumpolar and global, a neighbourhood and a backyard.

Finally, to put the cherry on
targeted at different audiences. These include EU citizens living in bott
Arctic and norArctic member state$preign policy eliteBom the
associated EEA states (Iceland and Norway) and Overseas Countries at
Territories (Greenland), the general public from botidisptised and
more critical Arctic Ocean coastal states (Canada, the USsaagdRd

3%Tji mo Koivurova et al., o0Overview of E
(FinalReportJ une 2021), 6 EPRD OfnflRegienalf or Eco
Development Ltd., June 2021,
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/international_issues/arctic_en.htm.
3%’Petra Dol ata, OA Balanced Arctic Poli
DirectorateGeneral for External Policies, July 2020,
https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/IDAN/2020/6984£XPO _ID
A(2020)603498_EN.pdf.
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the entire Arctiinterested world beyond. Thus, while internally, any so
calledEU Arctic policy essentially a patchwork of various institutional
interests, externally, the policy is perceived as coming from only one
singular cohesive actdro p u't It simply, t he
neither easily established nor easily understood. In comes a changir
Arctic security environment that facilitates the production of regional
policies by Arctic and nakrctic member states, all charactersed
different Arctic (security) perceptions and I€ffses.

Generally, considerations of matters of Arctic security have a long
history for the EU. Both the establishment of the Barent§&Qrsack
in 1993 and the introduction of the Northern Dimension vireedaat
fostering relations with Russia to mutually tackle a broad range of
security challenges in the European Arctic. However, over the past
decade, the Arctic region has hardly been part of any discussion
concerning a strategic outlook, lack of cafpedbibr means for crisis
managemenkor good reasons and a lack of competé¢ned=U itself
has rather timidly covered Arctic security matters in its regional policy
documents and only discussegdurityy a general, implicit way: the
strengthening of lovevel regional and multilateral cooperation,
allegiance to international legal order and the vision of a cooperative
Arctic that is not affected by any spillover effédthe Global Strategy
of 2016 tok the same line, highlighting the Arctic as a potential venue
for selectively engaging with Russia. Most recently, a Joint
Communication on EBRussi a rel ations al so
continuous crossorder cooperation efforts with Russia under Northern

%8Dol ata, 36; Andreas Raspotnik, O0OA Qua
Spectrum of the EU®ds Arctic Policy, 6 C
17, 2020, https://www.ceps.eugaantumof-possibilities/.
3%9Adele Airal i , O0Security AspeRoutedge Handeddk oAr c t |
Arctic Securigg. Gunhild Hoogensen Gjarv, Marc Lateinge & HoratieAggney,
eds (Abingdon: Routledge, 2020)08387

136



Dimension programmé&8 Although EWRussia relations over the last
two decades have been stagnant at best and tense at worst, the peace
and stable Arctic of the 2tentury might have provided too few
incentives (or security problems related to Rtssnjude the region

in thorough analyses on matters of EU security. However, since 2014
we have seen a shift towards EU Member States also engaging in tf
increasingly tense Arctic security environment, especially in the North
Atlantic and Barents Sgsed st hagends contribut
more on this). The EU, on the other hand, is not in the driving seat of
these developments but is rather reacting to actions made by Russi
NATO and/or individual Member States.

In light of the changing geopda#i dynamics that also affect the
Arctic® the region is (again) attracting the attention of EU
policymakers. Not only is the European Commission and the EEAS
currently finalising a new Joint Communication on Arctic matters. The
region is also picking umqe in the European Parliament, which is
expected to vote on an Arctic report in September/October 2021. Back
in 2019, the Council broadly discussed Arctic issues in a relatec
ConclusiononOceansandS&dshus, t he EU®s Ar c
IS not amatter of a lack of awareness but rather one of a deficient
strategic discussion on Arctic security, not necessarily only in its update
Arctic policy but essentially in its-ttagay policies and despite the-geo
economic and geopolitical implicationthefwarmingup of the Arctic
directly impacting the U#PfAtdheod s

3Eur opean Commi ssion and High Represen
Russia Relatior$ush Back, Constrain and Engage (JOIN (2021) 20 Final), Brussels,
16.6.2021,6 2021.

lAndreas Raspotnik and Andreas Isthage
An Agenda for American Leadership in t
https://www.wilsoncenter.org/blegost/no-3-globalarcticorderunderthreat
agendamericadeadershimorth.

%2Council of the European Union, 0Counc
November 2019,6 2019.
%Koi vurova et al., o0Overview of EU Act
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mo ment , the EUOS engagementi in |
with the Arctic perceived as a marginal arena for policyfiaatidn
externallijf withalak of br oader recogniti ol
and contributions. The problem is that the EU has defined its very own
Arctic policy approach too narrowly, putting itself in a comfortable
Arctic niche position with too few EU policy actors involveithan
policymaking process, which eventually resulted in unwittingly limiting

the Unionés *ole in the region.
Yet, the EU, with its extensive set of legal and financial
competencies and capabilities, c

setting. Buhow and in what role?

4. Three Potential Arctic Security Roles for the European Union

As already highlighted above, the blurred boundaries between high an
low politics, the various systems for decision making, the complex set o
legal competencies anduaat | capabilities, an
identity of different security cultures make EU foreign policy an elusive
subject®® And even though the EU has developed certain geopolitical

ambitions alongside its own conceptualisation of world order, core
vales, rule of law and good governance over the past two &cades,

di scussions on the EUOG6s role as
remain controversial internally and externally. This holds particularly true
for the EUG8s s ecumi’Howeverpwithn three t |

4E|] ana Wil son Rowe et al., O0Unexplored

Oc eans a High NSrih Alewdoyeinber 26, 2020,

https://www.highnorthnews.com/en/unexploreedsourcegu-arcticpolicyenergy

oceansndspace.

%peterson and Hel wig, 0The EU as a GIlo

366 Merje KuusGeopolitics and Expertise: Knowledge and Authority in European Diplor

(Chichester: Wiley Blackwell, 2014), Raspatréki-uropean Union and thetiGgopoli

the Arctj@0.

%7Ai r ol di ,s peSeetcuriin yEWW Arctic Policy, 6;

Strpiez, 0The European Union and the A
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interconnected policy areas in which the EU has the potential for
stronger Arctic security engagermmeatiergy security, maritime security
and space governatife several questions emerge. What consequences
does todayodoporsti gofi feoangy i mrom
European participation in the Russian Arctic energy sector have on EU
Arctic policy? And how will this relationship change in light of the
European Green Deal? How can tF
competencecontrb ut e t o Arctic security?
ambition as a maritime actor in security and defence? How should the
EU understand Arctic space and strategic autonomy? And how can the
Arctic contribute to enhanced EU autonomy through space?

The EU as an Arctic energy security actoilhe EU is and has always
been highly dependent on the import of energy products, particularly oil
and gas. Over the |l ast two decac
offshore energy resources have often been discussed as an essen
source to ensuriiture EU energy security. In 2010, the EU Arctic
Footprint and Policy Assessment calculated thaEthe?i7 already
received 24% of Arctic oil and gas outftitaday, most of the Russian

gas imported to the EU comes from fields located in the Russian
Arctic’**However, todayds global ener
with that in 2010. For the past decade, global discussions on energ
transition and green energy solutions, in addition to fluctuating energy
markets, have also had a profound impact onicArrergy
considerations not only within Arctic countries but also within the EU.
As the EUOG6s <cli mat e andbnergyipolinys h

in Handbook on Geopolitics and Security in the Arctic: The High North Between Coop

Confrontatjed. Jachim Weber (Cham: Springer, 2020345631

Wi | son Rowe et al f,oroEJe Aplcdr e€ed PRé s @y

%Sandra Cavalieri et al., OEU Arctic F

(Berlin: Ecologic Instite, December 21, 2010)344, http://arctic

footprint.eu/sites/default/files/AFPA_Final_Report.pdf.

8Koivurova et al ., o0Overview of EU Act
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mixes have expanded in scope to fulfil more transition functions relatec
to the EUGOs e nfieiengyyeffons] sequrityeoh seipply vy
activities, lovcarbon innovation or green industrial growWfh.h e E U 0 ¢
objective of becoming the first climagitral continent by 2050, with
renewable energy being at the core of the European Green Deal, wil
furtherimpact (EW@)Arctic energy considerations. The European Green
Deal will not only overhaul the European energy system but also chang
the (energy) relationship with t
long run, lead to a possible surge in trade em @fectricity and green
hydrogeri’? As such, the European Green Deal will have two main
implications for Arctic energy considerations, particularly for the Russiar
Federation. The first concerns the import of Russian fossil fuels, which
will progressivelgiecrease over the next decade, initially affecting coal
demand, then oil and, after 2030, natural gas. The second mai
i mplicati on c o nictansive expoRs,) suchias rbetals, e |
chemicals and fertilisers. The planned introduction of a camfatem b
adjustment mechanism, namely a tax related to the volume of emissior
caused by the production of imported goods, can have a significani
(negative) i mpact on the price
exports to Europ&2As the European GreeneBl will restructure the
relationship with the EU&s main
Norway, the Arctic is directly and immediately affected by related
considerations.

sMJon Birger Skjbprseth, o0Towards a Euro
Climate and EnlatermagonaPEnvironmentalMgreements: dolitics, Law
and Econond&q2021): 281.
s%?Mar k Leonard et al., 0The Geopolitics
Council on Foreign Relations, February 3, 2021, https://ecfr.eu/publication/the
geopoliticof-the-europeasgreerdeal/.
8Jussi Lassila and Marco Siddi, ORussi
Politicization of Environment al | ssues
Finnish Institute of International Affairs, March 8, 2021,
https://www fiia.fi/fen/publication/russiameetsclimatechange?read.
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The EU as an Arctic maritime security actorEver since 2008, when

the EU NavhForce started to conduct maritime security operations
under the CSDP, the maritime domain has been a key area for the ELl
and its efforts to act as a global security proVidéris new maritime
security identityinter aliawas (discursively) strengttkiy the 2014
EUMSS and its related Action Plan of 2018, the Global Strategy, the EL
Internal Security Strategy 230, the 2016 Joint Communication on
International Ocean Governance or the 2017 Conclusions on Global
Maritime Security and a broad rawdestrategic and operational
engagement with the maritime dormm&mm countespiracy and
smuggling operations to promoting maritime awareness/surveillance ant
related technol ogi cal i nnovatior
orientatiomeeds to bplaced in the broader context of current shifts in
international security and geopolitics and the interplay between the
international responsibility to protect global maritime commons and the
growing international rivalry over contested maritime $ffaces.

Today, the EU has major stakes in the maritime domain. It is home
toonet hi rd of the worl dds merchant
not only extensively coordinating amongst Member States on
environment, maritime safety and maritime security/rlde dfut also
promoting novel and | ongstandin
related security activities have multiple targets, ranging from keepin
international shipping lanes secure and seafarers safe, be they marine
or illegal immigrants, tosuppb i ng Me mber St at es:
marine issues, such as fisheries and marine prdtéction.

s"Jessica Larsen, 0The European Union a
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This all relates to Arctic waters as well, an often (publicly)
overlooked state of EU responsibility and action, despite the region being
highlighted in mostf the abovenentioned documents and strategies
and the Union being equipped with comprehensive maritime
competence relevant to the redié8imilarly, Arctic maritime security,
ranging from maritime transportation to the effective stewardship of the
Arctt ¢ Ocean, has been a centr al
Communication omhe European Union and the ArcticaiRtbdiun
Council 8s 20 0AdcticCssubdtf thet BU wishes to ase
the maritime domain as an avenue to consolidate ttyidsra global
security acto¥; it needs to expand its strategic focus and eventually
include the Arctic in such considerati@ass briefly highlighted in the
European Union Maritime Security Strategy from.2014)

The EU as an Arctic space governancactor. Be it because of the
pioneering (or egocentric) CEOs of multinational companies or the
accelerated pace of Chinese and Indian space programmes, space is o
again in the orbit of decision makers and the public, remaining a critica
feature of civiand economic lifé! The EU, especially in cooperation
with the European Space Agency, is a key actor in outer space operatiol
and policies and, as such, is becoming a significant factor in global spa
governance. Space helps the EU and its Membem@tfatesange of
security matters, from maritime safety, emergency services,
environmental monitoring, border management, agriculture
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sustainability, transport safety, telecommunications to civil protection
and crisis managemét.

For example, the EU is @rof the leading actors in combating
illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing, with actions based on EL
integrated maritime services and the use of space technologies. Als
todayds Arctic security setting
closelyntertwined with matters of space technology. Satellite navigation
and earth observations are essential for operating in thé Awmtic
civilian traffic to military operatighsind for grasping the climatic
changes that are transforming the re§idnh e sBpade operations
provide services which are of significant value for the people who live in
the Arctic, from geolocation data to-toflate satellite information
which allows rapid decision making in harsh environments, such as se
ice coverage in Arctimd subArctic waters. These activities contribute
significantly to safety and science in the Arctic, particularly through the
flagship programmes Galileo, EGNOS and Copernicus. The European
Marine Observation and Data Network generasgiimarine datand
observations. Copernicus provides a variety of practical services, ope
and free, including supporting disaster early warning and emergenc
operations support with rapid mapping. A good example in which these
capabilities have been utilised is thaarge forest fires, which have
plagued the circumpolar Arctic in recent years and are likely to becom
more common because of climate ch#hgspecially noteworthy are
the EUBs spaceborne marine monit
measuring phition and verifying compliance with existing maritime
rules in the region. In this respect, the Copernicus programme deliver:
spacebased products from a number of dedicated Sentinel satellites.

382Fjott, 6.
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Through this programme, the EU aims to provide the Argionrevith
safe and reliable maritime navigation technfogy.

The relevance of Etbpean space technologies for Arctic regions
has already been noted by the Commission and the Council in 2012 an
2019, respectivefl. Howe v er , t he EUG s i
infrastructure does not only come with Arctic advantages; it also brings
significant degrees of strategic autonomy for the EU, as it helps with
situational awareness, decision making and connectivity of technologie
and systems. Services such as Coperniatig goatribute to the work
of the EU Satellite Centre, which, in turn, provides geospatial analysi:
that is critical for the implementation of the CFSP and &SDP.

5. Four Themes of EU-Arctic Security

So far, |1 have highl i gArdiocadd sontee E
key areas in which these links could be expanded, albeit not withou
tackling some rather relevant overarching questions. Undoubtedly, the
EUO6s energy, ocean and space pol
the ongoing redesignofthdJ6 s Ar cti c policy. N
at the countries under analysis in this négdenmark, Finland,
Sweden, Iceland, Norway and Gerriang have further discovered
four broad themes of relevance
in the Arctic.

51.Def i ni n g SetunitgRolE Id the Arctic

First, a central point is definlwbaexactly the EU does and is expected
to do in the Arctic about security. Bienmark and in its relationship
with Greenlandsecurity e r y mu c h defi nemd De

385Koivurova et al., 98.
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0Council Conclusions on Space Solution
2019,06 2019.
%'Fjiott, O0The European Space Sedctor as

144



responsibilities towards Greenland. Yet, while a related distinction migh
be obvious on paper, the situation is much more complex in practice, a
infrastructure, icebreakers and research stations are increasingly seen
dual use. From a Danish poaftview, it is important that Denmark
handles traditional state tasks, such as exercising sovereignty, while the
may be more space for EU engagement on the civil/research side o
maritime security. Féiinland, and while supporting the development

of the CFSP, Nordic defence and security collaboration constitutes the
overall key security framework. Thus, and when it comes to Arctic
security, Finland does not regard the EU as an important player, apar
from issues related to environmental/climate sedisitior Sweden

the EU is valued mainly as a peace project and a global trade facilitato
Swedish officials, therefore, have traditionally refrained from attaching
significance to the Union as a security and/or defence partner. Rather
they tend to valueas a democratic forum for foreign and security policy
cooperation. As such, while there is an appetite for an increased EL
presence in the Arctic, this enthusiasm does not apply to the realm o
defence and security.

Both Iceland andNorway are generallyositive towards greater
Arcticrelated cooperation with the EU, also on matters of security and
defence. Yet, while Iceland is still heavily reliant on the US and NATO
and emphasises its relations with the US as leverage to increase |
diplomatic statusn Arctic politics, Norway only sees more seeurity
related cooperation if the Union eventually provides surplus capacity
given the huge Norwegian responsibility in terms of both area and
amount of activity.

While advocating a coherent incorporation of the Arctic in the
EUO6s activities in its first Arc
Arctic policy guidelines of tiermangovernment openly advocated a
stronger engagement of the EU with the sequiityy implications of
Arctic change. This is probably no wonder, as the &Hdsistated in
the respective country chapter of this repogeen as frame and
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direction for German foreign policy. However, with its capacity by no
means matching its neatleas increasingly become central for German
security policy as well to strengthen the EU as a security actor along witt
but 8 in view of Brexit and the challenges within the transatlantic
partnershi@ also visxvis NATO.

5.2. Defining the RussianT hreat

Second, the key security and geopolitical issue for the EU in the Arctic is
Russia. For the EU, the Russian Federation is both a geopolitical
opponent and a strategic partner. The Global Strategy considers th
management of relations with Russia a keggstrahallenge, as the EU
needs to find a balance between firm action towards and selective
engagement with Russia: firm action towards a more assertive Russia
the EUOs eastern neighbourhood
in the Arctic and in matts such as climate change, maritime security,
research and crelserder cooperatiofi Today, EW@Russia relations

are on the edge of becoming fully adversarialrefyntie protests in
Belarus, the poisoning of Alexey Navalny and the episode on the
diplomadic trip of High Representative Borrell to Moscow have brought
EUGRussia relations to their lowest point since theéd20148 Ukraine
crisis’® A prolonged confrontation, while undesirable from the
standpoint of preserving a stable European security seetas to be

the newstatus quo for the time beifgoreover, EU Member States
continue to be dramatically divided on how to deal with Russia, making
any substantive internal discussion on the future d@REdia

%Hj gh Representative, O0Shared VAsion,
Gl obal Strategy for the European Union
http://europa.eu/globalstrategy/sites/globalstrategy/files/pages/files/eugs_review_
web_13.pdf.
Zachary Paikin, 0ltds Time to Rethink
European Poliy Studies, March 16, 2021, https://www.cepstenéte-rethink
the-eusrussiastrategy/.
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relationship, as well as the CFSP, almosssif@®Ti also in an Arctic
context.

I n general, Denmar kd6s Rdegged a
approach of deterrence and dialogue. On the one Damachark is
generally a hardliner when it comes to Russia, with the Federation bein
perceived asthreat to both Denmark in the Baltic region (Bornholm)
and to Greenland in the Arctic. However, in an Arctic context and
through the AC and its ongoing consultations, dialogue with Russia is
the key premise for Denmark. FBinland, Russia can also be
chamct eri sed as a key threat t o
simultaneously constituting an important trading partner. As such,
Finlandds strategy towards RuUussiI
collaboration, aiming at maintaining good relationseamdading the
risk of (military) tensions. Viewed fr@weden Russia is more of a
shortterm strategic challenge which requires immediate response fromn
the EU, a prospect that has been frustrated by the divergent interests c
the Uni onds Martcbla, rSwefishaffictals worry lass
about Russian capabilities and more about Hslesgtification as a
superpower entitled to dominance in its near abroad.

Iceland has found itself navigating delicate waters between the
great powers in the Arctic, trying to find its niche as an Arctic peace
broker and stabiliser. Russia is not perceived as a regional threat per
but rather a reliable economic partner Nesway, on the other hand,
Russia is a key security concern in the region. As such, Norway woul
like to see further EU backing in both military and political aspects vis
&vis the Russian Federation.

While fully supporting Western sanctions against Russia,
Germary so far has prioritized its perceived energy security needs
against explicit wishes of its European and transatlantic allies
(Nordstream 2) and maintained respective relations with Russia. This

3Fr anco, O0The EU and Russi a: A New For
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however, is also due to the believe that Russia is asz#atrédr and

in European security. If there had been the hope and wish that a
European security partnership with Russia could be politically feasible, |
suffered hard blows in the past decade. Though the wish remains part c
official rhetoric in Germanthe hope that it could currently come about
has certainly been crushed. How to deal with Russia in the curren
political climate will be an important question in the negotiations for a
new government after the general election in September 2021.

5.3. The Arctic Ocean is (not) the Baltic Sea

Third, discussing Arctic issues outside the region could (not) be of
relevance for the EU. Ever since the establishment of the AC and all
related cooperation efforts, the
been dezibed as exceptiofiahn exceptional region of cooperation
sheltered from any international distorti®néet, as the region attracts

the attention of more and more parctic stakeholders, the recurring
threat of potential spillover effects from othelorey arenas becomes

a topic of increased discussion. This holds particularly true for the Baltic
Sea, a maritime domain of utmost importance for both Finland and
Sweden, as well as Germany, and is motivated by its (relative) geograpl
proximity to Russid hus, and from an EU perspective, this prompts the
guestion of whether Baltic Sea security considerations should be
discussed along with the Arctic (or vice versa)?

ForDenmark, these two geographic spaces are already connected
as the country handles @wn security in the Baltic Euro region while
al so handling Greenlandds in th
the geostrategic realities of the two regions are rather different, all relate
security considerations and policies are still channeltdyhth
Copenhagen and are part of the k
policy. One might expect strong support fr@weden for the

¥E| ana Wil son Rowe, OAnalyzing Frenemi
and RiPulifichl Ggograi2020).
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conceptual mixing and/or broadening of the Arctic Ocean and the Baltic
Sea, given its status as aliteral Arctic stat and its contempt for the
Arctic Five sulgrouping. However, Sweden, as welrialand, is
opposing such calls, although it now assigns an equal strategic weight
the Arctic and the Baltic. 1ts o
concernghat any such undertaking would simply further complicate
Arctic governance by necessitating the need for the active participatiot
of even more stat@ghe Baltic statéson all issues pertaining to Arctic
(maritime) governance.

Although Iceland is (naturayl) focused on the Arctic, it also
participates in Baltic regional security forums. As there are many
common threats that the Arctic and the Baltic face, discussing such issue
under a common umbrella could be valuable, as it could provide for
agglomeratioeffects. FoNorway, the question very much relates to
the security topic under discussion. While any consolidation regarding
satellite coverage or fisheries might be difficult, broader issues or
defence might profit from a conflated policy, as bothnsegre linked
as part of the same northern security region, and events in one will impac
the other.

For Germany, the Baltic region and Baltic security are closer to
homeland security and defence than the Arctic. However, concerning
German engagementthre two regions exhibits more a difference of
degree than of quality. The rea
security as well as security and defence policy are multilateral i
foundations and outlook, and both the Arctic and the Baltic host
importantallies and Russia as most important current challenge. With
the perceived threat from Russia increasing the transatlantic engageme
of the US uncertain as well as Brexit, Germany has geared up activitie
and taken over responsibilities in both regiolmaited, however, in
both cases by the willingness to invest necessary resources and lack
coherence in overall policies.
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5.4. The EU and its Different Roles towardsGreat Powers in the

Arctic
Finally, the EUOs aohasocgaliedyrgatpowersat i
in the Arctic is of key consideration when looking at Arctic security and
the EUO6s future role to play. V
Russia is rather exceptidffahe picture is not less complex concerning
the two other great poveein the Arctid the US and China. While the
future of the transatlantic relationship under the Biden Administration
might find more common ground on topics related to climate change
and multilateral cooperation, secudtgted debates will continue.
Chima, on the other hand, serves as both a threat and a compensator t
the EU in the Arctic. Whil e Chi
region are worrying EU policymakers, they are simultaneously driving
related EU ambitions. Yet, what are the thoudghtseoNordics and
Germany on the US and China in the Arctic, and which role does the EU
play in such considerations?

For Denmark, the handling of China and Chinese interests in
Greenland is a balance between US concerns of China gaining a footho
in Greemand, e.g. through investments in critical infrastructure, and
Greenlandic wishes of attracting foreign investments for the
development of key industries and infrastructure. The EU does not play
a significant role in these considerations. However, tidschange if
the EU formulates a coherent policy on China, which would add an extra
|l ayer to Denmar k6s hanHdlandhhps o f
maintained good relations with all great powers, including China. As
such, it is not likely to join a US contation with China but will
continue to take a mediator role between the East and West. As a NATC
partner, Finland would probably be interested in taking partdn EU
NATO cooperation in the Arctic. Moreover, increased EU investments
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in (Arctic) infrastruare would further decrease economic dependence

on Chinese investments. Fweden Chinads Arctic
about the countryds Arctic pre:¢
elsewhere. However, the prospect of increased or unchecked Chines
invesine n t i n t he regi onds i nfras
problematic. Here, increased EU investments and regulatory credential
tend to be viewed as a suitable substitute and tool for regulating Chines
i nvest ment i n the Arctigantpdeygar
changes in the Arctic are a strategic irritation in that they hinder Swedis
of ficialsd efforts at devising

the US. As a result, Sweden coul
capacity in oet to bring about a higher degree of
consistency/ predictability to tfF

Iceland has recently found itself in a new position between the US
and China, exemplified by two highel US officials having pressured
Iceland not to participain the Chinese infrastructure and investment

project BRI . Chinads invol vemen
topic in Iceland, and | celander s
Arctic as probl ematic. Nith\Ckimat h e
has been robust, as is evident from the free trade agreement with Chin
and | celandds support for China

still heavily reliant on the US and NATO for its security and emphasises
its relations with the US leverage to increase its diplomatic status in
Arctic politics. Thus, a dynamic change in lcéhdelations and
enhanced IcelaBBU security cooperation remain unlikely, as Iceland
still relies mostly on the US and NATO for its securityNéiavay, the

US continues to constitute its key security guarantee. Keeping the U:
and, in an extension, its NATO allies engaged in the High North remains
the primary motivation for Norwegian decision makers with a defence
and security mindset. However, at the sange hlorway has been
eagdi like most European staieto engage with China and Chinese
investments to reap the benefits of the tremendous economic growth
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taking place. Returning to normality with China in 2016 helped pave the
way for increased economic coapen, but that again turned into
scepticism only a few years later, from around 2018, as Western stats
started to question the political and security motivations behind these
investments. Despite the troubled period under US President Trump,
Norway hasat shifted markedly towards the EU in terms of its security
guarantee, although the debate over how to deal with the quadrant o
EUSUSORussid&China interest in the Norwegian High North is
increasingly on the public agenda.

That the US i& e r ma mogt’ingortant transatlantic partner is
certainly not in doubt. That American interests are aligned with
Germanyo6s or that US policy is r
German needs, however, clearly is. In the Arctic context, German foreigr
policy makes noticed the less than constructive role the US has played
under PresidentTrump. China, by contrast to Russia (or the US)
occupies a surprisingly ey position in German foreign and security
policy discourse. Respective documents mostly mentiasp®ais: the
economic opportunity, though with certain risks involved; and as a rising
global actor changing the power structure of the international system tc
a multipolar one. Chinads rol e
too (the 2019 Arctigolicy guidelines for instance mention it only once).

In any case, the German foreign and security policy response to an
challenges associated with either China or the US is the same
strengthening the EU as a way to
global affairs and political cloutaigs the global powers. That might
also be one of the reasons for
actor in the Arctic policy guidelines.

6. Conclusion

Clearly, the EU is an Arctic actor, part of and linketietdArctic,
affecting and affected by the Arctic region. However, the EU isaiso a
generisternational actor, characterised by a complex legal structure, «
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comprehensive set of competencies and a broad range of interest
defining its dato-day exience and all related policymaking efforts. This
complexity has defined 15 years obAsldtic policymaking, an effort

that has led to a new Joint Communication on Arctic matters to be
published in autumn 2021. This strategic regional update comes at a tirr
of global turmoil, from a global pandemic with an ambiguous ending to
multiple examples of regional chaos with unclear impacts on the globa
political order. And the Arctic is in the thick of it.

Over the past years, the Arctic has risen (again) onatbgist
agenda simply because the worl do
are alreadyn the region, and the future one, China is increasingly
demonstrating its (strategic) northern interests. If global relations
continue to deteriorate amongst theders (i.e. increasingly bellicose
statements, military posturing and exercises, sanctions regimes), grea
tensions in the Arctic may well result. Crucially, what happens in the
Arctic does not remain solely in the Arctic, be it related to the
environnent or politics. Conversely, events and processes elsewhere, i
turn, impact the Arctic in terms of global warming, security and desires
to exploit economic opportunities. In other words, the Arctic has
become the ultimate gauge of changes in the irdeahatrder more
generally?®*And the EU is in the thick of it.

For many good reasons, (hard)
Arctic pet issue of the past decade and has mainly been tackled &
constant repetitions of allegiance to the international/Arcicoletpr
or the articulated vision of keeping the region aelosion area.
However, the EU has a broad toolbox of regional competencies,
expertise and initiatives at its Arctic disposal.

At theinternational (system}heveivilian, regulatory ancnket
power that is the EU has the opportunity to set some of the agenda in
global politics and help shape politics concerning the emergird@ China
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US rift and the ongoing NATdRussia tension. Such efforts can also
have an Arctic component and impact Analations. At therctic

regional level | i mi t ati ons on regional [
global maritime role might offer the potential for further involvement,
especially in combination with t

space actogwner and operator of significant infrastructure can make
important contributions to Arctic communities relating to
communications, data sharing and the creation of global attention to the
findings of earth observation. At thdregional (national) &k as this
report has shown, the EUOds rol e
its Arctic Member States, Denmark, Finland and Sweden increasing!
engulfed by NATORussia tension in the Barents Sea region. It might
be worthwhile for policymakersBrussels to start thinking about how

the EU could contribute to reducing tension in its near abroad. Such
efforts are not likely to be welcomed by either Russia, Norway and/or
NATO, but that does not mean that they are not in the interests of the
EU.
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