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	MAIN POINTS


		
			The Arctic is attracting growing international interest due to the progression of climate change. Themelting of the ice caps poses aglobal challenge, but could also open up new transport opportunities and increase the availability of natural resources. Inrecent years, the Arctic has also become yet another arena of rivalry between the West on the one hand and Russia and China on the other, which has shattered the paradigm of peaceful post­-Cold War cooperation in this region. Ofall the circumpolar countries, the Russian Federation is making the most intensive use of its part of the Arctic’s territory. Ithas been beefing up its military capabilities, conducting extensive drills of its Northern Fleet, and investing in the extraction of resources and the development of the Northern Sea Route (NSR). China also aspires to play agreater role north of the Arctic Circle, focusing mainly on scientific and research activities, imports of resources and infrastructure projects aspart of its Polar Silk Road concept.


			Inthe West, the growing importance of the northern polar region is particu­larly apparent in the security policies of the Arctic Ocean coastal states: theUS, Canada, Denmark and Norway. This ‘Arctic Quartet’ keeps track of the ongoing changes in the strategic situation in the north, and recognises the need to strengthen its engagement north of the Arctic Circle. However, the development of cooperation between the four countries in the field of regional security has been hampered by their often conflicting economic and political interests in the Arctic. Furthermore, it is currently fashionable to consider the region as crucial, which is reflected in the launch of many new national and supranational polar strategies. This makes it increasingly difficult to distinguish between plans for real action and bureaucratic processes that have no effect on the situation in the region.


			TheUnited States is expanding its presence within the Arctic Circle primarily as aresult of its growing competition with Russia and China. Washing­ton has stepped up both its military and diplomatic activities in the Arctic in recent years. Themilitary aspects of this change in attitude are pre­eminent. Onthe one hand, theUS views the region through the prism of the threat of potential air strikes against its territory, as the shortest flight paths for aircraft and missiles from the Russian Federation pass through the ­Arctic. Onthe other hand, the forward location of the Arctic state of Alaska makes it easier for theUS to project power in the European and Asian directions. Allthe branches of theUS Armed Forces are planning to invest in rebuilding their capabilities for conducting operations in the Arctic, but these efforts are relatively small­-scale. Due to its growing engagement in the Indo­-Pacific region, it is more likely that theUS will try to prod its European allies into taking more responsibility for the security of the Euro­-Atlantic area’s polarrim. New challenges for theUS also lie in the need to deal with the nega­tive consequences of global warming in the region, such as the risks to the military and oil infrastructure, as the ground beneath these facilities continues thawing.


			Canada’s priorities in the Arctic include the sustainable development of its northern regions, improving public services and defending its national sovereignty. TheArctic policy of this country, 40%of whose territory and 75%of whose coastline lies within the Arctic Circle, combines aNordic­-style emphasis on the importance of peaceful international cooperation in the region with claims to full control over the waters of the Canadian Arctic Archipelago, particularly the Northwest Passage, which links the Atlantic to the Pacific. This in turn brings Canada’s attitude closer to that of Russia, which has similarly extended its supervision over the Northern Sea Route. So far, Canada has been wary of ideas to increase NATO’s presence in the Arctic. Itrelies on bilateral cooperation with theUS to defend North America against any attack from that direction, while nevertheless calling for areduction of tensions with Russia in the High North, meaning the European part of the Arctic. However, it is gradually softening its resistance to possible NATO engagement north of the Arctic Circle as Russia ramps up its military capabilities in the region. Thegovernment in Ottawa faces the need to raise its spending on armament and military equipment for Arctic operations, in view of the plans to modernise theUS­-Canadian North American Aerospace Defence Command (NORAD).


			For Denmark, its presence in the region is primarily amatter of prestige. Control over Greenland, the world’s largest island, allows this small Baltic country to sit on the Arctic Council and have asay in the region’s affairs on apar with theUS or Russia. Without Greenland, the profile of Danish­-US relations would be substantially diminished. Thetwo countries are bound by abilateral agreement on the defence of the island, where theUS has important military infrastructure, including anearly warning radar station. Asaresult of the gradual expansion of Greenland’s autonomy, Denmark does not currently derive any real economic benefits from its involvement in the Arctic. Thecountry’s biggest challenge will be to preserve the union with Greenland in the face of the latter’s aspirations to independence and growing international interest in its location and resources. InDenmark itself, arguments in favour of increased military activity in the Arctic are clashing with calls for adeescalation of tensions and afocus on developing non­-military capabilities.


			For Norway, acountry which like Canada has astrong Arctic identity, the High North (theNorwegian part of the Arctic) is astrategic area in the context of preserving its own sovereignty and territorial integrity. Norway has been expanding its capabilities for military operations in this theater, while also calling for enhanced NATO deterrence in the region. This is because it foresees ascenario in which Russia attacks the north of the country and the Svalbard archipelago in the event of aconflict with the West. Inrecent years, Norway has responded in several ways to Russia’s militarisation of the Arctic areas and stepped­-up military exercises close to Norway’s borders: it has increased spending on the modernisation of its armed forces and tightened cooperation with its allies, especially theUS and theUK. However, there are also calls for the government to maintain its traditional line in security policy, which has sought to limit the activity of allied forces in the country for the sake of reducing tensions in relations with Russia. Moreover, the hydrocarbon- and fish­-rich areas of northern Norway, the best­-developed part of the Arctic, play animportant role in the country’s economy. Here, the national dilemmas primarily involve the future of oil and gas exploitation: the government in Oslo is trying to answer the question of whether it makes sense to continue investing in the region’s mining industry at the expense of the environment and the climate.


			Although the major powers are eyeing the polar areas ever more closely, the Arctic’s military and economic importance will remain secondary to Europe, the Indo­-Pacific and Africa in the West’s rivalry with Russia and China. Therefore, we should not expect anArctic arms race or a‘scramble for resources’. Onthe one hand, it is likely that local commercial shipping, tourism and some mining industries will continue to develop. Onthe other, the social and climate crisis in the region will deepen and remind the world of the need to take more urgent action to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Asthe permafrost and ice melt, this will cause natural and infrastructural disasters and change the lifestyles of the region’s inhabitants, especially the Indigenous peoples. TheArctic will see elements of both international cooperation (shipping, research and science, environmental protection) and competition (for example over the continental shelf), which will make it amore unstable area.


			Thesituation in the Arctic has also been affected by the full­-scale Russian aggression against Ukraine which began on 24February2022. Incontrast to the period following the annexation of Crimea in2014, this time the West has rejected the prospect of continued cooperation with Russia in the region on the same terms as before. InMarch2022, theUS, Canada, Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland suspended their participation in the Arctic Council, whose chairmanship has been held by Russia in2021–3. Many NATO members have announced that they will increase their defence spending in response to the invasion. Ifthese pledges are fulfilled, it will also help to close capability gaps in the polar areas and strengthen NATO’s deterrence on the northern flank. Theenergy crisis and rising commodity prices may also spur Western interest in exploiting Arctic oil and gas fields, which would mainly benefit Norway. Itis unlikely that the war will ‘spill over’ into the Arctic, as asignificant part of the Russian forces normally stationed along the border with Norway and Finland are involved in the ­assault on Ukraine; moreover, Russia does not have enough resources to open ­another front in the north. Instead, it is more likely that Moscow will resort to more frequent demonstrations of the readiness of its nuclear forces in the Barents Sea and the Arctic Ocean as part of its psychological warfare against the West. This is intended to signal that any direct NATO military involvement in Ukraine could trigger anuclear response from the Kremlin.


			From the perspective of Russia’s activity in the Arctic, the decision to invade Ukraine has long­-term negative consequences. Ithas spurred Sweden and Finland to apply for NATO membership, which is likely to result in anincreased allied military presence on the northern flank, including the Arctic part of the Scandinavian peninsula. When all the countries of the Nordic­-Baltic region are members of asingle political and military bloc, this will limit Russia’s ability to exert military pressure on this area, as the NATO guarantees will cover Sweden and Finland while the strategic situation of the Baltic states and northern Norway improves. New oil and gas projects in Russia’s part of the Arctic will be affected by sanctions and the decisions by Western energy companies to halt their operations in Russia. Such afreeze in cooperation is likely to benefit China and other countries interested in bolstering their presence within the Arctic Circle. Russia’s isolation may also lead to its increased dependence on Beijing in the Arctic sectors (mining, infrastructure and shipbuilding) as well as in shipping and scientific research.


			However, the West is unlikely to permanently sever its contacts with Russia in the Arctic. Thecountry controls half of the Arctic, so the development of regional cooperation without its participation would be significantly hampered in many important areas. Itis not out of the question that the West will return to selective cooperation with Russia in the longer term; this could include maritime search and rescue operations, emergency response (for example to environmental disasters), environmental protection, fishery management, reduction of CO2emissions and climate change research. Indeed, all of these issues have adirect impact on the broader security of the Arctic countries. However, such amove would not of itself signify renewed Western trust in the Kremlin; at the same time, NATO’s polar members would undoubtedly continue to beef up their military capabilities in the north.

	


	INTRODUCTION


	Thename ‘Arctic’ comes from the Greek arktos, meaning ‘bear’; ancient people marked the north based on the position of the Great Bear constellation.1 Today, the Arctic is increasingly portrayed as aregion, which lies in the ‘shadow’ of the bear. This of course refers to Russia, which has been steadily building up its military capabilities in the High North and investing in the development of the Northern Sea Route (NSR) and the extraction of Arctic resources. Italso lays the most far­-reaching claims to the continental shelf around the North Pole.


	TheArctic is also attracting the interest of the People’s Republic of China (PRC), which is stepping up its trade, economic, and scientific and research activities in the region as part of the Polar Silk Road project. Beijing is keen to develop its shipping options there, as using Arctic routes would reduce the time it takes to transport goods between Europe and East Asia. Climate change forms the backdrop behind these activities, and in some ways is even their primary driving force. Global warming is causing the ice cap around the North Pole to shrink, slowly opening the Arctic up to business, the fishing industry and the military, after it had been out of reach for centuries.


	TheUS, Canada, Denmark and Norway– the only NATO countries with access to the Arctic Ocean shelf– are closely following the international situation and the climate developments in the circumpolar area. They interpret the increasing presence of Russia and China in the Arctic as part of the rising global rivalry between the West on the one hand and Moscow and Beijing on the other. Therefore, this region has been gaining importance in the security policies of theUS and Canada, as well as Denmark and Norway; this in turn is making them spend more on improving their Arctic warfare capabilities and scrutinising Chinese investments in the region more closely. Atthe same time the ‘Arctic Four’, despite their converging assessments of Russian and Chinese activities beyond the Arctic Circle, often have diverging views of the region, and consequently define their polar interests in different ways.


	This report analyses the Arctic involvement of theUS, Canada, Denmark and Norway, the four Western countries with access to the Arctic Ocean’s continental shelf, which have extensive interests within the Arctic Circle.2 Itis also worth taking acloser look at the activities of Poland’s North American and North European allies in this region due to their implications for defence and energy cooperation in the Nordic and Baltic region.


	This paper addresses questions about the reasons for the growing interest in the Arctic, as well as the region’s importance in the security policies of theUS, Canada, Denmark and Norway. Itconsiders the economic and commercial aspects of the presence of these countries within the Arctic Circle. Italso examines the claims some studies have made about anArctic arms race and ascramble for the immense natural resources of the region, which is still largely inaccessible for maritime trade, the exploitation of resources or military activity.


	Finally, the report also offers aforecast for the trajectory of the polar policies of the ‘Arctic Four’ and the strategic situation in the High North. Thecontent of official documents (strategies, plans, statements and more), studies by think tanks and press materials was analysed as the main research method. Considerations of historical and institutional­-legal methods, as well as interviews with experts dealing with Arctic issues, played animportant auxiliary role in the preparation of this paper.


	
		Map. TheArctic and the Arctic Ocean. Military infrastructure of NATO countries and Russia, and the polar sea routes
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		Sources: ‘Department of the Air Force introduces Arctic Strategy’, TheUS Air Force, 21July 2020, af.mil; ‘Sea Routes and Ports in the Arctic’, Nordregio, January 2019, nordregio.org; M.Jeffries, ‘Sea ice’, ­Britannica, britannica.com.

	


	I. THE SPECIFIC FEATURES OF THE ARCTIC REGION


	TheArctic is anarea that covers some 26.5millionsqkm around the North Pole. Itssouthern extent is marked by the10°C July isotherm, which roughly follows the tree line. Tomake things easier, it is often accepted that the region lies within the Arctic Circle (66°33′39″N). Itcomprises the Arctic Ocean, archipela­gos and islands (including Greenland, the world’s largest), and the northern coasts of Eurasia and North America.3 Itis inhabited by some 4million people (half of whom live in Russia), 10%of whom are indigenous populations.4


	The1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) is the primary framework governing the international situation in the Arctic. Itdefines the rights, duties and extent of jurisdiction of the Arctic Ocean coastal states, the status of international waters (thehigh seas), the archipelagos and straits, as well as the principles for the delimitation of maritime exclusive economic zones and the continental shelf.5 In2008, the five littoral states of the Arctic Ocean (Canada, Russia, Norway, Denmark and theUS) confirmed that the law of the sea would form the basis for their regional cooperation, Arctic governance and the settlement of territorial disputes (theIlulissat Declaration).6


	Older legal acts also govern the international legal order in this region. Themost important of these is the1920 Spitsbergen Treaty, which grants Norway sove­reign rights to the Svalbard archipelago while providing dozens of other signatories (including Poland) with equal access to it and the right to conduct economic activities in the area. Apart from Norway, this right is only exercised by Russia, which operates acoal mine and aconsulate in Barentsburg. Recent Arctic agreements include the2015 International Code for Ships Operating in Polar Waters and the2018 Agreement to Prevent Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean. Another important achievement came in2011 when members of the Arctic Council signed anagreement on search and rescue cooperation, which divided the polar region into zones of responsibility of individual coastal states.


	Global warming is changing the Arctic, which has been heating up three times faster than the rest of the world on average over the past half­-century.7 Theprocess is speeding up the melting of the Greenland ice sheet, which covers about 80%of the island’s area of more than 2millionsqkm. This is aserious threat: the melting accounts for 20–25%of the rise in ocean levels since1992,8 alters the precipitation patterns in the Northern Hemisphere, reduces the area of reflected solar radiation, and also disrupts the chemical balance of the oceans and their ecosystems, as well as the flow of ocean currents. Moreover, the extent of the Arctic Ocean ice sheet has shrunk by about40% for June and July over the past four decades and by anaverage of10% for the colder months. After2050, the basin may not freeze at all in summer. Access to the region and its natural resources is therefore becoming easier.


	Thelittoral states’ Arctic strategies emphasise the area’s potential, both in terms of resources and intercontinental maritime transport. Both the Northwest Passage and the Northeast Passage became ice­-free for the first time in August2010. Onthe Yokohama­-Rotterdam route, using theNSR would make the journey around 8000km shorter compared to running via the Suez Canal. Inthe future, the Arctic Ocean could connect Asia, Europe and North America, which together account for three­-quarters of the world’s population. TheArctic holds anestimated 13%of global oil reserves and 30%of gas; about 84%of its hydrocarbons are in offshore fields. Climate change is also driving the northward migration of fish, which will increase the importance of Arctic waters for some countries’ food security. Theregion accounts for about10% and 5% respectively of the world’s fish and shellfish catch.


	Anumber of regional cooperation frameworks exist in the Arctic, most notably the intergovernmental Arctic Council, founded in1996, which deals with environmental protection, shipping safety, economic development and provising support for the Indigenous people. Itsmembers include Iceland, Canada, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, Russia and theUS (these countries also cooperate through the Arctic Coast Guard Forum). TheCouncil takes decisions unanimously.9 Itis not aninternational organisation (due to opposition from the United States) and does not adopt legally binding regulations, although it is working to develop them. Neither does it deal with military matters, which are discussed at meetings of the Arctic Security Forces Roundtable; this is attended by military officials from theUS, Canada, the Nordic countries and four non­-Arctic parties (theUK, France, the Netherlands and Germany).10 Russia has been excluded from these meetings since2014. TheBarents Euro­-Arctic Council, which brings together the Nordic countries, Russia and the European Commission, also plays animportant regional role. International polar stations are the centres of scientific cooperation in the Arctic. Theindepen­dent Arctic Economic Council has acted as aforum for the region’s businesses since2014.


	Thegrowing rivalry between theUS, China and Russia marks ashift in the post­-Cold War paradigm of international relations in the Arctic. Thebelief in its uniqueness as anarea exempt from conflicting interests of the great powers, where cooperation can thrive across divides, is now waning. Today, ‘big politics’ is more frequently venturing into the Arctic Circle, and the region is increasingly seen as apotentially significant theatre of global competition. However, it is usually not astruggle ‘for’ the Arctic perse, but ‘in’ the ­Arctic. Theonly exception concerns the disputes over how to divide the ‘Arctic cake’, that is the overlapping claims of Denmark (900,000sqkm), ­Canada (1.2­millionsqkm) and Russia (2.1millionsqkm) to the North Pole shelf.11 However, all the parties agree that these disputes will be settled on the basis of the law of the sea; relevant applications have been submitted to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf.12


	TheUnited States, Canada, Denmark (Greenland) and Norway are also preparing for the negative effects of global warming. Thawing permafrost and melting ice sheets are threatening civilian and military infrastructure in the Arctic, and will necessitate additional spending on search­-and­-rescue and clean-up capabilities related to the increase in shipping through the area. Atthe same time, in the event of anattack on North America, climate change will make it easier for potential adversaries to penetrate its territory from the Arctic. Inthe future, all the four countries will be confronted with new dilemmas in their policies towards the region. These will involve finding abalance between the pace of greenhouse gas reductions and environmental protection on the one hand, and the economic development and exploitation of resources on the other; between peaceful cooperation and militarisation; and, in the case of Greenland, between maintaining its union with Denmark and self­-determination.


	II. THE PRIORITIES OF THE ‘ARCTIC FOUR’


	NATO’s Arctic members define their priorities beyond the Arctic Circle in different ways. TheUS views the region primarily as part of its global rivalry with Russia and China; Canada’s discourse focuses on protecting its sovereignty in the Arctic Archipelago and developing the country’s northern regions in asustainable way; Denmark seeks to keep its place among the Arctic states by strengthening its union with Greenland; and for Norway, the Arctic is of greatest importance as avital area both for its economy and defence.


	1. TheUnited States


	Many publications on the Arctic describe the United States as alate polar power, since the region long remained on the margins of its policy after the Cold War ended.13 However, America’s Arctic history could very well have taken adifferent turn. Immediately after World WarII, theUS tried to acquire Greenland from Denmark. Ifthese plans for Arctic expansion had come to fruition, it would have turned theUS into acentral player in the region (itjoined the ranks of Arctic states when it purchased Alaska from Russia in1867). Therefore, the controversial idea to purchase the island raised by the Trump administration in2019 was interpreted as asign of America’s ‘return’ to the Arctic. However, the United States does not have the strong socio­-economic ties with the Arctic which are so characteristic of the other countries that border the Arctic Ocean. A2019 public opinion poll showed that Americans do not identify themselves as anArctic nation driven by core interests in this part of the world.14 Neither does theUS aspire to be aleader of international coopera­tion in this region.


	ThegrowingUS involvement in the Arctic over the past few years is largely due to its deepening global rivalry with China and Russia.15 Thepotential of individual countries in the region is often measured by the number of icebreakers each one possesses. With only two such vessels, theUS is lagging so far behind Russia (which has more than40) that the term ‘icebreaker gap’ has been coined in theUS debate.16 Asin other parts of the world, theUS wants to counterbalance Russia’s military activity and China’s economic activity within the Arctic Circle. Itprioritises military issues, which have dominated its presence in the region since World WarII. TheDepartment of Defense and the individual branches of theUS Armed Forces adopted their Arctic strategies in2019–21.17 TheUS Coast Guard has been the most activeUS uniformed service in the polar areas so far, while the State Department’s Coordinator for the Arctic Region has been responsible for developing diplomatic relations with the regional countries since2020; theUS reopened its consulate in Greenland’s capital Nuuk the same year. InAugust2022, it announced the appointment of anAmbassador­-at­-Large for the Arctic Region.


	2. Canada


	Canada is acountry of three oceans: the Atlantic, the Arctic and the Pacific. Thefirst of these plays acentral role in the country’s strategic culture due to its strong transatlantic ties. Geographically, however, Canada is also the most Arctic country of the Euro­-Atlantic area, and its ‘northernness’ is animportant component of the identity of its people.18 TheCanadians see themselves as aNorthern nation, and emphasise their extensive interests in the Arctic. Thenational anthem refers to the country as the ‘True North’, and government documents underline that the Arctic is ‘embedded in the Canadian soul’. Canadian literature features the images of the North­-hardened ‘real’ Canadian (strong and steadfast) and of Canada as the ‘guardian’ of the North and ‘protector’ of the Arctic.19 However, these are archetypes of national mythology rather than real experiences, as most Canadian citizens live in the south and have little contact with the northern territories.


	Canada’s list of Arctic priorities has evolved. Defence, extracting resources and protecting the environment topped the list during the Cold War, but it later expanded to include the fight against global warming, efforts to enhance search and rescue capabilities, and also support for Indigenous communities.20 Canada was the country that initiated the creation of the Arctic Council in1996. TheLiberal government of Prime Minister Justin Trudeau (since2015), which is committed to reconciliation with the Indigenous population, has been seeking to improve the social conditions of the Inuit who live in the north. Relations with the Indigenous people are burdened by difficult past events, including controversial relocations beyond the Arctic Circle in the1950s intended to demonstrate that Canada’s northern reaches were inhabited, and that the government was the sovereign authority in those areas.21


	‘Sovereignty’ is still the key word for understanding Canada’s Arctic policy.22 Canada began to extend its jurisdiction over the northern maritime areas (initially in the field of environmental protection) as early as the1970s, before the UNCLOS was adopted in1982.23 This triggered territorial and legal disputes in the north: over the status of the Northwest Passage and the delimitation of maritime areas with theUS (inthe Beaufort Sea) and with Denmark/Greenland (inthe Lincoln Sea). InJune 2022, after nearly 50years, Canada and Denmark struck anagreement on the division of the small Hans Island, located between Canada’s Ellesmere Island and Greenland.24 Canada recognises the climate change and international rivalry in the Arctic as one of the main trends adversely affecting the country’s security. Italso seeks to mitigate circumpolar tensions as it strives to be the leader of peaceful cooperation in the region. Indeed, when in2014 the government was discussing whether to skip aMoscow meeting of the Arctic Council (chaired by Canada at the time) in response to Russia’s annexation of Crimea, this was criticised as anoverly provocative step against the Kremlin that could jeopardise polar cooperation; in the end, Ottawa decided not to make even this symbolic gesture.25 Only after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in2022 did Canada reverse this course and freeze its Arctic cooperation with Russia.


	3. Denmark


	Thepriority of Denmark’s Arctic policy is to preserve its union with Greenland, and thus its status as anArctic state. Greenland is anautonomous part of the Kingdom of Denmark, like the Faroe Islands. Theexercise of control over the foreign, security and defence policies of the world’s largest island and the participation in meetings of the Arctic Council and the Arctic Ocean coastal states (the‘Arctic Five’: Canada, theUS, Denmark, Norway and Russia) enhance Denmark’s prestige and allow it to play agreater role on the international stage. Inaddition, theUS military presence on Greenland and the 1951bilateral agreement on its defence keep the profile of Denmark’s relationship with the United States high. There is aperception in Copenhagen that without Greenland it would be relegated to the ‘second league’ of theUS’s allies.


	However, it will be increasingly difficult to maintain the statusquo between Denmark and Greenland due to the growing interest the major powers have been showing in the region, as well as the island’s aspirations to independence, which are gradually expanding its autonomy. Inone example of Greenland’s assertiveness towards Denmark, it has blocked the adoption of anew Da­nish Arctic strategy after the previous one expired in2020.26 Thegovernment in Copenhagen has sought to woo Greenland’s authorities by supporting the island’s economic development, for example through investments in airports and renewable energy. Ithas also consented to closer Greenlandic­-US relations in areas such as investment and trade, energy and mining, education, tourism and the environment, although it is concerned about the island’s waning ties to the kingdom. In2021, Denmark, the Faroe Islands and Greenland developed amechanism for consultation on foreign, security and defence policies, which are Copenhagen’s domains. AContact Committee, consisting of three prime ministers and three key ministers, was set up for this purpose. Thedecision to allow representatives of Greenland and the Faroe Islands to speak before Danish officials at the Arctic Council should be considered as asymbolic milestone.27


	Denmark opposes players from outside the region (such as theEU and China) getting involved in the Arctic governance out of concern that this will harm the interests of the smaller Arctic states such as Denmark (Greenland itself is not part of the European Union).28 TheArctic and Greenland are distant topics for the Danish public, although this has been changing recently due to global warming and the indignant reaction to theUS offer to buy the island.


	4. Norway


	For Norwegians, as for Canadians, polar exploration is animportant component of national identity and amatter of pride. Thepolar explorers Fridtjof Nansen and Roald Amundsen have aplace in the pantheon of national heroes. Despite that, the domestic political discourse shies away from portraying the High North as a‘mythologised’ and ‘exotic’ Norway. Itemphasises the ‘normality’ of Norway’s Arctic, for example by drawing attention to its advanced economy and fine universities. Norway is the country with the highest percentage of people living beyond the Arctic Circle (9%), but the north is facing depopulation, which the government is making efforts to counter.


	Atthe same time, security and defence issues play agreater role in Norway’s Arctic policy than in those of the other NATO countries in the region. This results from Norway’s land border with Russia and its proximity to the bases of Russia’s Northern Fleet. InNorway’s Arctic strategy, these issues rank ahead of environmental protection and decarbonisation, the economy, or support for the Indigenous Sámi and Kven communities.29 Norway is watching Russia’s growing military capabilities in the Arctic with increasing concern, especially as the High North is of considerable economic importance to the country.30 Itfears that Russian forces would occupy the northern part of the country in the event of aconflict with NATO or theUS. Other potential ways in which Russia could ‘test’ the West involve hybrid action targeting the Arctic archipelago of Svalbard (where Norway has no permanent military presence) or Norway’s offshore oil and gas infrastructure.31 InJune 2022, the Kremlin unleashed amedia campaign against Norway calling into question its sovereignty over Svalbard and the validity of the2010 Barents Sea delimitation treaty. ­Russia’s move was triggered by Norway’s decision to block acargo of supplies for the Russian coal mine in Barentsburg that was transiting through the north of Norway.32


	5. TheEuropean Union


	Since the1990s, theEU has interacted with the Arctic through:

			
					its common fisheries policy;

					its transport, environmental, energy and industrial regulations;

					its regional (cohesion policy) and science funds;

					the European Investment Bank’s loans for transport and telecommunications infrastructure;

					bilateral cooperation programmes with Greenland and Russia;

					cooperation with Iceland, Norway and Russia within its Northern Dimension.33

			


	Until the mid-2000s, circumpolar issues were marginal to the European Commission and there was no comprehensive vision for the community’s engagement in the region. Thesituation began to change in2007–8 along with agrowing awareness of the effects of global warming and increasing competition for the polar shelf, but theEU still faces numerous constraints in the Arctic. These include theEU member states’ lack of access to the Arctic Ocean shelf (Greenland is not part of theEU) and their diverging interests with the ‘Arctic Five’ (Russia, Canada, theUS, Denmark/Greenland and Norway), which seeks to remain at the forefront of Arctic governance. These differences relate to the fishing industry, the maritime economy, environmental protection, freedom of navigation and the exploitation of Arctic hydrocarbons. Theimplementation of the2013 decision to grant theEU observer status in the Arctic Council was first blocked by Canada (due to theEU’s ban on trade in seal products) and then, from2014, by Russia (due to the Ukrainian conflict).34


	Despite these unfavourable circumstances, theEU increasingly recognises the need to be proactive in its Arctic policy. Itappointed its first ambassador for Arctic affairs in2017 and launched meetings of theEU Arctic Forum in northern Sweden in2019. Its2016 and 2021Joint Communications on the Arctic say that it is in theEU’s strategic interest to play akey role in the region.35 This narrative stems not only from the unfolding climate change and the actions of Russia and China, but also from growing concerns over the supplies of key minerals for high­-tech industries;36 hence the plan to expand cooperation with the resource­-rich Greenland and the announcement that the European Commission will open anoffice in Nuuk.37


	Inaddition, in the Arctic theEU wants to promote renewable energy and climate research and invest in ‘soft security’.38 Thelatter includes space projects to provide commercial access to satellite Internet communications (local terrestrial telecommunications are underdeveloped, while geostationary satellites do not cover the region), support for sustainable development of the Indigenous communities (including the fight against the COVID-19 pandemic), aswell as enhanced search and rescue and civil protection capabilities.39


	6. NATO


	Although the North Atlantic Alliance extends its collective defence over all the Arctic territories of its member states, including Norway’s Svalbard, Greenland and Canada’s Arctic Archipelago, it does not conduct regular exercises in the region and has no permanent military foothold there. In2008, NATO began the air policing mission in Iceland’s airspace, although this is rotational and non­-persistent (afew months ayear). TheAlliance also demonstrated its presence in the north with amajor NATO Response Force exercise in Norway (Trident Juncture2018), but it was focused on the defence of the central part of the country. Moreover, the final communiqués from NATO summits and the new 2022NATO Strategic Concept contain no references to the Arctic.40 Firstly, apart from northern Norway, no Arctic areas of the Alliance are at risk of aconventional land invasion, because of the vast spaces and inaccessibility of the region; the Arctic was also recognised as adefacto zone of peaceful cooperation with Russia after the end of the Cold War. Secondly, NATO’s Arctic members have failed to develop acoordinated approach to the region. Canada has been the most vocal in opposing NATO involvement in polar affairs. TheUS and Denmark have also expressed their scepticism, and have engaged in circumpolar military cooperation outside NATO’s structures.41 By contrast, the importance of the NATO deterrent in the High North has been emphasised by Norway and Iceland, which are concerned about any reduction of allied cold­-weather warfare capabilities.


	NATO’s approach to the Arctic has been gradually changing over the last few years. This has been influenced by Russia’s increasing militarisation of its part of the region, concerns about its hybrid warfare in the polar areas, and uncertainty about the nature of China’s involvement within the Arctic ­Circle. Thesignal to reverse the retreat from the Arctic came from Washington, where President Donald Trump’s administration highlighted the need to contain Russia and China in the High North. Even Canada has begun to adjust its stance towards the Alliance’s activity in the region, while Denmark’s new foreign and security policy strategy (2022) declares its “support for NATO’s increased focus on the region”.42 TheAllied Command Transformation (ACT) predicts that in2040 the Arctic will be asignificant theatre of global competition between the major powers and generate ahost of climate change­-related social problems.43 This may pose new challenges for NATO with respect to protecting the sea lines of communication, combatting Russian submarines, and even countering terrorism and piracy. For this reason, the ACT has proposed giving greater consideration to Arctic issues in the NATO Military Committee and developing acoherent Arctic strategy. InAugust2022, NATO Secretary Gene­ral Jens Stoltenberg also called for astronger allied presence in the region.44 However, it would take years to rebuild NATO’s Arctic capabilities, as only afew allies have adequate armament and military equipment for operations in this challenging area: apart from the Arctic states, only the British and Dutch forces conduct regular exercises on the northern flank.45


	III. OTHER ACTORS IN THE ARCTIC


	Russia owns the largest part of the Arctic. Italso exerts asignificant influence on the strategic situation in the High North. Itsactivity in the region extends not only to the military sphere, but also the economy and transportation links. Ofthe non­-Arctic countries, China has the most serious ambitions, and is the most active player in the circumpolar area.


	1. Russia


	TheRussian Arctic stretches from the Barents Sea in the west to the Chukchi Sea in the east. Control over vast Arctic areas forms part of Russia’s great­-power self­-identification.46 Thecountry also lays the most extensive claim to the North Pole, which cover some 70%of the Arctic Ocean shelf beyond the exclusive economic zone of the Russian Federation. TheKremlin defines the Arctic as apriority region from aneconomic and military perspective.


	Russia’s primary aim is to maximise the extraction of the Arctic’s resources, which are crucial to its budget. Theoil and gas deposits in Russia’s part of the Arctic are estimated to hold 25% and 70%of the country’s reserves respectively. These areas generated around 6%of the country’s GDP in2020.47 New onshore and offshore energy projects are expected to become the drivers of modernisation in northern Russia. However, these plans should be assessed as unrealistic. They do not take sufficient account of market trends, principally the decreasing profitability of offshore projects. Russia also has to reckon with its technological shortcomings, the elite’s reluctance to liberalise the extraction, as well as international sanctions. Thelatter have curtailed Russian cooperation with Western energy companies in the Arctic, which has delayed some projects. Theexploitation of the Arctic’s resources is also linked to Russia’s development of the Northern Sea Route (NSR). This route carried 33million tonnes of cargo in2020, more than ten times the figure from adecade earlier. Themain contributors to this expansion were the exports of resources extracted in the region (particularly LNG) and shipments of supplies for the country’s Arctic regions.48 Transit accounts for only 4%of commercial shipping along theNSR.49 Themarginal importance of this route in global mari­time trade stems from anumber of constraints (discussed further below), including Russia’s own policy of seeking full control over the seaway and amonopoly on transit arrangements. Russian mining and port facilities in the Arctic will require significant investment, as up to 70%of them have been built on increasingly unstable permafrost.


	Inthe military sphere, Russia has been steadily beefing up its capabilities for operations in the Arctic and expanding the local military infrastructure since at least2014. Ithas been forming new units (theArctic Brigade), installing new weapons systems (surface­-to­-sea/air guided missiles) and radar stations, reactivating abandoned post­-Soviet military airfields and establishing new ones (14in total since2014). In2014, it formed the joint strategic command ‘North’ (‘Arctic’) on the basis of its Northern Fleet. In2021, as with the other strategic directions, it was given aterritorial basis in the form of the newly established Northern Military District.


	Theareas north and north­-west of the Kola Peninsula remain the strategic ‘bastion’ of the maritime part of Russia’s nuclear triad– the Northern Fleet’s nuclear­-powered submarines that carry intercontinental ballistic missiles equipped with nuclear warheads. Footage of three Russian nuclear submarines (each capable of carrying 16ballistic missiles) piercing the ice cap near the North Pole went viral worldwide in March 2021. This kind of exercise can be seen as ademonstration of Russia’s ability to launch strategic strikes against theUS, and of Moscow’s aspirations in the region. Russia’s new naval doctrine from2022 puts the Arctic front and centre;50 it draws attention to factors such as military control over theNSR and the defence of Arctic approaches to mainland Russia. TheArctic is also aconvenient training ground where the Kremlin can test new technologies used in hypersonic missiles, electronic warfare and unmanned systems. Itis noteworthy that the tasks of Russia’s Federal Security Service and border guard forces include the protection of the continental shelf.


	Theagenda of Russia’s chairmanship in the Arctic Council in2021–3 emphasised the value of international cooperation, sustainable development, environmental protection and supporting local communities in the Arctic areas. However, polar cooperation within the Council came to ahalt in March2022, when Canada, theUS, Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland issued ajoint statement condemning Russia’s aggression and its violation of the principles of sovereignty and territorial integrity. Theseven countries also said they were “temporarily pausing participation in all meetings of the ­Council”.51 Cooperation with Russia in the Barents Euro­-Arctic Council was also suspended.52


	Financial sanctions, discontinued investments and scaled­-down operations by Western companies, particularly energy groups (including Shell, Total, BP, ExxonMobil), in response to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine are undermining Moscow’s aspirations for the economic development of the country’s Arctic. These steps will further slow down the expansion of Russia’s liquefied natu­ral gas sector (which has lost access to modern LNG technology as aresult ofEU restrictions) and the implementation of its plans to increase exports to Asian markets. They will also have anegative impact on oil ­projects. Inaddition, EUsanctions will curtail the use of theNSR as aninter­continental trade route.53


	2. China


	China declared itself a‘near­-Arctic’ state in2018, despite being situated one and ahalf thousand kilometres from the Arctic Circle. Ithas aspirations to co­-govern the Arctic and act as anadvocate for the interests of non­-Arctic countries by defending the principle of equal access to the region. Ithas also announced that it will strengthen bilateral and multilateral cooperation with the Arctic states and include the region in its Belt and Road Initiative, akey tool for Beijing’s economic and political expansion whose northern branch is called the Polar Silk Road.54 This involves plans to boost trade and investments in local transport infrastructure, including seaports and airports, aswell as telecommunications (undersea cables and satellite communications). China recognises the ‘growing global importance’ of the Arctic: the emerging opportunities to strengthen the country’s security of supply of raw materials (byinvesting in mining projects and maintaining dominance on the rare­-earths ­market) and food security (thefishing industry), as well as taking opportunities to open new shipping routes.55


	Beijing is making more frequent use of theNSR, mainly to import LNG from Russia’s Yamal Peninsula, although aChinese ship also made the first commercial voyage from Asia to Rotterdam along Russia’s northern coast in2013. For China, the attractiveness of polar shipping stems not so much from the planned reduction in delivery times for container shipments to Western markets (southern routes remain more profitable), but from the potential strategic importance of the seaway through Russia’s Arctic. This is because most ocean trade routes are controlled by theUSNavy, which could block them in the event of aconflict. TheNSR is dominated by Russia, so this direction could offer apartial alternative for supply and trade should such aneed arise. Inaddition, Beijing is playing anincreasingly important role in polar research and science, as it operates research stations on Svalbard and Iceland and has access to Arctic satellite installations in Sweden, Norway, Finland and Iceland, with Greenland to follow soon.


	Although China has been investing in its Arctic capabilities (nuclear­-powered icebreakers), its armed forces have not yet ventured within the Arctic Circle, with the exception of the Bering Sea. However, this may change as aresult of the growing economic activity along the Polar Silk Road and China’s rivalry with theUS. Beijing is expanding its blue­-water navy and nuclear at­-sea deterrent. TheArctic Ocean may become aconvenient place for China to keep theUS in check with its submarines armed with intercontinental ballistic missiles.56 There are also growing concerns about Chinese research and infrastructure projects with the potential for dual civil­-military use. FOI, athink­-tank linked to the Swedish defence ministry, has warned that China could use satellite data collected in Kiruna not only for meteorological and climate research, but also for military purposes.57 Denmark and Finland have blocked Chinese attempts to invest in sea- and airport infrastructure in Greenland and Lapland in recent years.58 China could take advantage of Western sanctions and Russia’s Arctic isolation to anchor itself more firmly in the Russian part of the Arctic, especially in energy projects and the shipbuilding industry.59


	IV. ECONOMY AND TRADE


	For theUS and Canada, the Arctic is not avital territory in terms of economic security, although in the future its exploitation could make them more independent with regard to rare earth elements. Denmark has ceded control over Greenland’s economic policy to the local autonomous government, but continues to provide financial support by injecting money into the island’s budget and making infrastructure investments. InNorway, the Arctic areas play animportant role in two key sectors: the fishing industry and hydro­carbon extraction.


	1. TheUnited States


	TheArctic is of little economic importance to the United States, with the partial exception of raw materials and the fishing industry. Theonly USterritory located in the Arctic is Alaska, the fourth­-largest oil­-producing state. Thecountry’s third- and sixth­-largest oil deposits are located in the north of Alaska; the state also accounts for 60%of the nation’s fish and seafood catch.60 However, theUS does not view its involvement in the Arctic region through the prism of opportunities to exploit new oil and gas deposits: the further north one goes, the higher the costs and the lower the profitability of ­production. ­Instead, Washington is eyeing the Arctic’s rare earths reserves in order to reduce its dependence on China in this key area for the development of high­-tech solutions. Theannouncement that it will cooperate with Greenland on mining projects is anexample of this.


	TheUS will also keep aneye on Chinese investment in the region (mainly in dual­-use infrastructure), over concerns that it could be used against USsecurity interests or to strengthen China’s political and economic influence in the Arctic. Inone example of its efforts to counter Beijing’s expansion in the region, in2018 theUS persuaded Denmark to block plans for the expansion of airport infrastructure in Greenland by the state­-owned China Communications Construction Company, which is participating in various projects under the Belt and Road Initiative. TheUS decided to take this step because the island is the base of its vital Thule radar station.61 This sent asignal that Washington sees the Chinese vision for the Polar Silk Road as achallenge to regional security.


	TheUS recognises that maritime routes in the Arctic are becoming more accessible. Theuse of the Northwest Passage shortens the route from theUS West Coast to Europe and from theUS East Coast to Asia compared to the Panama Canal, but it is hardly ever used for commercial purposes. What theUS really cares about is not trade, but defending the principle of freedom of navigation across the globe (like in the case of the South China Sea). For instance, Washington has consistently recognised the Northwest Passage as aninternational strait. This approach has led to disputes with Canada, which claims that this maritime route is part of its internal waters, and it thus has the full right to regulate navigation there, including the right to issue passage permits to surface vessels and submarines.62 Similarly, theUS does not recognise Russia’s claims to sovereignty over theNSR: theUS Navy resumed exercises in the Barents Sea in2020 after adecades­-long hiatus. Themove was designed to demonstrate USability to enforce freedom of navigation on this route.63


	Thebiggest domestic dissonance in theUS over the economic exploitation of the Arctic involves the issue of oil and gas extraction in environmentally sensitive areas. Decisions taken by successive presidents and the Congress over the past two decades show that the Democrats are leaning towards amoratorium, while the Republicans are open to new projects.



	2. Canada


	TheArctic part of Canada does not play amajor economic role. Itis dominated by the public sector, and its underdevelopment relative to the south is reflected in the dearth of roads, railways, ports, energy infrastructure, schools and hospitals there.64 Although the north holds significant deposits of oil and gas (athird of the country’s reserves) as well as minerals, including uranium and rare earths, their extraction is about 30%more expensive than in the south, afact which deters potential investors. Circumpolar mining in ­Canada is also held back by environmental and greenhouse gas reduction policies. In2016, the government stopped issuing licences for offshore ventures to explore for and extract hydrocarbons in Canada’s Arctic. Thethree northern territories accounted for less than 9%of the country’s mineral production in2021.65


	Canada views the development of Arctic shipping with more concern than hope for potential benefits. Any increase in transit through the Northwest Passage could result in new environmental threats as well as increased international criticism of Canada’s interpretation of the status of these maritime areas as its historical internal waters. From Ottawa’s point of view, this would undermine its sovereignty in the north. Canada’s position on the Northwest Passage is supported by Russia but opposed by theUS and theEU.


	Inaddition, Canada currently has no prospects for deriving more revenue from Arctic shipping due to aninsufficient number of deep­-water ports and the low attractiveness of trade with the northern part of the country. Canada’s Arctic ‘sensitivity’ was the reason why aChinese state­-owned company was prevented from buying aCanadian gold mine in2020. Atthe time, the government cited national security concerns; this may have referred to the proximity of the Northwest Passage and early warning radar stations (North Warning System).66 Thediplomatic crisis surrounding the arrest of Huawei’s chief financial officer in Canada in2018 also contributed to the failure of the deal.



	3. Denmark


	Denmark does not derive economic benefits from its presence in the Arctic and union with Greenland. Theisland’s autonomous government has been in charge of exploiting its natural resources since2009. Denmark pays about €500million ayear for its ‘pass’ to the Arctic in the form of ablock grant from the central coffers,67 which amounts to athird of Greenland’s budget. Denmark’s claims to the North Pole, which cover some 900sqkm of the shelf north of the island (therelevant documents were submitted to the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf in2014)68 are not driven by its appetite for oil and gas: the government has already announced that it will phase out hydrocarbon extraction by2050. Greenland has also stopped issuing new extraction licences. Theabove­-mentioned claims are meant to show that Denmark is effectively championing Greenland’s interests in its foreign policy, ergo the people of Greenland will benefit from the preservation of the union. Meanwhile, the government in Nuuk has put environmental protection and the fight against climate change at the top of its agenda. Therefore, it is currently changing island’s development strategy and abandoning plans to build the Greenlands economic independence around major mining investments as the extraction of resources becomes unprofitable.


	Greenland’s parliamentary election in April2021 was adefacto referendum on the future of the major Kvanefjeld rare earths and uranium mining project. Acting on the wishes of the majority of voters, the new government in Nuuk has halted its development (only two small mines currently operate on the island). Much suggests that the island’s citizens will focus on developing tourism to complement their main source of livelihood– fishing, which accounts for 90%of Greenlandic exports. Inaddition, Greenland holds the world’s largest reserves of potable water (theice sheet covers more than 80%of the island), and hopes to sell it abroad.69 Two of the three Arctic shipping routes, the Northwest Passage and the Transpolar Sea Route, also run along its shores, and could attract some related infrastructure projects in the future.



	4. Norway


	TheNorwegian government is investing in the maritime economy, hydro­carbon and mineral extraction, renewable energy, satellite infrastructure and tourism in the High North. Thefishing industry and the oil &gas sector are of crucial importance to the state. For nearly two decades, Norway has been the world’s second largest exporter of fish, after China; this industry accounted for more than 8%of the country’s exports in2021.70 Thewaters of the Barents Sea hold the world’s largest cod fisheries. Thefishing industry’s role in the economy of the northern regions and the country as awhole means that asalient part of Norway’s Arctic policy is to restrict other countries’ access to the Svalbard fisheries. The200-mile Fisheries Protection Zone that Norway established around the archipelago in1977 and the fishing quotas it imposes are contested by Russia and theEU as they consider these practices to be incompatible with the1920 treaty.


	TheBarents Sea is also apromising area for oil and gas extraction. Itis estimated that its deposits hold two­-thirds of the country’s remaining oil and gas reserves. Atotal of 93fields were in production on the Norwegian shelf in2022, including 70in the North Sea, 21in the Norwegian Sea and two in the Barents Sea; production from the third Arctic field, the largest to date, is scheduled to start in2024. Thesector generated 60%of the value of the country’s exports in2021.71 Work is also continuing on further mining projects in the High North, despite escalating public protests. Thecentre­-left coalition that took power in2021 did not impose amoratorium on oil and gas investments in the Arctic, as opponents of hydrocarbon exploitation had demanded. Prime Minister Jonas Gahr Støre himself has criticised theEU over its vision for phasing out oil and gas extraction beyond the Arctic Circle.


	Norway believes that it is too early to make predictions about how shipping in the Arctic will develop. Trade in goods with Asia, mainly China, is amatter of interest primarily to the local authorities in northern Norway. Forthe time being, these plans mainly concern the use of the port at Narvik as atransshipment hub for trade between China on the one hand and Northern Europe & America on the other. Chinese goods would enter Norway through anexpanded rail link between Narvik and China via Sweden, Finland and ­Russia. Onthe return journey, these containers could be filled with frozen fish. Meanwhile, the town of Kirkenes is pinning its hopes on the sea con­nection.72 Atransport of 40,000 tonnes of iron ore to China’s port of Lianyungang via theNSR in2010 whetted appetites in this regard. Since then, shipments of goods on this route have been growing (during the summer­-autumn season).73 However, the sanctions imposed on Russia will constrain the role of northern Norway in East­-West trade.


	Asthe region becomes more accessible to shipping (including tourism) and as the fishing zone moves northwards, the Norwegian government also sees the need to invest more in search &rescue capabilities, since it is responsible for safety in vast maritime areas in the Arctic.


	V. SECURITY AND DEFENCE


	After the period of the ‘peace dividend’, in recent years theUS has begun to restore its Arctic capabilities and military cooperation with its northern allies in view of apossible conflict with Russia. Canada is only beginning to strengthen its polar military posture; for decades, Canada’s rhetoric about the need to safeguard the sovereignty of its own Arctic territories better has not been matched by country’s actual defence investments. Denmark is aware that it does not have the potential to play amajor military role around the North Pole, so it is more focused on developing auxiliary capabilities such as unmanned aerial vehicles and radars to monitor the Arctic areas. For Norway the High North is its first line of defence, and thus apriority area for military activity and build-up.



	1. TheUnited States


	Onthe one hand, the polar areas are directly related to the defence ofUS homeland. TheArctic constitutes avast US­-Russian borderland; Russia’s armed forces can rapidly attack theUS from this direction, for example with theICBMs launched from the nuclear submarines of the Northern Fleet. Itisno coincidence that Alaska, as the forward defence against apossible air and missile strike, is the state with the highest saturation of F-35aircraft.74 TheNorth American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD) guards anavenue of approach to North America from the Arctic. Itis responsible for the surveillance &control, policing and defence of the skies above theUS and Canada (since1958) and for maritime surveillance (since2006). NORAD uses anetwork of fighters and early warning aircraft, satellites, as well as short­-range(36) and long­-range(11) radar stations located along the northern coasts of Alaska and Canada (theNorth Warning System).75 Inaddition, the Thule airbase in Greenland is home to the northernmost radar station of aseparate early warning system for ICBMs which is operated by theUS Space Force.76


	Although the aerospace component accounts for around 80%of the Defence Department’s ‘Arctic’ budget (which totals around $6billion per year)77, these resources are insufficient. Theageing North Warning System is incapable of detecting and intercepting advanced missiles. Therefore, Washington and Ottawa are in talks to upgrade their radar stations and transform NORAD to enhance situational awareness in all possible operational domains (cyber, space, underwater), to revamp command and control, and to expand the airforce and navy infrastructure in the north.78 Thetwo countries may also add offensive tasks to NORAD’s defensive posture. This would involve the ability to destroy enemy naval and aerial platforms at aconsiderable distance from North America, rather than just taking down effectors (various types of missiles). NORAD holds regular exercises in the Arctic. TheArctic Ocean is also patrolled by US nuclear­-powered attack submarines whose task is to monitor the activity of their Russian strategic equivalents.79 These missions are becoming more frequent, as demonstrated by their regular visits to Norway for the purpose of exchanging crews and resupplying.80 TheUS Army, for its part, is planning to enhance its ability to operate in extreme winter conditions; itseeks to restore its capabilities and make up for the time lost in the last decades, when theUS scaled back its military presence in the Arctic.


	Thecircumpolar areas and military bases in Alaska may also be crucial for USpower projection in Asia (with regard to China) and Europe (Russia). Inthe latter case, theUS sees the Arctic as asingle operational domain with the North Atlantic and asupplementary route for the deployment of forces to Europe, for example via Greenland and Iceland. TheUSAF’s bomber exercises in the Arctic show that in the event of conflict, Russia would have to face possible strategic airstrikes from this direction.81 TheUS Navy (theArctic is of particular interest to the 2ndFleet, reactivated in2018) and the Marine Corps have also pledged to take more assertive approach towards the region. In2016, the USNavy returned to the Keflavik airbase in Iceland, which hosts P-8maritime patrol aircraft tracking Russian submarines in the North Atlantic.82 During NATO’s 2018 Trident Juncture exercise, aUS carrier strike group ventured into the Arctic Circle for the first time since the collapse of the Soviet Union.


	2. Canada


	Canada’s security policy focuses on the Euro­-Atlantic area, as demonstrated by its commitment to NATO’s eastern flank, which it has been bolstering since February2022. Canada is one of the four framework nations leading the Alliance’s north­-eastern multinational battlegroups (eFP, enhanced Forward ­Presence); it has deployed 700troops to Latvia withineFP.83 Another 200supported aUS-led military training mission in Ukraine prior to the Russian invasion on 24February2022. Nevertheless, the Arctic remains asecondary priority, which has been illustrated by delays in the procurement of armament and military equipment fit for cold­-weather warfare, as well as infrastructure deficiencies in the north. While the government in Ottawa sees conventional aggression against its territory as unlikely, it is increasingly concerned about the technological development of Russian long­-range cruise &hypersonic missiles and UAVs. These weapons are capable of striking designated targets with considerable precision, which diminishes the ‘buffer effect’ of the northern part of the country.84 Other potential threats include Russian submarines pene­trating the waters of Canada’s Arctic Archipelago.85


	TheCanadian Armed Forces’ limited capabilities to operate in the Arctic are completely inconsistent with the government’s rhetoric emphasising the need to safeguard the country’s sovereignty in the waters and islands of the Arctic Archipelago. Themilitary performs three primary missions in the northern territories: it demonstrates the country’s presence, monitors the Arctic areas and responds to emergencies, including by conducting search and rescue operations. Canada has traditionally been encouraged to invest in the defence of its northern reaches by the United States, which regards those areas as North America’s ‘soft underbelly’ in the event of aSoviet/Russian attack. Discussions in Ottawa about the future of NORAD are considering the options of adding amaritime component, acquiring ground­-based air defence systems, moving sensors further north, and expanding the country’s Arctic air force bases.86


	However, this ‘wish list’ has little chance of materialising given Canada’s inadequate defence spending, which stood at around $26billion, or 1.3%ofGDP, in2021. While in April2022 the government announced that it would expand the defence budget by about $6.5billion over the next five years on top of the increases already planned, this amount will not be enough to cover the needs of the armed forces. Concerns over the possible hosting of USforces may prove to be another problem. Indeed, due to the aforementioned controversy over the status of the waters of Canada’s Arctic Archipelago, the presence of USNavy in that area is asensitive topic.87 Canada is putting six new Arctic Offshore Patrol Ships into service, building abase for them at Nanisivik in the northeast; ithas also announced anupgrade of its submarine fleet to adapt it better to circum­polar missions. Additionally, the government wants to strengthen Canada’s reconnaissance and surveillance capabilities (both satellite- and UAV­-based).88


	Until recently, Canada opposed NATO involvement in the Arctic as it believed that this would lead to dangerous tensions with Russia. Nor did it want to see anexpanded presence of non­-Arctic states in the region. Ottawa did not regard the Canadian Arctic as part of NATO’s northern flank, but rather as anarea defended jointly with theUS (NORAD). This stance put it in opposition to Norway and Iceland, both of which had been seeking to enhance NATO’s deterrent potential in the High North. However, in the face of Russian militarisation of the region, Canada has been revising its approach and signalling greater openness to NATO activity in the Arctic.89 Canada’s participation in the major allied exercise Trident Juncture 2018 should be seen as animportant development. Inthis way, the country demonstrated that it could play asignificant role in the defence of NATO’s northern flank; in fact, it deployed the fourth largest contingent for the exercise held in Norway, numbering 2000troops.90 Furthermore, Canada has invited more allies to Arctic exercises in the north of the country, and it has also stepped up its military presence in the waters between Greenland, Iceland and theUK (GIUK) to track Russian submarines.91


	3. Denmark


	Thepriorities of the Danish Armed Forces include defending the Baltic Sea region and participating in crisis management operations outside Europe. TheArctic is asecondary priority for the Danish military, but in recent years Copenhagen has ramped up its spending on the defence of Greenland and the Faroe Islands, where around 300Danish soldiers are stationed under the Joint Arctic Command. In2021, the parliament allocated anadditional 1.5billion kroner (€200million) to purchase two long­-endurance surveillance UAVs for monitoring the Arctic and construct anair surveillance radar on the Faroe Islands with the aim of strengthening control over the maritime passage between theUK and Iceland.92 Inaddition, Absalon­-class vessels (instead of the older Thetis­-class vessels) will patrol Greenland’s waters more frequently; they are equipped with modern SMART-S radars. Additionally, aChallenger CL-604 reconnaissance aircraft was permanently deployed to the island in2021.93 Thus, it is clear that Denmark is primarily committing its Arctic resources to surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities. Currently, the country’s ability to monitor some territories, for example northeast Greenland, is still only rudimentary. These investments are also aimed at increasing the visibility of the Danish Armed Forces in the region in the face of growing international interest in Greenland, as well as strengthening the islanders’ ties to the Danish Realm: there are plans to introduce basic military training for Greenlanders. TheDanish Navy’s delivery of COVID-19 vaccines to remote Greenlandic settlements (aswell as its patrol &rescue operations and environmental response efforts) shows that its presence will be vital in emergency situations. Navy vessels are also inspecting fishing boats, which is extremely important for Greenland’s economic interests.


	Within NATO, Denmark portrays its involvement in the Arctic as aneffort to bolster the security of the entire Euro­-Atlantic area.94 Similar to the country’s substantial contribution to overseas operations, this is meant to compensate for its insufficient defence spending ($5.3billion, or 1.3%ofGDP in2021) and delays in implementing its obligations under the NATO Defence Planning Process with regard to the modernisation of the armed forces, particularly the land forces. Thepeople of Greenland, for their part, oppose the militarisation of the island and the region, but they are also aware that they would not be able to ensure their own security by themselves; moreover, they benefit financially from theUS military presence in Thule. Denmark, in turn, wants to keep abalance between stepping up its military activity in the Arctic and seeking to reduce tensions in that part of the world so as to avoid acircumpolar arms race, something it would not be able to cope with.95


	4. Norway


	Norway is the NATO member with the most substantial military involvement inthe Arctic. Thepriority of its armed forces is the defence of the northern part of the country. Most of its land forces are stationed in the north, and it is also forming new units there. Thecountry’s navy and air force are also enhancing their combat capabilities in this direction. Norwegian electronic intelligence vessels, as well as P-8 and F-35 aircraft provide reconnaissance and surveillance capabilities important for the entire Alliance, as does the GlobusIII radar station in Vardø near the Russian border. The2020–8 development plan for the Norwegian Armed Forces envisages a$2billion increase in defence spending; in2021, this amounted to $8.4billion, or 1.75%ofGDP.96 InMarch2022, following the outbreak of the war in Ukraine, the government decided to inject anadditional 3billion kroner (around $300million) into the defence ministry’s budget. These funds are primarily intended to raise the readiness of the armed forces in northern Norway, by means including enhanced naval activity in the High North, stepped-up land forces’ exercises (including in the region of Finnmark, which borders Russia), and replenishing the wartime stockpile of ammunition and other matériel; they will also increase the country’s capacity to receive allied support (Host Nation ­Support).97 Inaddition, 512million kroner (around $52million) will be allocated to counter­intelligence activities in the northern regions.98


	Inresponse to Russia’s growing military activity in the High North and along the Norwegian coast (including the forward defence exercises of the Russian ‘bastion’, that is, the Northern Fleet’s nuclear capability), Norway has been expanding its defence cooperation with theUS and lobbying for stronger NATO involvement on the northern flank.99 These steps are causing controversy within the governing elite, but they are nonetheless leading to agradual shift away from the country’s self­-imposed restrictions in defence policy regarding the presence of foreign troops on its territory; during the Cold War, these restrictions were designed to deescalate tensions in Northern Europe.100 This shift is reflected in the hosting ofUS rotational forces (Marine Corps), visits by USstrategic bombers and nuclear submarines, and the fact that military exercises are moving further to the northeast, closer to Russia’s borders.


	Inaddition, the government has signed anew bilateral defence cooperation agreement with the United States (theUS­-Norway Supplementary Defence Cooperation Agreement), which provides USforces with access to the air force and naval bases (atEvenes and Ramsund respectively) in the north of the country. Norway attaches great importance to the protection of the sea lines of communication in the North Atlantic which allow UStroops to be deployed onto its territory, including the High North. Itis also expanding cooperation with Sweden and Finland on the defence of the Arctic part of the Scandinavian Peninsula. Air force exercises are the most important part of this ­cooperation. In2020, Norway, Sweden and Finland announced ajoint statement on enhanced northern cooperation, which could lead to the development of joint operational planning.101


	VI. PROSPECTS AND SCENARIOS


	Themost extreme scenarios for the Arctic mirror the utopian and dystopian visions of the future. Theformer predict that by the middle of the 21stcentury northern sea lanes will become important trade routes and circumpolar tourism will develop. This will be accompanied by investments in mining projects that will make the area flourish (leading to the emergence of labour migration beyond the Arctic Circle) and enhance the West’s security of supply of raw materials. According to these optimistic assumptions, the region will become aspace of peaceful international cooperation, and the dispute over the Arctic Ocean shelf will be resolved through negotiations. Themost incorrigible optimists even see achance for the areas surrounding the North Pole (which are outside the limits of national jurisdiction) to become recognised as acommon heritage of mankind or as anature reserve. By contrast, pessimistic forecasts predict that the Arctic will, on the one hand, see the development of advanced future technologies (unmanned and satellite systems, testing grounds for cruise and hypersonic missiles), and on the other, anacute social and climate crisis, as well as heightened rivalry between the major powers: and both will inevitably bring hybrid warfare, terrorism and piracy beyond the Arctic Circle. Environmental degradation and the breakdown of traditional communities will lead to the emergence of polar refugees. Thenegative trends will be accelerated by the climate crisis, which will bring more frequent weather anomalies as well as infrastructure disasters and pandemics related to the thawing of the permafrost.


	Weare likely to see elements of both of these scenarios in the coming decades as developments in the Arctic unfold. Theinterests of the major players– theUS, Russia and China– will increasingly clash in the region. Therivalry between them will mainly involve access to resources (global demand for hydrocarbons will slow down in the long term, but demand for rare earth elements will increase), but may also lead to anincreased military presence as they look to secure their economic interests. This could make the Arctic more unstable, and even trigger regional crises. Atthe same time, the predictions that polar container shipping could expand may prove to be overly optimistic. Thebenefits of the reduced transport time are offset by the seasonality of the routes; the need to wait for icebreaker escorts in the colder months and to create convoys of ships; difficulties in conducting rescue operations; additional fees and costs (insurance, environmental disaster relief, possible reputational losses) as well as other risks (drifting floes, darkness, difficult weather conditions); aninsufficient number of adequate ice­-class container ships and trained crews, infrastructural deficiencies that make navigation and resupply difficult, and the inability to serve large markets ‘along the way’.102 Allthis raises questions about the economic viability of the idea of using Arctic routes.


	Russia’s policy of extending its regulations to theNSR generates additional challenges.103 Regardless of their profit and loss account, Russia and China will politically stimulate investments in theNSR as analternative sea route outside the control of the USNavy. Theprojected long­-term increase in Arctic transit (from 1.3million tonnes in2020 to 10million tonnes in2035 for theNSR)104 would turn the northern links into complementary waterways tothe Suez and Panama Canals and the Strait of Malacca by mid­-century. While the importance of the circumpolar routes would remain marginal, they could become attractive for the transport of selected groups of commodities, mainly resources.


	TheUnited States will continue to combine its post­-Cold War and more recent approaches to the Arctic in line with the principle ‘cooperate where you can, compete where you must’.105 Itwill focus on strengthening its political and military engagement in the region as part of its competition with China and Russia, as well as due to concerns about the ever closer Arctic cooperation between the two powers.106 ThisUS approach will send asignal to Moscow and Beijing that they cannot hope to maintain the status quo in the Arctic (by invoking the imperative of peaceful cooperation in the region) while taking aggressive steps in other parts of the world. Inthe military dimension, USstrategy will include investments in:

			
					anti­-submarine warfare,

					reconnaissance (upgrades to radar stations, improved satellite communications) and infrastructure (preparation of naval and air bases, including for search &rescue),

					development of missile and UAV technologies,

					prepositioning of additional armament and military equipment in the region, and

					anexpansion of the icebreaker fleet with the planned acquisition of three medium and three heavy vessels for the Coast Guard.

			


	InAugust2022, the USArmy announced it would purchase 110all­-terrain vehicles adapted for operations in the polar areas.107 Some of these will go to the 11thAirborne Division in Alaska (the‘Arctic Angels’), which specialises in cold­-weather warfare. More frequent maritime patrols and freedom of navi­gation operations enforced by the USNavy and the Marine Corps will play animportant role, as will exercises and ‘Arctic interoperability’ with Canada, Denmark and Norway.108 Wecan also expect discussions on how to structure the regional command and control system. Currently, the Arctic does not have aseparate geographic combatant command, as aresult of which several structures have overlapping responsibilities. TheDepartment of Defense will also conduct more research on the region. Itestablished the Centre for Arctic Security Studies in2021.109 This is the sixth such analytical institute; the others are dedicated to the security of Europe, the Asia­-Pacific, the Western Hemisphere, Africa, and the Near East &South Asia. TheNorthern Command (USNORTHCOM) is leading the efforts to develop amore comprehensive approach to the region at the military level through the Arctic Security Initia­tive for2023–7. Itstask is to ensure that adequate resources are available to implement the Arctic strategies of the individual branches of theUS Armed Forces.110


	Atthe same time, theUS will increasingly focus on the Indo­-Pacific in the long run. Consequently, it will step up pressure on its European allies, mainly the circumpolar and near­-Arctic NATO members of the northern flank, to strengthen their military presence beyond the Arctic Circle and take greater responsibility for regional deterrence (Canada and theUK participated in the USNavy’s biennial Arctic submarine exercise ICEX in March2022). Should these efforts fail, it is possible that theUS will make acase for broader NATO involvement in the Arctic.111 According toUS intelligence, the shrinking Arctic ice cap will lead to heightened strategic competition in the region by2040. This rivalry will be primarily economic, involving access to raw materials and fishing grounds. Increased armed forces’ activity will also raise the risk of local military incidents.112


	InOctober2022, theUS published its comprehensive Arctic strategy, which replaced the document from2013.113 Itsets out the framework for Washington’s policy towards the region to2032. Interms of security it does not introduce any new elements, but simply codifies the actions and decisions that preceded its adoption. Contrary to the experts’ expectations, it does not envisage anambitious programme of investments in Arctic satellite and UAV systems, but sticks to more general wording.114 Thedocument refers up to ten times to the Russian invasion of Ukraine, which has “raised geopolitical tensions in the Arctic”, and it recognises the “climate crisis” and the “increasing strategic competition” in the region as developments that are altering America’s polar course. Bycontrast it says little about China, simply taking note of its activity beyond the Arctic Circle.


	TheUS Arctic strategy is based on four pillars:

			
					enhancing security (situational awareness, military presence, cooperation with allies),

					countering the negative consequences of climate change,

					ensuring sustainable economic development, and

					maintaining cooperation based on international law (including the Arctic Council).

			


	US polar efforts will be based on:

			
					close cooperation with the indigenous peoples of Alaska,

					deepened cooperation with allies,

					long­-term investments,

					partnerships with non­-governmental actors, and

					better inter­-ministerial coordination.

			


	Canada’s relevance in the Arctic will largely depend on how it implements the announced modernisation of NORAD and the expansion of its icebreaker fleet (theworld’s second largest after Russia’s), which currently numbers 18­vessels. This would allow Canada not only to increase its military presence in the north and prepare better for new threats from that direction, but also to strengthen its ties with theUS, safeguard its economic interests more effectively, support local communities, control the Northwest Passage and develop its search & rescue capabilities, which will remain the main task of the Canadian Armed Forces beyond the Arctic Circle. Additional investments in Arctic military infra­structure will be required to achieve these goals. Thebranches that are in particular need of more resources include the navy and the air force, which ope­rates only two airfields in the Arctic situated 2800km apart.


	Canada and the United States issued ajoint statement on the modernisation of NORAD in August2021.115 However, it took the Russian invasion of Ukraine to spur Canada into coming up with concrete plans. InJune2022, it announced apackage of investments in NORAD totalling almost $4billion, but overall spending on this command over the next 20years is expected to reach around $30billion. This includes upgrades to the North Warning System involving the construction of athree­-tier network of radar stations that will cover northern Canada, the Arctic Archipelago and the polar areas thanks to new over­-the­-horizon radars. NORAD will also be equipped with asatellite reconnaissance system, the latest generation of command &control systems, as well as new aerial refueling aircraft.116


	Thebiggest boost to Canada’s Arctic surveillance and defence capabilities will come with the long­-awaited purchase of 88F-35A aircraft at acost of around $15billion, which was announced in March2022.117 Prior to that, in May2021 Canada declared that it would build two new heavy icebreakers, which will become its largest vessels of this class and allow the coast guard to have ayear­-round presence in the Arctic; delivery of the first of these ships is expected by2030.118 Ensuring that these projects receive adequate and stable funding will be the biggest challenge in the context of Canada’s ambitions with regard to ‘hard’ and ‘soft’ security in the polar areas. Ifthere are delays in implementing the military and civilian circumpolar programmes, Canada may give its allies greater access to its part of the Arctic. Inview of its concerns about theUS’s military presence on these territories, the country may also be looking for other partners. TheUnited Kingdom has signalled that it is ready to commit its forces to the Canadian north. There have been reports of possible military exercises and patrols of nuclear­-powered submarines (theCanadian Navy does not operate them; it only has diesel­-electric submarines which need to be upgraded).119


	Denmark will fight for its continued membership of the Arctic club. Inorder to maintain its union with Greenland, which raise the country’s prestige and the profile of its relationship with the United States, it will be open to expanding the island’s autonomy in the areas of security and foreign affairs. One example of Greenland’s growing emancipation on the international stage is its opening of arepresentative office in Beijing in November2021.120 This is Greenland’s fifth such post, following those in Denmark, theEU, Iceland and theUS. Theisland will also grow more economically dependent on theUS. However, Greenland is unlikely to declare full independence as its successive governments have focused on economic and social issues. Inaddition, the Russian invasion of Ukraine has had political reverberations on the island, reinforcing support for NATO membership through its union with Denmark.121 Aless predictable international environment will discourage the government in Nuuk from making risky declarations regarding the island’s full indepen­dence from Denmark.


	Denmark’s 2022 foreign and security policy strategy mentions the Arctic 40times. Theregion will remain high on the Danish foreign ministry’s list of priorities, partly in anticipation of future talks with Russia and Canada on the delimitation of the shelf around the North Pole. Theministry has also announced the creation of new posts to bolster Denmark’s ‘Arctic diplomacy’. Meanwhile, the security of the kingdom’s northern part will be one of the major issues in negotiations on anew defence agreement for2024–9; this is across­-party plan for the development of the country’s armed forces. These discussions, which began in2022, are likely to reveal differences of views between the political and the military leadership. While policymakers in Copenhagen and Nuuk are primarily seeking to reduce tensions in the Arctic, the Danish Navy, which is keeping awary eye on the deepening rivalry in the region and the resulting threats, is calling for the acquisition of Arctic frigates so that it can focus more on purely military tasks rather than those specific tothe coast guard.122


	Theideas of expanding the Danish military presence in Greenland will face resistance from the island’s residents. Another ‘drag’ is Denmark’s insufficient defence spending: ashort­-term boost to the defence budget of around $1billion in2022–3 will not change the fact that the government has no intention of meeting NATO’s target of spending 2%ofGDP on defence before2033.123 Inaddition, available resources will be drained by the need to step up military engagement in the Baltic Sea region as the Alliance responds to the Russian onslaught on Ukraine. Onsecurity and defence issues in the Arctic, Denmark plans to work closely with theUS and cooperate more frequently with Canada.


	Norway will continue to pursue amulti­-layered approach towards the ­Arctic. Safeguarding the High North will remain apriority for its armed forces. InMarch and April2022, Norway held amajor homeland defence exercise, Cold Response2022, with the participation of its allies: these were Norway’s largest national military drills in more than three decades. Atotal of more than 30,000 soldiers from 27countries took part. They rehearsed operations such as repelling aggression against the Arctic county of Troms og Finnmark.124 Despite the stepped-up preparations for the defence of the northern part of the country, the government believes that Russian aggression against these areas is unlikely as the forces from Russia’s north are participating in the invasion of Ukraine, and have sustained significant losses there.125 However, new threats may come from Russia’s non­-military moves, such as the weaponisation of migration, as was the case in2015 when Russian security services channeled migrants to the border with Norway. TheNorwegian government also remains intent on tightening bilateral defence cooperation with theUS in the High North, and ensuring that NATO does not marginalise its northern flank.


	Atthe same time, however, Norway will strive to ensure that NATO activity in the part of the Arctic under allied control does not lead to new tensions and militarisation of the region. Norway believes that should this happen, it would be overwhelmed by the US­-Russian rivalry and lose its ability to independently influence the situation in the High North. Tomake the region more predictable, the Norwegian government is not closing its doors to confidence­-building measures with Russia.126 Inthe long term, Norway will face heightened socio­-political pressure to stop issuing new licences for hydrocarbon exploration and extraction in the Arctic (and to phase out Arctic production altogether in the more distant future). Atpresent, however, the domestic oil and gas sector is reporting record profits as aresult of the2022 energy crisis in Europe, and this may temporarily translate into anincreased interest in resources beneath the Barents Sea floor. Thenorthern part of Norway (Finnmark), which borders the Russian Federation, will feel the impact of Western sanctions and Russian counter­-sanctions more acutely. These could affect the shipbuilding sector (based at Kirkenes), which is dependent on customers from Russia, as well as cooperation in the disposal of spent nuclear fuel from the Northern Fleet’s Cold War submarines. This fuel is stored in Andreeva Bay (55km from the Norwegian border) and poses athreat to the Arctic environment.127


	Theupcoming membership of Sweden and Finland in NATO will enhance the security of both the Baltic Sea region and the High North, particularly the Arctic part of Norway. Within the Alliance, Norway, Sweden and Finland will gain new opportunities to make preparations for wartime contingencies, mainly with regard to the cooperation of land forces in the north of the Scandinavian Peninsula. However, it may take years to fully embed this cooperation in NATO’s defence planning. From the perspective of the northern flank, the accession of Sweden and Finland brings the added value of their armed forces, which are well adapted to winter warfare in terms of troop training, as well as armament and military equipment. NATO will also gain access to the two countries’ northern military infrastructure, including the Luleå and Rovaniemi airbases. Thelatter is expected to eventually host half of Finland’s F-35air­craft fleet.


	Local communities and indigenous groups will play anincreasingly prominent role in Arctic governance. Their voices are being heard more clearly both in the Arctic Council and in domestic debates in the Arctic countries (Greenlandic autonomy, Sámi parliaments in Sweden, Finland and Norway). This stems from the discriminated Indigenous peoples’ pursuit of political, economic and cultural emancipation and also from the increasing willingness of democratic countries and societies to reconcile with the ‘first nations’ (through truth commissions and, at the symbolic level, through policies of apology or recognition of guilt and responsibility for injustices). Consequently, the region is more likely to experience disputes between the centre and polar peripheries of individual countries. Many of these disputes will centre on infrastructure investments, which the governments promote as ways to bring modernisation to the underdeveloped north, but which the native people sometimes see as attacks on the traditional activities of the informal economy, such as hunting, various forms of forest use, and fishing. These tensions could be exploited and fuelled by external actors. Theisolation of the Russian Federation in the Arctic which began in2022 will reduce contacts between the Russian Indigenous communities and the Inuit and Sámi in the neighbouring countries. TheRussian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North has officially supported the invasion of Ukraine.128


	Allthe countries of the region still regard the Arctic Council as the optimal platform for polar cooperation. Back in March2022, Canada, theUS, Iceland, Denmark, Norway, Sweden and Finland said in astatement on the suspension of the Council’s activities that they were convinced of its enduring value; they also reiterated their support for its work. This was interpreted as agateway for the Council to resume its activity in the future. InJune2022, the seven countries issued another statement which indicated that they were preparing for alimited resumption of the Council’s work in projects that did not involve ­Russia.129 Norway’s chairmanship, which will begin later in2023, may be aconvenient opportunity to revive cooperation within the Council. However, ascenario of transforming G8 into theG7 seems unrealistic for the Arctic, asthe Russian Federation accounts for half of the Arctic area.


	Without Russia’s contribution, polar rescue operations, environmental disaster response, environmental protection, climate change monitoring, fisheries control and scientific research would be greatly hampered or even doomed to failure.130 Therefore, we are likely to see aselective and gradual restoration of cooperation with Russia in the Arctic Council in the future, involving areas that directly affect the security and economic interests of its Arctic neighbours. Before this happens, the Kremlin may try to show the West that the region cannot be managed without the Russian Federation. Thecoercion it may use to bring all parties back to the ‘Arctic table’ will include threats to open up the Russian part of the region to non­-Arctic countries (China, India, the United Arab Emirates and the Southeast Asian countries have expressed interest in stepping up their activities within the Arctic Circle) and thus abolish the Arctic Council’s monopoly. Russia is also likely to apply direct pressure on its neighbours and test the integrity of the sanctions regime.


	PIOTR SZYMAŃSKI


	This text was completed in late 2022/early 2023.
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