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10. Navigating the Interface
Oran R. Young
Changes occurring in recent years have transformed the Arctic in ways
that have far-reaching implications for governance.1 The impacts of climate
change are being felt sooner and more dramatically in the Arctic than
anywhere else on the planet.2 Not only is this significant in its own right;
it is also opening the Arctic to development on the part of those interested
in commercial shipping, natural resource extraction, and newly emerging
opportunities for adventure tourism. As a result, the connections between
the Arctic, once treated as a more or less distinct region, and the global
system are becoming stronger. There is no reason to expect that these
developments will turn the Arctic into a zone of conflict.3 Nonetheless, it
is easy to understand the growth of interest in Arctic developments on the
part of important non-Arctic actors, including the European Union and the
major Asian states, as well as among the Arctic states themselves.
In this article, I focus on options for enhancing the engagement of nonArctic states (and other non-Arctic actors) in the affairs of the region, while
at the same time protecting the interests both of the Arctic states and of the
region’s permanent residents. I start with a brief account of the linkages
between the Arctic and the global system, stressing the responsibility
of outside actors for what happens in the region as well as the interests
of these actors in benefitting from opportunities for various forms of
development in the region. I then turn to an examination of existing and
potential avenues of engagement that can provide mechanisms for nonArctic actors to participate in decision making regarding the region’s
future. I start with options involving the Arctic Council, the central element
of the existing Arctic governance mosaic and the principal focus of debate
regarding the role of non-Arctic states. Then, I proceed to consider options
involving broader intergovernmental mechanisms (e.g., the International
Maritime Organization), nongovernmental arrangements (e.g. the
International Arctic Science Committee), public-private partnerships (e.g.,
the International Maritime Organization and classification societies), and
a variety of more informal off-the-record venues (e.g., the Arctic Frontiers
Conferences, the Arctic Circle, and the World Economic Forum). The take225
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home message is straightforward. None of the existing or potential avenues
of engagement constitutes the Holy Grail in the sense that it provides the
essential channel for communication at the Arctic/non-Arctic interface. But
a number of these avenues can provide opportunities for engagement that
are beneficial to both Arctic and non-Arctic states if handled with care.
The good news is that the individual avenues are by no means mutually
exclusive; it is often sensible to make use of several avenues in addressing
complex issues.

THE GLOBALIZATION OF THE ARCTIC
During the 1990s, a series of events, including the waning of the cold war, the
collapse of the Soviet Union, and the softening of the global energy market,
moved the Arctic to the periphery with regard to the mainstream of world
affairs. Nuclear-powered submarines continued to roam the Arctic. But the
remaining ships in Russia’s Northern Fleet spent most of their time in port,
and many northern military bases were downsized or abandoned. No one
paid much attention to the Arctic in thinking about global security issues.
Hydrocarbons continued to flow from the Arctic. At the peak, some two
million barrels of crude oil flowed through the Trans-Alaska Pipeline each
day. Yet the world market price of oil slumped during these years, dropping
below 20 USD a barrel (in 2011 dollars) for some time. Taken together,
these developments undoubtedly simplified the efforts to craft arrangements
like the Arctic Council, set up under the terms of the Ottawa Declaration in
1996. But they also produced a situation in which leading thinkers concerned
with international politics paid little attention to the Arctic.
Today, this situation has changed dramatically. 4 Everyone is now
keenly interested in the Arctic; many are ready to express opinions
about the role of the region in world affairs, whether or not they have
a deep understanding of the forces at work in the Arctic. Symbolically,
the collapse of sea ice in the Arctic basin during 2007 serves as a marker
of this transition. But it is worth taking a moment to reflect on the fact
that there are multiple, interactive forces at work here that connect the
Arctic to global processes via biophysical, geo-economic, and geopolitical
mechanisms.
The impacts of climate change in the Arctic are not developments
expected to occur at some future time; they are occurring today. The
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most dramatic case centers on the shrinking of sea ice in the Arctic Basin.
But other impacts are striking, especially from the perspective of Arctic
residents. These include coastal erosion due to stronger storm surges,
increased melting of the surface layer of the permafrost, the rapid retreat
of Arctic glaciers, the steady acidification of Arctic waters, and the
destruction of forests in the Subarctic borderlands. All these processes
appear to be accelerating; the record low for ice in the Arctic Basin was
recorded in 2012. But climate change is not the only environmental force
linking the Arctic to the global system. Environmental contaminants,
including persistent organic pollutants and heavy metals (e.g., mercury),
originating outside the region, make their way to the Arctic via airborne
and waterborne vectors. Activities occurring in the southern regions of the
larger Arctic states (e.g., Canada, Russia, the United States) are implicated
in some of these linkages. But countries having no direct connection to
the Arctic (e.g., China, Japan, Korea, and the non-Arctic members of
the European Union) are major drivers of climate change and sources of
contaminants that end up in the Arctic.5
There is a similar story to be told about geo-economic linkages.6 The
Arctic is a major source of hydrocarbons and valuable minerals, including
gold, diamonds, lead, zinc, nickel, copper, iron ore, and rare earths. Widely
cited projections from the U.S. Geological Survey suggest that the region
may hold 13% of the world’s undiscovered oil reserves and up to 30% of
the undiscovered gas reserves.7 But Arctic natural resources are expensive
to extract and transport to southern markets. Decisions about whether
or not to produce them are sensitive to world market prices for oil, gas,
and various minerals. A few years back, many observers were forecasting
the onset of a highly competitive scramble for Arctic resources. 8 Today,
the picture has changed considerably due to factors like the onset of the
shale gas revolution and rising interest in alternative fuels. Plans to develop
Russia’s Shtockman gas field, one of the world’s largest proven gas deposits,
have been put on hold; Shell is reconsidering its plans to explore for oil in
the Beaufort and Chukchi Seas. Of course, this does not mean that largescale development of the Arctic’s natural resources will not occur in the
course of time. But it does demonstrate the strength of the geo-economic
linkages between the Arctic and the global system.9
Parallel observations about the role of geopolitics are also in order.
The Arctic itself is a zone of peace; most responsible analysts expect it
to remain so during the foreseeable future. Even the recent expansion of
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Russia’s military presence in the region is motivated mainly by a desire
to be accepted again as a great power in world affairs rather than by a
concern about the prospect of serious conflicts arising in the Arctic itself.10
Yet the Arctic is not immune to geopolitical changes in the world at large.
There is no direct connection between the Arctic and the Ukraine, but
the conflict between Russia and the West over the fate of the Ukraine is
already having adverse impacts on the course of international cooperation
in the Arctic. 11 Everyone recognizes that the emergence of China as a
regional superpower and, increasingly, as a counterweight to the United
States on a global scale, is affecting the course of world affairs. This does
not mean that the Arctic is about to be swept into the vortex of global
political relationships. Yet geopolitical shifts do make a difference. When
China expresses increasing interest in what happens in the Arctic and takes
concrete steps to demonstrate the seriousness of this interest, for instance,
it is no longer possible to dismiss the expression of Chinese views on Arctic
issues as empty gestures.12
An important feature of all these regional/global links is the extent to
which the fate of the Arctic is affected by the actions of outsiders who often
pay little attention to the consequences of their actions for the well-being
of the Arctic’s human residents or the integrity of the Arctic’s biophysical
systems. It is perfectly reasonable to acknowledge the legitimacy of the
interests outsiders have in Arctic resources, including potential shipping
routes and opportunities for adventure tourism as well as valuable natural
resources. But it is equally important for outsiders to acknowledge their
responsibility for the fate of the Arctic’s biophysical and socioeconomic
systems as they are affected by the disruptive impacts of climate change,
the destructive effects of contaminants, and the instabilities associated
with global economic forces. Any constructive consideration of avenues of
engagement between Arctic and non-Arctic states (and various non-state
actors) must therefore start from the proposition that we need to think
of this as a two-way street. It is legitimate to ask about opportunities for
non-Arctic states to have their voices heard in the activities of important
governance arrangements like the Arctic Council. But it is equally
legitimate to ask about ways for non-Arctic states to play constructive
roles in addressing Arctic problems, such as the need to adapt to the
impacts of climate change and the social problems associated with the
occurrence of boom-bust cycles or patterns of economic development that
lead to dysfunctional segmentation between a modernized sector focused
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on extractive industries and a traditional sector heavily dependent on
subsistence activities. A balanced approach stressing responsibilities as well
as interests may well be the key to progress in navigating the Arctic/nonArctic interface.

NON-ARCTIC STATE ENGAGEMENT IN THE ARCTIC
COUNCIL
The Arctic Council, formed in 1996 under the terms of a non-legally
binding ministerial declaration, has emerged as the central element of
the Arctic governance mosaic.13 Despite its obvious limitations (e.g., a
prohibition on addressing issues relating to military security), the council
has become an influential player in considering a broad range of issues
pertaining to environmental protection and sustainable development.14
Membership in the council is limited to the eight Arctic states; six
indigenous peoples’ organizations have the innovative status of Permanent
Participants and are accorded a prominent place in the work of the
council. Non-Arctic states (and non-state actors) can apply to be accorded
the status of observers in the council.15 Although the issue has generated
considerable controversy, the Arctic Council has granted this status to 12
non-Arctic states (seven from Europe and five from Asia). The European
Union has received provisional acceptance, subject to the resolution of
some poorly defined but serious concerns regarding EU actions having
significant consequences for the Arctic.16
Observer states have found their status in the Arctic Council a source
of frustration.17 For starters, the rules of procedure require these states to
“[r]ecognize Arctic states’ sovereignty, sovereign rights and jurisdiction
in the Arctic,” in effect acknowledging the primacy of the Arctic states
regarding issues that come up for consideration in the council.18 The rules
also specify that observers must submit to a process of reassessment and
recertification on a periodic basis.19 Quite apart from these procedural
concerns, observers frequently feel that they are treated as marginal
participants in council activities. Although they can submit papers, they do
not have the right to speak in meetings of the Senior Arctic Officials (SAOs),
much less meetings of the deputy ministers or Arctic Council Ministerial
Meetings. When they are allowed to speak, it is typically at the tail end
of meetings when those remaining in the room are focused on closing the
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proceedings and heading to the airport. Conditions are less uniform at
lower levels. There is considerable variation, for example, in the practices
of the council’s working groups regarding observers. While the results
are satisfactory from the perspective of the observers in some cases, there
remains a good deal of frustration on the part of observers, even at the level
of the working groups.
Nonetheless, the reality is more complex than these general comments
suggest. To begin with, it is important to differentiate three distinct levels
in considering opportunities for observer participation in Arctic Council
activities: the working groups, the task forces, and the SAOs and above. The
working groups do not make decisions on matters that are policy relevant.
But they have achieved considerable influence by carrying out projects
and preparing reports that draw attention to emerging issues, frame these
issues for consideration on the part of policymakers, and serve to advance
the issues on policy agendas. Prominent examples include the State of the
Arctic Environment Report (1997), the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment
(2004), the Arctic Human Development Report (2004), the Arctic Marine
Shipping Assessment (2009), the report on Changes in Arctic Snow, Water,
Ice, and Permafrost (2012), and the Arctic Biodiversity Assessment (2013).20
Projects of this sort currently underway include the second Arctic Human
Development Report, the Arctic Resilience Report, and the assessment of
Adaptation Actions for a Changing Arctic. As others have pointed out,
observer states can play active roles in the conduct of these projects and the
preparation of their reports by supplying experts who are able to contribute
to the success of specific projects. While the receptivity to contributions
from non-Arctic states varies somewhat from case to case, it is fair to say
that the leaders of most projects have been happy to receive inputs from all
sources, so long as the quality of the inputs is good. Although the products
of these working group activities are typically somewhat technical, this
does not mean that they lack policy relevance.
Going a step further, the Arctic Council has developed a practice in
recent years of establishing task forces to address more or less focused
issues of current interest. At present, for example, there are task forces
looking into the role of business in the Arctic Council, science cooperation,
oil pollution prevention, and the effects of black carbon and methane.
Not only do the task forces have more focused agendas than the working
groups, there is also an expectation that their efforts will lead to more
concrete results (e.g., specific recommendations on measures to improve

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 230

2015.6.12 5:11:28 PM

Navigating the Interface

231

science cooperation or on measures to prevent oil spills in the maritime
Arctic). A notable feature of these efforts is that they typically deal with
topics that require the involvement of non-Arctic states and non-state actors
in one form or another. There is no way to address issues relating to black
carbon in the Arctic, for instance, without taking into account the role of
non-Arctic states that are sources of a sizable fraction of the black carbon
reaching the Arctic. Any effort to improve science cooperation will need to
include a consideration of ways to engage the International Arctic Science
Committee (IASC), a nongovernmental body that has numerous non-Arctic
members. A mechanism designed to encourage dialogue with the business
community must find ways to facilitate communication between the Arctic
states and major non-state actors. The task forces constitute a fairly recent
innovation in institutional terms; they are not envisioned in the constitutive
provisions of the Arctic Council (e.g., the 1996 Ottawa Declaration). It is
hard to forecast what role the task forces will play in the future practices
of the council; there are some indications of friction between the working
groups and the task forces regarding a suitable division of labor. 21 But
the task forces do offer a different playing field from the more familiar
terrain of the working groups that may provide distinct opportunities for
engagement on the part of non-Arctic states.
Perhaps the most frustrating domain for observer state engagement
has been at the level of the SAOs and above. Observers have limited
opportunities to engage with the SAOs, who can and do meet with each
other in private sessions, and virtually no opportunity to participate
effectively in the biennial Ministerial Meetings. As a result, those representing
observer states are limited to informal interactions occurring on the margins
of such meetings or diplomatic interactions taking place outside the confines
of Arctic Council meetings. This situation has come to seem increasingly
difficult to accept as the Arctic Council has become a site for substantive
policymaking processes (e.g., those that produced the 2011 search and
rescue agreement and the 2013 agreement on oil spill preparedness and
response) and global interest in Arctic affairs has mounted.22 On the other
hand, it is worth noting that policy initiatives unfolding within the Arctic
Council have been and will continue to be confined largely to issues that
are essentially regional in the sense that they involve matters in which the
interests of the Arctic states are paramount and in which these states will
be called upon to provide the lion’s share of the effort required to handle
implementation. In this regard, it makes sense that the search and rescue
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agreement was negotiated under the auspices of the council and adopted
by the eight members of the council on the occasion of an Arctic Council
Ministerial Meeting. On the other hand, it is clear that the Arctic Council
is not the appropriate venue for efforts to negotiate the terms of the Polar
Code dealing with commercial shipping in the Arctic. To be effective, the
Polar Code will require buy-in on the part of all the key players in maritime
commerce. Similarly, there are good reasons why the interested states have
avoided the Arctic Council in seeking to address issues relating to the
potential for commercial fishing in the Central Arctic Ocean.23
It is worth noting as well that there are rising pressures to reexamine
the role of the Arctic Council in handling the affairs of what many have
come to think of as the “new” Arctic.24 What may have been perfectly
acceptable when the Arctic was treated as a peripheral region with limited
connections to the global system seems increasingly problematic as the links
grow stronger. Whether we look at linkages involving impacts of climate
change, the control of contaminants, the effects of volatility in world
commodity markets, or the geopolitical consequences of the rise of China,
the Arctic now and during the years to come will be quite different from the
Arctic at the time of the crafting of the terms of the Ottawa Declaration.
The technical activities of working groups, such as the Arctic Monitoring
and Assessment Programme, the Arctic Contaminants Action Programme,
or the Working Group on the Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment,
will continue to be important as conditions change; they may even become
more important. But issues relating to broader matters, like the legal status
of the council, the criteria for membership, and the scope of its mandate,
are all likely to become matters of lively discussion that may eventuate in
significant adjustments. There is no way to forecast what the Arctic Council
will look like in 2020, much less in 2030 or 2040. But it is virtually certain
that some key non-Arctic states and some important non-state actors will
play a role in developing proposals for institutional innovations in this
context and in shaping the negotiations that lead to agreements regarding
prospective adjustments.

BROADER INTERGOVERNMENTAL MECHANISMS
As the connections between the Arctic and the global system become
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stronger, there is a growing need to think about distinguishing between
those issues that can be dealt with effectively in Arctic venues (e.g., the
Arctic Council) and those that require action within broader international
or global venues in which interested non-Arctic states are able to
participate on an equal basis. From the beginning, the Arctic Council
has taken an interest in issues that have important consequences for the
Arctic but that are not subject to resolution through the actions of a
regional body like the council. In such cases, it is necessary to turn to
broader intergovernmental mechanisms in search of solutions. Consider
the problem of controlling persistent organic pollutants (POPs), a matter
of intense interest to the residents of the Arctic, as a case in point. Because
most persistent organic pollutants originate outside the Arctic and make
their way to the region via airborne or waterborne vectors, the Arctic
Council is not in a position to solve this problem on its own. The council
may be able to draw international attention to the importance of issues
of this sort and take steps to exert influence on the broader international
processes involved in addressing these issues. In the case of POPs, for
instance, there is considerable evidence to suggest that concerns about the
effects of such contaminants in the Arctic played a role of some importance
in the effort that produced the 2001 Stockholm Convention on Persistent
Organic Pollutants.25 Nevertheless, the convention itself is a multilateral
environmental agreement negotiated by a large number of states and
currently includes 179 parties.26
Some issues for which broader intergovernmental mechanisms are
needed center on activities occurring outside the Arctic that nevertheless
have far-reaching consequences for the region. Perhaps the most dramatic
case in point is climate change, in which the emissions of greenhouse gases
occur largely beyond the confines of the Arctic region, while the impacts of
climate change are affecting the Arctic more rapidly and more dramatically
than any other part of the planet. But climate change is not the only issue
of this sort. Others include the seasonal ozone hole over the Arctic resulting
from the production and consumption of ozone-depleting substances in the
mid-latitudes,27 the health and ecological consequences of persistent organic
pollutants that make their way via airborne and waterborne processes from
the mid-latitudes to the Arctic, and the health effects of heavy metals (e.g.,
mercury) that originate for the most part outside the Arctic. A common
feature of these issues is that the Arctic is in a very real sense a victim of
the activities of non-Arctic actors. There is a need, therefore, for non-Arctic
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states to acknowledge responsibility for these external/unintended effects
of their actions (or the actions of their citizens) and to act accordingly in
efforts to address these environmental concerns.
The way forward in dealing with these issues is an effort to adopt
substantial multilateral agreements and to find ways to implement
then effectively. The record regarding such efforts is mixed. The 1987
Montreal Protocol on the problem of ozone depletion is a success story.28
Seasonal depletions of stratospheric ozone still occur, but the international
community is on track toward solving this problem. The record regarding
the 2001 Stockholm Convention on persistent organic pollutants and the
2013 Minamata Convention on Mercury is more mixed. The Stockholm
Convention covers only a subset of the relevant contaminants; the
Minamata Convention has not yet entered into force. At this juncture, the
most problematic case is climate change. Despite continuous efforts to build
on the 1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, greenhouse
gas emissions continue to rise, and the end is not in sight.29 With regard
to the roles of non-Arctic states, however, all these cases are similar. They
allow these states to play prominent roles in addressing issues of great
importance to the future of the Arctic.
Another category of issues that produce roles for broader mechanisms
includes those involving activities that take place in the Arctic but that the
Arctic states cannot deal with on their own because they lack the necessary
jurisdiction to address the issue effectively, because non-Arctic actors are
in a position to make relevant decisions, or because the engagement of
non-Arctic states is needed to ensure compliance. In all these cases, nonArctic states can engage actively either directly as parties to issue-specific
negotiations or indirectly as members of the relevant intergovernmental
or nongovernmental organizations. For the most part, the way forward
regarding such issues is to devise arrangements that create a basis for
cooperation between the Arctic states and interested non-Arctic states.
The most prominent example of this class of issues today centers on the
effort to develop a mandatory Polar Code covering the design, construction,
and operation of ships operating in polar waters under the auspices of
the International Maritime Organization (IMO). 30 While the provisions
of the Polar Code relating to safety at sea are relatively uncontroversial,
the section on environmental protection involves significant differences
between the Arctic states (and environmental organizations) concerned
about the environmental dangers of commercial shipping in the Arctic and
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key states sympathetic to the interests of the shipping industry and desirous
of minimizing the cost of operating ships in the Arctic. The text that has
emerged from several years of negotiations and that is now expected to
enter into force at the beginning of 2017 is relatively weak with regard
to environmental concerns. It does not ban heavy fuel oils in the Arctic;
it is silent on the issue of black carbon generated by commercial ships; it
has no provisions addressing the issue of invasive species. Yet it is entirely
possible that experience over time will lead to effective efforts to tighten
the environmental provisions of the Polar Code. In the meantime, this
case offers a clear illustration of how Arctic and non-Arctic states can
engage with one another within the framework of an intergovernmental
organization.
Closely related to this case in substantive terms is the work of the
International Hydrographic Organization (IHO). The IHO is a consultative
and technical intergovernmental organization “… established in 1921 to
support safety of navigation and protection of the environment.”31 The
organization currently has 82 members, including most of the world’s
major coastal states. As the volume of commercial shipping in the Arctic
increases, the need for adequate hydrographic mapping of the region will
become increasingly critical. Current estimates suggest that hydrographic
maps that are up to prevailing international standards cover less than 10%
of the maritime Arctic.32 Of course, individual coastal states must take
the lead in collecting and assembling hydrographic data for areas that are
under their own jurisdiction. But hydrographic mapping is an expensive
proposition. Moreover, international cooperation is important both to
ensure that the data supplied by individual states are commensurable and
to assemble the data to produce hydrographic maps that cover areas in
which two or more states have jurisdiction or areas that lie beyond the
bounds of national jurisdiction. To the extent that commercial shipping
in the Arctic grows, the pragmatic contributions of the IHO are sure to
become increasingly important for all parties concerned.
Other examples of this class of issues are less straightforward. The five
Arctic coastal states, for example, are currently working on an initiative
intended to impose a moratorium on commercial fishing in the Central
Arctic Ocean until such time as enough is known about the potential for
sustainable fisheries in the region to justify opening the area to commercial
fishing. There is an analogy between this case and the case of polar bears in
which the five Arctic coastal states, claiming authority as the range states,

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 235

2015.6.12 5:11:28 PM

236

Arctic State/Non-Arctic State Engagement

entered into an international agreement in 1973 calling for cooperation in
the management of polar bear stocks throughout the Arctic.33 In the case
of fishing, however, the coastal states recognize that a sizable area of the
Central Arctic Ocean will remain part of the high seas under the terms of
the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) regardless of the
resolution of outstanding claims relating to jurisdiction over the seabed
beyond the limits of Exclusive Economic Zones (EEZs).34 The coastal states
have acknowledged that they will need to find a way to draw interested
non-Arctic states into the discussion regarding fishing in the Arctic, and
sooner rather than later. The fact that most knowledgeable scientists believe
that commercially valuable stocks of fish are unlikely to occur in this
region any time soon may make it relatively easy to avoid severe conflicts
of interest regarding this matter.35 There are, moreover, relevant precedents
to draw on, ranging from the six-nation regional fisheries management
organization for the pollock stocks of the central Bering Sea to the more
comprehensive North East Atlantic Fisheries Commission whose coverage
extends to a sizable swath of the North Atlantic.36 But here, too, it is worth
emphasizing that the solution to this issue will require cooperation between
the Arctic coastal states and some set of interested non-Arctic states.
A different example involves the idea of establishing marine protected
areas (MPAs) through the designation of Ecologically and Biologically
Sensitive Areas (EBSAs) authorized under the provisions of the Convention
on Biological Diversity (CDB) or Special Areas or Particularly Sensitive Sea
Areas established under the terms of the Convention for the Prevention of
Pollution from Ships (MARPOL). In such cases, non-Arctic states could
engage with the Arctic states as members of the CBD or of MARPOL,
even when all or parts of the prospective protected areas would be located
within the EEZs of one or more of the Arctic states. Suggestions regarding
the desirability of creating EBSAs within the Bering Strait region exemplify
this possibility.37 To the extent that potential protected areas are located
wholly or even partially in areas beyond national jurisdiction, moreover,
non-Arctic states would clearly have a role to play. The recent action of
the European Parliament in calling for the establishment of some sort of
protected area encompassing the high seas around the North Pole illustrates
this prospect.38 This suggestion raises a host of complex questions, and the
unilateral character of the proposal suggests that it may be motivated at
least in part by the desire of the EU to get into the act regarding matters
of Arctic governance. Nevertheless, it does help to make more concrete the
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possibility of engagement between the Arctic states and interested nonArctic states regarding issues of mutual interest that are not suitable for
treatment within the confines of the Arctic Council.

NONGOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS
By definition, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) are not authorized
to produce international agreements that are mandatory or legally binding.
But that does not mean that they cannot function as useful avenues of
engagement between Arctic and non-Arctic states (and other non-Arctic
actors). In this context, it is useful to start by drawing a distinction between
NGOs that are essentially advocacy organizations (e.g., Greenpeace) and
NGOs that endeavor to facilitate mutually beneficial cooperation (e.g.,
the International Council of Science or ICSU) or to perform some task
that advances a common interest (e.g., the International Association of
Antarctic Tour Operators). In this article, the focus of attention is on this
second category of NGOs. The universe of NGOs is growing rapidly; a
sizable number of them engage in activities that are relevant or potentially
relevant to the Arctic. In this discussion, I single out four that seem
particularly interesting with regard to the issue of navigating the Arctic/
non-Arctic interface: the International Arctic Science Committee (IASC),
the International Organization of Standards (ISO), the Association of
Arctic Expedition Cruise Operators (AECO), and the World Ocean Council
(WOC).
IASC is a nongovernmental organization whose members are national
academies of science or research councils. Founded in 1990 during the
transition to the post-cold war era, the organization now has 22 members,
the eight Arctic states and 14 others, including France, Germany, the UK,
China, Japan, and Korea. The initial impetus for the establishment of
IASC was a desire to encourage collaboration between western scientists
working on Arctic issues and their Russian counterparts. Since then, the
work of IASC has expanded in a number of directions. IASC is an Arctic
Council observer, an International Scientific Associate of ICSU, and a
close collaborator with the Scientific Committee on Antarctic Research
(SCAR), its sister organization dealing with scientific research in the south
polar region.39 IASC is at the center of a network that includes a number
of other organizations that come together annually in what is known as
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Arctic Science Summit Week. The organization has also taken the lead in
arranging the International Conference on Arctic Research Planning, now
in its third cycle. There is a lively discussion today concerning the proper
relationship between IASC, which represents the community of scientists
engaged in original research, and the working groups of the Arctic Council,
which engage officials from public agencies who have scientific training but
who are interested primarily in scientific assessments. But there is no doubt
that the resultant interactions offer a significant channel of communication
across the Arctic/non-Arctic divide.
The International Organization for Standardization (ISO) is a
nongovernmental organization that has established itself as a mechanism
for setting standards that not only help to harmonize practices on an
international basis but also put pressure on actors in a variety of sectors to
improve their practices. Prominent examples encompass standards dealing
with environmental management, social responsibility, food safety, and
information security. Many of these standards are generic; they apply to
the Arctic as well as to other regions of the world. But ISO has also taken
a more focused interest in activities occurring in the Arctic. In 2010, for
example, ISO developed standards pertaining to Arctic offshore structures
used in the petroleum and natural gas industries.40 Similar standards may be
developed to address other industrial activities that become more important
in the wake of the opening up of the Arctic resulting from the impacts of
climate change. Although ISO is nongovernmental in nature, it does offer a
forum for discussing issues of mutual interest to those associated with both
Arctic and non-Arctic states.
Another case involves the Association of Arctic Expedition Cruise
Operators (AECO). Founded in 2003, AECO “… is dedicated to managing
responsible, environmentally friendly and safe tourism in the Arctic.” 41
Somewhat less advanced than IAATO, its counterpart in the Antarctic,
AECO is developing rapidly as a forum for interaction among those
interested in the governance of ship-based tourism in the Arctic, which
has become a growth industry following the increasing accessibility of
remote areas. The organization sponsors a series of conferences that bring
together “… AECO’s members, other associations, governmental officials
from different Arctic countries, service providers, NGO’s and others with
connection to or interest for Arctic cruise tourism.” Issues of management,
regulation, and governance more generally are prominent items on the
agenda of these conferences. Because many of the operators and other
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interested parties are not based in Arctic states, this mechanism provides
yet another channel for communication on topics of mutual interest that
cross the Arctic/non-Arctic divide.
An example of another sort is the World Ocean Council (WOC), which
describes itself as an “international, cross-sectoral industry leadership
alliance on ‘Corporate Ocean Responsibility’.”42 WOC seeks to promote the
activities of companies and associations that share the organization’s “vision
of a healthy and productive ocean and its sustainable use and stewardship
by responsible businesses.” Although WOC is interested in the sustainable
use of all the world’s oceans, it has taken a focused interest in helping to
introduce the concerns of the business community into the deliberations of
the Arctic Council. It has worked together with the council’s Sustainable
Development Working Group (SDWG) to facilitate communication
between members of the business community and representatives of
government agencies engaged in the work of the SDWG. WOC has played
an active role in the planning efforts behind the Canadian initiative aimed
at establishing an Arctic Economic Council. WOC does not cover the full
range of businesses with Arctic operations or interests, but it does offer
another avenue of engagement that allows individuals from Arctic and nonArctic states to communicate informally about matters of common interest.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS IN THE ARCTIC
The idea that public-private partnerships may prove helpful in addressing
a range of international or transnational issues has become a prominent
focus of attention in recent years, especially in the aftermath of the highprofile emphasis on the idea in the course of the 2002 World Summit
on Sustainable Development (the Johannesburg Conference). 43 The
significance of this development remains an open question. Many specific
initiatives launched under the banner of public-private partnerships have
failed to live up to initial expectations; some have simply fallen by the
wayside. In the context of this article, however, a more focused question is
pertinent. Do public-private partnerships of relevance to the Arctic offer
another avenue of engagement for Arctic and non-Arctic states seeking to
address issues of Arctic governance? One factor that makes this question
particularly interesting is that some of the major corporate players in the
Arctic are either state-owned enterprises (e.g., the Chinese Ocean Shipping
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Company or COSCO, China’s leading shipping company), nominally
private enterprises that are partially owned or controlled by a government
(e.g., Gazprom, the world’s leading producer of natural gas, in which the
Russian government holds a large stake), or private companies that operate
in settings characterized by close corporate-state relations (e.g., Hyundai or
Daewoo in Korea).
In thinking about public-private partnerships as avenues of engagement,
it is helpful to begin with a distinction among three possible roles that
such arrangements may play: advisory, regulatory, and operational. Some
such partnerships are intended to be advisory in nature. There is growing
interest in Arctic circles, for example, in developing the means to facilitate
communication between the policy community and the business community
regarding issues of mutual interest. A prominent example is the effort of
Canada, acting in its capacity as chair of the Arctic Council during 20132015, to launch an Arctic Economic Council. Although the details are not
yet clear, the expectation is that this council would be an informal body
including representatives of major corporations operating in the Arctic
(or intending to do so in the future), loosely affiliated with the Arctic
Council, and able to serve as a channel providing input from the business
community into Arctic Council deliberations. The non-Arctic states would
not themselves be members of the Arctic Economic Council. Nevertheless,
council members could include (representatives of) corporations based
in non-Arctic states (e.g., the China National Petroleum Corporation or
CNPC, Royal Dutch Shell, Total, and Hyundai), an arrangement that would
provide a channel for non-Arctic states to convey their views regarding
economic matters to the Arctic policy community.
Another role for public-private partnerships is regulatory in nature. A
concrete example involves the International Association of Classification
Societies (IACS), a nongovernmental organization that brings together a
group of classification societies (e.g., Lloyd’s Register, Det Norske Veritas,
China Classification Society, and Korean Register of Shipping) and that has
gained considerable influence in the world of shipping. To take a specific
illustration, a new oil tanker must receive certification from IACS regarding
its compliance with current equipment standards before it can qualify to
obtain insurance. There is no demand for the services of uninsured tankers,
a fact that allows IACS to wield substantial influence in the world of
maritime commerce.44 Regarding the operation of commercial vessels in
the Arctic, IACS maintains a system of classifying vessels with respect to
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their capacity to operate safely in varying ice conditions. This system of ice
classification has no formal connection to the requirements dealing with
the design, construction, and operation of ships intended to navigate in
polar waters now under development under the auspices of the IMO. But
it seems clear that there is ample opportunity for coordination between
the IACS system of ice classification and the rules likely to be included in
the mandatory Polar Code. Among other things, coordination between the
two systems may well have important implications when it comes to issues
relating to marine insurance for vessels operating in polar waters.45
Partnerships that are more operational in character may also become
increasingly significant in the Arctic. Interesting examples relate to the
operation of cruise ships in Arctic waters. Some operators have begun to
equip their vessels with hydrographic instruments and to offer to submit
hydrographic data to a central public repository, a matter of considerable
interest given the fact that hydrographic information that meets current
international standards is lacking for most of the Arctic.46 The operators
may also have a role to play in the realm of search and rescue. One step
that could help to offset the limited capacity of governments to implement
the 2011 search and rescue agreement would be the introduction of a
requirement that cruise ships operate in tandem, so that a rescue vessel
would be close at hand in the event that an accident crippled a vessel
or even led to a sinking. In all likelihood, the Arctic Council lacks the
authority to make an effective decision about a matter of this sort. But
there is little doubt that those states possessing jurisdiction over the waters
used by cruise ships operating in the Arctic could band together to make
and enforce a policy of this sort. The fact that many of the ships involved
are either registered in non-Arctic states or owned by nationals of nonArctic states suggests that this may provide yet another opportunity for
navigating the Arctic/non-Arctic interface.
Because these partnerships focus, in the first instance, on interactions
between governments and private actors, their relevance as avenues of
engagement between Arctic and non-Arctic states is limited. But this fact
does not make them irrelevant in these terms. Some of the key players
are actually state-owned enterprises, such as COSCO or CNPC, or
corporations operating in systems featuring extremely close relations
between corporations and the state (e.g., Korean or Japanese corporations).
Although the usefulness of this avenue may be limited to a relatively
narrow range of issues, it would be a mistake to overlook the role of
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public-private partnerships as an avenue of engagement between Arctic and
non-Arctic states.

INFORMAL VENUES
Finally, it is worth thinking about arrangements that provide informal
opportunities for engagement between or among individuals from
Arctic and non-Arctic states. Of course, individuals can meet at times
and places of their own choosing and exchange thoughts on any topics
that are of mutual interest. But it is often useful to develop forums that
provide recurrent opportunities to engage in informal and off-the-record
interactions on the part of individuals who can count on running into their
counterparts repeatedly without having to make formal arrangements to
do so. There is a long history of arrangements of this sort dealing with
a wide range of international issues. The concept of the Chatham House
Rule, under which individuals can engage in open discussions of innovative
ideas without fear of attribution, applies generally to such encounters.47
With regard to the Arctic, three forums of this sort are worth considering
explicitly: the annual Arctic Frontiers Conferences, the North Pacific Arctic
Conferences, and the World Economic Forum gatherings.
Arctic Frontiers, now in its ninth year, is “… an international arena
addressing development in the Arctic” and intended to share ideas about
“… how upcoming opportunities and challenges may be handled to ensure
viable economic growth and societal and environmental sustainability.”48
Organized as a project of the Norwegian company Akvaplan Niva, this
annual event takes place on the campus of the University of Tromsø
(now known as the Arctic University of Norway) and attracts more than
1,000 participants. Each year, the conference adopts a broad theme that is
discussed over a two-day period by those engaged in the policy community
and then considered for three additional days by members of the research
community. The theme for 2015 is “Climate and Energy.” As with many
successful ventures of this sort, Arctic Frontiers has become a magnet for a
variety of side events that offer particularly attractive venues for informal
and off-the-record dialogue on a variety of topics. In the context of this
discussion, Arctic Frontiers is notable both because it is open to participants
from a variety of non-Arctic states and because it attracts a sizable group
of Russian participants who are able to address a range of Arctic matters.
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The North Pacific Arctic Conferences (NPAC), now entering their fifth
year, provide a different approach to the goal of creating opportunities
for off-the-record engagement among individuals from Arctic states and
non-Arctic states. Supported by the Korea Maritime Institute (KMI) and
held at the East-West Center in Hawaii, the annual NPAC gathering takes
the form of a structured conference in which a relatively small number
of participants make presentations and engage in informal but focused
discussion of a series of well-defined topics. A central objective of this
series of conferences is to bring together individuals from leading Asian
states (e.g., China, Japan, and Korea) who are interested in Arctic affairs
and individuals from the North Pacific Arctic states (Canada, Russia,
and the United States) in a setting in which informal communication
can supplement the more formal exchanges occurring among presenters,
commentators and panelists. The proceedings of the NPAC conferences are
published, but the general discussion occurring at the conferences takes
place under the Chatham House Rule. The decision of the Arctic Council
in 2013 to grant observer status to five Asian states has heightened the
significance of NPAC as an informal avenue of engagement.
The World Economic Forum (WEF) is a well-known group that holds
an informal but high-level meeting each winter in Davos, Switzerland,
in which leading business people, policymakers, scientists, and public
intellectuals come together to compare notes on a variety of topics and
to engage in more private consultations on matters of current interest.
Formally a not-for-profit foundation, the forum strives “… to demonstrate
entrepreneurship in the global public interest while upholding the highest
standards of governance.”49 Long concerned with macro-scale economic
and political events, the WEF has taken note of the growing importance of
the Arctic on a global scale and created a group called the Global Agenda
Council on the Arctic, which has recently produced a booklet entitled
“Demystifying the Arctic.”50 The significance of this document is that it lays
out a well-informed and balanced account of current developments in the
Arctic and that it has provided a road map regarding these developments
for members of an influential elite. Whether or not the WEF continues to
attach priority to Arctic issues, this group offers another useful avenue of
engagement for prominent individuals from both Arctic and non-Arctic
states.
An informal mechanism that is somewhat different in character is the
Arctic Circle, an open forum for all those interested in the Arctic launched

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 243

2015.6.12 5:11:29 PM

244

Arctic State/Non-Arctic State Engagement

in 2013 and intended to become an annual event. This initiative was greeted
at first with some concern by members of the Arctic Council community,
who feared that the Arctic Circle could become a competitor for the role
of high-level forum for the treatment of Arctic issues. But this concern has
dissipated with the decision of the council to accept additional non-Arctic
states as observers and the development of the circle into a kind of annual
festival attracting all those interested in the Arctic from around the world
and from a range of perspectives. The inaugural assembly of the Arctic
Circle drew more than 1,200 participants from 40 nations to an event
characterized as “… a nexus where art intersects with science, architecture,
education, and activism.”51 It is too early to tell how this organization will
develop, but the outpouring of interest from around the world stimulated
by the 2013 assembly makes it clear that enthusiasm regarding Arctic issues
is widespread. In terms of navigating the Arctic/non-Arctic interface, it
may make sense to think of the Arctic Circle’s annual assembly as a kind
of all-hands gathering or “fair” in which a program of activities provides
a setting in which interested parties can engage in networking of various
sorts and enter into agreements regarding a wide range of issues in a festive
atmosphere.

CONCLUSION
In thinking about the usefulness of the various avenues of engagement
discussed in this article it is essential to bear in mind that the Arctic is a
dynamic region. Biophysical forces (e.g., the melting of sea ice) are causing
transformative change in the high latitudes. These changes have triggered
the emergence of new socioeconomic opportunities (e.g., the prospect of
commercial navigation using Arctic sea routes). And these opportunities,
in turn, are leading to new developments in the realm of governance. In
1996, at the time the Arctic Council was established, commercial shipping
using the Northern Sea Route was in decline following the collapse of the
Soviet Union. No one at the time foresaw the sharp rise in interest in Arctic
shipping that has occurred in recent years. The Arctic Council has been a
significant player in this realm, carrying out projects (e.g., the Arctic Marine
Shipping Assessment) that have identified emerging issues and framed
them for purposes of consideration in policy forums. Now, the focus of
attention has shifted to the development of a mandatory Polar Code under
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the auspices of the IMO, a body that is fully accessible to non-Arctic states
with an interest in shipping. In effect, an issue that the Arctic Council was
among the first to identify and take seriously has evolved into an issue
addressed in a broader international forum in which interested non-Arctic
states are able to engage freely and effectively.
Fortunately, the avenues of engagement I have identified are by no
means mutually exclusive. What is needed is a strategy of mixing and
matching that allows those interested in a specific issue at a particular stage
in its evolution to work together to make progress toward the creation
and implementation of mutually agreeable governance arrangements.
Take the case of commercial shipping again as an illustration. IASC is
coordinating the production of knowledge pertaining to the behavior of
sea ice needed to support safe navigation in the Arctic. The Arctic Council’s
2009 Arctic Marine Shipping Assessment framed the key issues regarding
Arctic shipping, provided an authoritative assessment of the state of play
regarding these issues, and advanced a series of concrete recommendations.
The Polar Code is now emerging under the auspices of the IMO. IACS is
likely to play an important role in certifying that new ships meet standards
pertaining to vessels operating in ice-infested waters and, in the process,
making them eligible to obtain marine insurance. The North Pacific
Arctic Conferences have provided a forum for discussion among those
concerned with the economics of Arctic shipping, including the costs of
establishing and managing the infrastructure that would be needed to
support commercial shipping in areas like the Northern Sea Route. Nor
is there anything unique or even unusual about Arctic shipping in these
terms. It follows that it is more important to think creatively about the
use of multiple avenues of engagement than to fixate on details regarding
arrangements pertaining to any one of the avenues.
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(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 245

2015.6.12 5:11:29 PM

246

Arctic State/Non-Arctic State Engagement

World Affairs: A North Pacific Dialogue on the Future of the Arctic. Seoul
and Honolulu: KMI and EWC, 2013; Elizabeth Tedsen, Sandra Cavalieri,
and R. Andreas Kraemer eds., Arctic Marine Governance: Opportunities for
Transatlantic Cooperation. Berlin: Springer, 2014, and Kristine Offerdal and
Rolf Tammes eds., Geopolitics and security in the Arctic. London: Routledge,
2014. A compact but well-informed overview is presented in Christian Le Miere
and Jeffrey Mazo, Arctic Opening: Insecurity and Opportunity. New York:
Routledge, 2013.
2. United Nations Environment Programme, UNEP Yearbook 2013: Emerging
Issues in Our Global Environment. Nairobi: UNEP 2014 – see the chapter
entitled “The View from the Top.” See also Robert W. Corell, “Consequences of
the Changes across the Arctic on World Order, the North Pacific Nations, and
Regional and Global Governance,” pp. 17-57 in Robert W. Corell, James SeongCheol, and Yoon Hyung Kim eds., The Arctic in World Affairs: A North Pacific
Dialogue on Arctic Transformation. Seoul and Honolulu: KOTI and EWC, 2013
and James Astill, “The melting north,” The Economist, 16 June 2012.
3. The idea that the Arctic is becoming a zone of conflict is a popular theme in
journalistic accounts, but has little basis in fact. See, for example, Siemon T.
Wezeman, “Military Capabilities in the Arctic,” SIPRI Background Paper, March
2012.
4. For a popular but well-informed account, see James Astill et al., “The vanishing
north: What the melting of the Arctic means for trade, energy and the
environment,” a 14-page special report, The Economist, 16-22 June 2012.
5. Sandra Cavalieri et al., “EU Arctic Footprint and Policy Assessment,” Ecologic
Institute, Berlin, 21 December 2010.
6. Heather Conley et al., “Arctic Economics in the 21st Century: The Benefits and
Costs of Cold,” A Report of the CSIS Europe Program, Washington, DC, July
2013.
7. Donald Gautier, et al., “Assessment of Undiscovered Oil and Gas in the Arctic,”
Science, 234 (2009): 1175-1179.
8. Roger Howard, The Arctic Gold Rush: The New Race for Tomorrow’s Natural
Resources. New York: Continuum, 2009; Richard Sale and Eugene Potapov, The
Scramble for the Arctic: Ownership, Exploitation and Conflict in the Far North.
London: Frances Lincoln, 2010.
9. Harri Mikkola and Juha Käpylä, “Arctic Economic Potential: The Need for a
Comprehensive and Risk-Aware Understanding of Arctic Dynamics,” Finnish
Institute of International Affairs, FIIA Briefing Paper 127, April 2013.
10. Marlene Laruelle, Russia’s Arctic Strategies and the Future of the Far North.
Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 2014.
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Commentary
Lars-Otto Reiersen
Twenty-five years ago, the Arctic was a zone of conflicts; nowhere else in
the world were there more nuclear installations, storage of fuels, waste
and weapons than in the North. Nuclear submarines were patrolling under
the sea ice, and intelligence services tried to watch every movement with
military implications in the area. These Arctic military operations involved
several non-Arctic states, including the UK, France, the Netherlands, etc.
At the same time, the local and indigenous Arctic peoples lived as they had
done for thousands of years, harvesting from nature what they needed
to survive. Regarding science, few scientists were interested in the Arctic.
Among those interested, however, some came from non-Arctic states.
In 1987, Gorbachev gave a special speech in Murmansk that triggered
a tremendous change opening the way for new cooperation between the
East and West. In 1990, the International Arctic Science Committee (IASC)
was established to promote scientific cooperation. In 1991, the Arctic
Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) was established, and in 1996
this arrangement was transformed into the Arctic Council. After 1991,
numerous circum-Arctic and regional Arctic organizations were established
focusing on the environment, business, culture, education, health, and so
forth. There were a lot of overlapping initiatives and projects, and most
of these had the same intention: to assist in a democratic transition from
the Soviet Union to Russia. The involvement of non-Arctic states and
organizations varied a lot among these initiatives. Investments were needed
and promised, but not always provided, leading to a huge variation in the
real investment and involvement among Arctic and non-Arctic states.
Twenty-five years ago the Arctic was seen as a huge, pristine area
(some people do still believe that this is the case). It came as a big surprise
when the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) in
1997 presented the first comprehensive Arctic environmental assessment
documenting that the Arctic peoples–especially the indigenous peoples animals (the food for the people) and part of the water and soil in some
areas were polluted with products not only originating from the Soviet
Union, as many expected, but from emissions and discharges in states all
over the Northern Hemisphere–Arctic as well as non-Arctic states. The
main sources within the Arctic were military activities (due to nuclear tests,
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etc.) and some mines and metallurgic industries. Some of the contaminants
had levels that affected the lives of humans and animals. These results
were provided to international fora by AMAP, some Arctic states and
Arctic indigenous leaders like Sheila Watt-Cloutier. They were used in
documentation to get in place international agreements and actions that
could reduce the pollution not only of the Arctic, but in the world as a
whole. The 2001 Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants
(POPs) and the 2013 Minamata Convention on Mercury are two examples
of such agreements where results produced by AMAP/Arctic Council played
a significant role. In addition, the cleanup of radioactive fuels, waste and
submarines in Northwest Russia was to a great extent based on the AMAP
report on nuclear contamination presented in 1996.
The scientific assessment report that triggered the largest effect and
increased interest in the Arctic and the Arctic Council was the Arctic
Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA) presented in November 2004. ACIA
was produced jointly by AMAP and CAFF under the Arctic Council and
the IASC. Bob Corell chaired the steering committee. The IPCC had until
then produced global climate assessments and written about the effects of
future climate change, but ACIA documented that the impacts of climate
change were occurring now!
In all these scientific assessments, scientists from Arctic states and from
some non-Arctic states participated. Since the beginning in 1991, some
Arctic states have not had Arctic research and monitoring as a priority
area; more southern national areas had the priority. Interestingly, some
non-Arctic states have placed the Arctic high on their research agendas, and
contributed significantly to the work of AMAP.
As mentioned before, significant parts of some contaminants/pollutants
ending up in the Arctic originate in non-Arctic states (e.g., from Europe and
Southeast Asia). The same pollutants not only affect the Arctic, but also
the source countries (Arctic as well as non-Arctic) and their peoples. But
due to a more complex situation with more stress factors in addition to the
contaminants, the cause-effect relation will not be so easy to document as
in the Arctic.
The Arctic is rich in resources–fish and seafood, minerals, oil and gas,
forest products–all wanted by the world. As a consequence of the effects
of climate change, some of these resources will be more accessible than
before, and states and industries have started to position themselves for
exploration and exploitation. For this type of work, some of the Arctic
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states may need expertise and investment from non-Arctic states. A
migration to the North might be triggered in some areas as climate change
goes on and the possibilities for jobs increase. This migration may lead to
local conflicts between those living in the Arctic today and newcomers.
Based on previous experiences with oil and gas development and the big
fisheries off the Arctic coasts, there is already a discussion related to how
much of the profits created by such activities in the North will stay in the
North and be of benefit for the local and indigenous peoples now and in
the future. So, who will be the winners and who the losers?
The Arctic Council came out of the “Valley of the Shadow” and into
the political spotlight when the ACIA report became public. The Arctic
Council has two main interesting features: 1) the active involvement of
Arctic indigenous peoples in setting work priorities, and 2) the short
distance from science to policy actions (e.g., pollution, climate and health
issues). With climate change affecting the Arctic, more states have a focus
on the Arctic, and thereby also on the Arctic Council.
The eight Arctic states have not assigned the same high priority to work
under the Arctic Council. This has been easily observed in several ways,
including who has been nominated as the national SAOs–a strong person
with an “Arctic heart,” or one waiting for retirement–and then how much
financial and human resources have been allocated to perform the work to
be done by the working groups and Arctic scientific work. During the IPY,
there was an increase in the scientific budget in some states, but that has
not continued. Due to the economic crises, budget cuts for environmental
and Arctic work have been announced and implemented in some countries.
The involvement of private businesses in the work of the Arctic Council
has been discussed, and the establishment of an Arctic Economic Forum
as a way to stimulate investments in the North. But will this lead to more
money for scientific research and monitoring and environmental protection
and better access to environmental data stored by the businesses?
All Arctic Council working groups started out as task forces under the
AEPS (1991-1997). Over the last four years, several new task forces have
been initiated, but unfortunately most of the tasks have to a large degree
involved duplication of work that some of the working groups already have
a mandate to do (e.g., oil spill prevention and black carbon). This situation
and the increasing split between the SAOs (arranging more separate
meetings for SAOs only) and the working groups have produced a rather
special situation at some meetings and for work to be done. The working
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groups were established as the tools for the Arctic Council to prepare
background documentation and recommendations for actions on the part
of the SAOs and the ministers, with the understanding that they would
make decisions on the final actions. With the new task forces, this strategy
has been changed–and maybe not to the better.
Two initiatives to reorganize the Arctic Council have failed more or
less due to the national protection of “babies.” The organization today
has more or less the same structure as when it was designed in June 1991
in Rovaniemi to handle the situation as seen then. Some of the problems
identified then do still exist, but there are new problems to be handled
today and in the near future. It is time to look at the council’s structure and
also to revisit the list of observers–several of the observing organizations
listed have never attended any working group meetings or contributed to
their work. On the other side, there are international organizations that
should be of great interest for the Arctic Council and the work to be done.
AMAP has since the beginning in 1991 involved experts from international
organizations like WMO, IAEA, ICES, etc. because these organizations have
expertise and instruments that are of great value for the scientific work to
be done.
For the work to be done by several of the working groups, an active
involvement of non-Arctic states and international organizations is highly
recommended because they may bring in expertise and knowledge needed
by the working groups in their work. This is especially true for AMAP,
which bases its work on world-class science and transparency, in addition
to avoiding duplication of work. Some non-Arctic states and organizations
do have financial resources that are available for Arctic work/science, and
it makes sense to use these opportunities to improve the quality of the
products produced and thereby also the policy that will be decided upon.
Over the last few years, the eight Arctic states under the Arctic
Council’s umbrella have made an interesting innovation. There have
been two agreements negotiated that have been signed by the eight
Arctic countries: the Search and Rescue Agreement and the Oil Pollution
Preparedness and Response Agreement. Possible action related to black
carbon and science is under discussion. Can this new strategy developed by
Arctic Council member states be followed up in a way that also provides an
opportunity for the non-Arctic observing states to agree on actions beyond
scientific cooperation in the working groups?
An interesting situation exists–the eight Arctic states and 12 non-Arctic
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observing states are today the main sources for many of the contaminants
affecting the Arctic, the 20 states and significant parts of the globe. As for
emissions of greenhouse gasses, two-thirds of CO2 emissions originate
from these 20 states. If these states could talk together on possible actions
and solutions regarding how global pollution and climate change could be
handled and maybe solved, it may open the way for real actions. It will not
be an easy task, but 20 states should be easier to handle than almost 200.
This work will not only be of benefit for the Arctic and its people, but for
the whole world.
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Commentary
Jiayu Bai
The Arctic has been experiencing transformative change for more than
20 years. This transformation, triggered by climate change, has generated
a need for Arctic cooperation.1 The acceleration of sea ice melting in
the Arctic results in a rise in sea level and extreme summer weather in
the northern mid-latitudes.2 Meanwhile, the accessibility of the Arctic
provides an opportunity for navigation, resource exploitation, tourism
and other human activities in this region. An effective Arctic governance
system could steer socio-ecological systems toward pathways that are
collectively desirable and away from pathways that are undesirable.3 NonArctic states are significant stakeholders in Arctic affairs, not only because
of the realization of their legal rights and interests in the Arctic, but also
due to their contribution to the provision of public goods. In this article,
I start with a clarification of the roles of non-Arctic states in the Arctic
governance system, defining the non-Arctic states as public goods providers
and cooperators. Then I expound on non-Arctic states’ contributions to
the existing Arctic governance mosaic in various domains, taking China’s
engagement as a concrete case.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ ROLES IN THE ARCTIC
GOVERNANCE MOSAIC
The Arctic governance system is one involving multiple actors dealing
with issues in multiple fields through multilevel mechanisms. A balanced
Arctic governance system requires non-Arctic states to play positive roles.
In what fields are non-Arctic states welcomed for engagement? How can
non-Arctic states contribute to enhance the existing regulatory regimes and
create new ones via a wide range of administrative bodies? The answers to
these questions may help clarify the roles of non-Arctic states in the Arctic
governance system.
From biophysical, geo-economical and geopolitical perspectives,
Arctic states are located at the frontiers facing the transformation of the
Arctic. Other actors’ involvement in Arctic governance should be based
on the acknowledgement of Arctic states’ sovereignty and indigenous
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peoples’ rights. However, along with climate change and the globalization
of the Arctic, Arctic states are unable to address all the issues without the
participation of non-Arctic states. Especially in some nontraditional security
fields, Arctic and non-Arctic states enjoy the same interests and the burdens
of common responsibilities.4 Non-Arctic states could play constructive roles
through their engagement in the multilevel mechanisms. At the global level,
non-Arctic states participate in global framework arrangements to provide
public goods and prevent public ills. At the regional level, non-Arctic states
engage in some regional or Arctic-specific bodies and comply with the
regional arrangements. At the local level, non-Arctic states cooperate with
Arctic states and among themselves to realize win-win results.
As a non-Arctic state, China respects the sovereignty, sovereign rights
and jurisdiction of Arctic states.5 China is a member state of various treaties
aiming at climate change response and marine environment protection.
Under UN agencies and programs, China will participate in the formation
of new rules applicable to the Arctic. The Arctic council is the most
influential regional institution for addressing a range of issues relevant to
environment protection. After being granted observer status by the Arctic
Council, China has accepted its responsibility for environment protection
in the Arctic. Although observers have no rights to express ideas to Senior
Arctic Officials, China would like to play an active role in the working
groups and tasks forces. Generally speaking, China’s attitude toward its
role in the Arctic is on the foundation of keyword-cooperation. On April
20, 2012, the former Prime Minister of China, Wen Jiabao, visited Iceland
and extended willingness to cooperate to Arctic states.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ CONTRIBUTION TO CLIMATE
CHANGE GOVERNANCE IN THE ARCTIC
Climate change manifests itself more dramatically in the Arctic than
anywhere else on the planet. The Arctic is considered the reactor of climate
change. In the middle of September 2012, the Arctic Ocean recorded the
lowest summer sea ice cover ever. The extent of Arctic sea ice extent has
declined at a rate of about 8% per decade during September since the
1980s.6 Sea level rise, the acidification of seawater and extreme summer
weather in northern mid-latitudes that result from sea ice loss are severely
threatening non-Arctic states, particularly the coastal states and small
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island states in the northern hemisphere.
Climate change governance falls under the typical global governance
category, including separate arrangements dealing with the common
concerns of humankind. Climate change governance is also a key topic in
the Arctic governance system in that the Arctic is the early warning device
of climate change. To some extent, the specific governance mechanisms
in the Arctic dealing with climate change are part of the climate change
governance mechanisms globally. The existing mechanisms relating to
climate change enrich the Arctic governance mosaic as well. The conference
of parties of the UNFCCC provides the platform for non-Arctic states to
contribute to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, which should
be implemented according to the principle of common but differentiated
responsibilities. The Arctic Council regards climate change governance as
a key priority together with environment protection. The working groups
Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP) and the Conservation
of Arctic Flora and Fauna (CAFF) along with the International Arctic
Science Committee (IASC) produced the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment
in 2004. The task force for enhancing scientific cooperation focuses on
the impacts of climate change. 7 Observers could designate scientists to
participate in the relevant working groups and task forces to address
climate change.
China is a coastal state with 18,000 kilometers of coastline. The
area north of the Yangtze River in China is located in the northern midlatitudes, accounting for 63.5% of the land area of China. China may
suffer extreme weather and severe acidification of seawater because of sea
ice melting in the Arctic. Sea level rise may cause the disappearance of some
of China’s coastal cities, and even the coastal provinces in China, such as
Shanghai City and Jiangsu Province. Therefore, it is extremely urgent for
China to learn about the status of the Arctic marine environment and take
precautionary measures in case the situation is likely to become worse.
The Chinese government has organized Arctic scientific research six times.
One of the most important purposes of Arctic scientific research is to
accumulate knowledge about climate change and share the relevant data
with other states. In the regime complex of climate change governance,
China endeavors to contribute through various mechanisms. China is
a member state of the UNFCCC and Kyoto Protocol. By means of the
Clean Development Mechanism under the Kyoto Protocol, China has
reduced hundreds of millions of metric tons of carbon equivalents. Energy
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conservation and emission reductions have become fundamental national
policies of China.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ CONTRIBUTION TO
ENVIRONMENT PROTECTION GOVERNANCE IN THE
ARCTIC
The fragile environment in the Arctic and the movement of currents in
the Arctic Ocean make environmental protection in the Arctic important.
Prevention of pollution from various sources requires governance by
multiple actors through multiple mechanisms. The global agreements
and institutions include UNCLOS, MARPOL 1973/1978, the London
convention 1972/1996, and the 1979 Convention on Long-range
Transboundary Air Pollution as hard laws, and the Global Program for
Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land-based
Activities as soft law. The Minamata Convention on Mercury, aimed at
protecting human health and the environment from the adverse effects
of mercury, was adopted on January 19, 2013. Other regional and subregional regimes include the Arctic Council, Barents Euro-Arctic Region,
Norwegian/Russian Commission on Environment Protection, Convention
on the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic,
etc. The theme of environmental protection has been a central concern from
the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy to the Arctic Council.
Most non-Arctic states are member states of the global agreements
mentioned above. It is stipulated in UNCLOS that States have the
obligation to protect and preserve the marine environment.8 States shall
take, individually or jointly as appropriate, all measures consistent with the
convention that are necessary to prevent, reduce and control pollution of
the marine environment from any source, using for this purpose the best
practical means at their disposal and in accordance with their capabilities,
and shall endeavor to harmonize their policies in this connection.9 Thus, it
is the obligation of non-Arctic states to prevent pollution and protect the
environment of the Arctic. In this circumstance, non-Arctic states should
actively implement the relevant ratified agreements and enact domestic
laws to strengthen compliance with the agreements. The international legal
regimes dealing with environmental protection constitute a fragmented
system. Non-Arctic states need to update and improve their domestic laws

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 259

2015.6.12 5:11:30 PM

260

Arctic State/Non-Arctic State Engagement

in order to meet the pollution prevention goals of different agreements.
Under regional and sub-regional arrangements, non-Arctic states could
contribute through observer status with the Arctic Council to work jointly
with Arctic states to prevent pollution.
China is a member state of most international environmental protection
agreements. Considering the long coastline of China, the best way to
encourage foreign states to comply with the environmental protection rules
relevant to China is to respect other costal states’ environmental protection
legislation, including Arctic states’ legal arrangements within their EEZs.
Non-Arctic state status allows China to contribute through the designation
of experts and financial support for environmental protection activities
in the Arctic. China is also eager to protect the marine environment of
the Arctic high seas by flag state control and restriction of any illegal,
unregulated and unreported fishing in this area.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ CONTRIBUTION TO
GOVERNANCE OF SHIPPING IN THE ARCTIC
Since the melting of Arctic sea ice and the opening of the Northern Sea
Route (NSR) and the Northwest Passage (NWP), non-arctic states have
shown an interest in transportation through Arctic passages. In 2009, two
German heavy-lift vessels travelled through the NSR, shaving 3,000 miles
and 10 days off a journey from Europe to South Korea compared to the
Suez Canal route. By using the NSR, 600,000 USD per trip can be saved.
In 2010, a transit by a Chinese (Hong Kong) flagged vessel with iron ore
concentrate bound for China halved the time of the Suez Canal route and
saved around 300,000 USD.10
Non-Arctic states could contribute to Arctic shipping governance
through IMO at a global level, through the Arctic Council at a regional
level, and through bilateral or multilateral cooperation at a national
level. For example, China is a member state in the Memorandum of
Understanding on Port State Control in the Asia-Pacific Region, the Tokyo
MOU; Canada and Russia are also member states of the memorandum.
China could coordinate with Canada and Russia to check whether
states passing through the NSR or NWP comply with relevant IMO
rules. Governance involving several levels of institutions can be mutually
supportive.
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In a multilevel Arctic shipping governance platform, non-Arctic states
could participate in the formation of various Arctic shipping regulations.
Regarding the compulsory Polar Code, China agrees with the goal and
has provided valuable suggestions from a non-Arctic state perspective
about vessel construction and crew training. To meet the new polar rules,
other IMO treaties, like MARPOL and SOLAS, also await amendment by
general consensus and wisdom from IMO membership, including those
non-Arctic member states. In a word, Arctic governance cannot refuse the
participation of non-Arctic states. There is a need for non-arctic states to
enhance interactions and exchange common concerns to stimulate learning
about the Arctic.
China owns the largest commercial fleet in the world. As of December
31, 2012, the dead weight tonnage of China’s fleet ranked in the top three
worldwide, which accounts for more than 10% of the total dead weight
tonnage around the world. The Chinese flag fleet accounted for 37.1%
of the total of China’s fleet, a percentage that is higher than for Greece or
Japan.11 In addition to the large fleet, the value of trade between China
and parts of the Arctic region has been increasing in the last 14 years. In
2011, the export value from China to Arctic states was 342 million USD,
and the import value from Arctic states to China was 1.552 billion USD.12
Obviously, the trade market in the Arctic welcomes China’s contribution
by shipping. The involvement of the Polar Code and participation in
IMO initiatives by China is of great significance for the stable, sustainable
development of world shipping.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ CONTRIBUTION TO FISHING
GOVERNANCE IN THE ARCTIC
When we analyze the meaning of the principle of freedom of the high
seas, the right to fish is a common example. Hugo Grotius proposed the
notion of the free sea in the 17th century. He said that the fishery resources
were as rich as the stars in the sky and were inexhaustible. Nowadays, the
freedom to fish has changed. For sustainable fishing, no country has the
absolute freedom of fishing on the high seas. Where the stocks occur within
the EEZ and in an area beyond and adjacent to it, or the stocks are highly
migratory species, coastal states should cooperate directly or through the
FAO with other states whose nationals harvest these species to ensure
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their conservation. Although commercially valuable stocks of fish may not
occur in the Arctic high seas for some time, only regional arrangements
encompassing both Arctic coastal states and interested non-Arctic states,
like China, can ensure conservation. For example, the 1994 Convention
on the Conservation and Management of Pollock Resources in the Central
Bering Sea includes both the coastal states (Russia and the United States)
and fishing states (China, Japan, Korea and Poland). Other sub-regional
arrangements between Arctic coastal states and fishing states may also be
helpful to deal with the prospect of IUU fishing.

NON-ARCTIC STATES’ CONTRIBUTION TO SCIENTIFIC
RESEARCH AND DATA SHARING
Good governance of the Arctic relies on full knowledge about the natural
conditions of the Arctic and learning about its dynamic transformation.
All states, irrespective of their geographical location, have the right to
conduct marine scientific research subject to the rights and duties of other
states.13 Those non-Arctic states which suffer the adverse effects of sea ice
melting and climate change need regular and consistent scientific research
about the Arctic. Until now, China has carried out comprehensive scientific
research about the sea ice, ocean and atmospheric changes in the Arctic six
times, exploring the causal linkage between the Arctic and climate change.
In August 2012, the scientific research vessel Xuelong even transited the
Northwest Passage to engage in scientific research activities in the Arctic
Ocean. As a member state of the International Arctic Science Committee
(IASC) and Arctic Ocean Sciences Board (AOSB), China shares scientific
research data with other Arctic and non-Arctic states. However, domestic
legislation about polar scientific research in China is insufficient. With the
development of Arctic and Antarctic scientific research by China, the need
for new legislation has emerged on the agenda.

Notes
1. In October 1987, Mikhail Gorbachev gave a speech in Murmansk to ask for
broader and deeper cooperation in the Arctic and make it an international “zone

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 262

2015.6.12 5:11:30 PM

Commentaries

263

of peace.”
2. Q iuhong Tang, Xuejun Zhang and Jennifer A. Francis, “Extreme summer
weather in northern mid-latitudes linked to a vanishing cryosphere.” Nature
Climate Change, 2013. doi: 10.1038/nclimate2065.
3. Young, O.R., L.A. King, and H.Schroeder (eds.).2008. Institutions and
Environmental Change: Principal Findings, Applications, and Research Frontiers.
Cambridge: MIT Press.
4. T he nontraditional security fields mentioned here include climate change
response, marine environment protection, shipping safety, sustainable resources
exploitation and scientific research.
5. On May 15, 2013, China was granted observer status with the Arctic Council on
the premise of the recognition of Arctic states’ sovereignty, sovereign rights and
jurisdiction.
6. Data information from the website of the National Snow and Ice Data Center:
nsidc.org. Comiso, J.C. “Large decade decline of the Arctic multiyear ice cover,”
J.Clim. 25, (2012)1176-1193.
7. T he Kiruna Declaration signed in May 2013 by Arctic states’ ministers
established a task force to achieve improved scientific cooperation among the
Arctic states.
8. United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, Article 192.
9. Ibid, Article 194(1).
10. O lav Schram Stokke, “Regime interplay in Arctic shipping governance:
Explaining regional niche selection,” International Environmental Agreements,
Politics, Law and Economics, vol.13 Issue 13, 65-85.
11. Ministry of Transport of the People’s Republic of China: The 2012 Report on
China’s Shipping Development, China Communications Press (2013).
12. Zhang Xia, et al. “A Study on Scale and Scope of Maritime Cargoes through the
Arctic Passages,” Chinese Journal of Polar Research 25, (2013) 167-175.
13. United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, Article 238.
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Commentary
Eiji Sakai
A PITHY REMARK
The Arctic Ocean is only one element of the earth system, but one that is
extremely important and sensitive to the climate of the globe, as the land
and sea ice govern the energy exchange between the sun and the earth. The
Ocean Policy Research Foundation (OPRF) endorses the trustworthiness of
the Arctic Council (AC), hoping its deep consideration of the relationship
between rights and responsibilities will be incorporated into the existing
human rights framework. OPRF supports the Ilulissat Declaration adopted
by the five Arctic coastal states in 2008, and places a high value on the
reports of the AC’s working groups.
As to international human rights instruments, the International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), which both
entered into force in 1976, adopted the statement of principle on individual
duties set forth in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in
1948 in their preambles. The UDHR includes the following language:
“Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and
inalienable rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of
freedom, justice and peace in the world, Whereas disregard and contempt
for human rights have resulted in barbarous acts which have outraged the
conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world in which human beings
shall enjoy freedom of speech and benefit and freedom from fear and want
has been proclaimed as the highest aspiration of the common people,
Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as
a resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights
should be protected by the rule of law….”

The OPRF believes the AC will act with the principles of the
Declaration and the Covenants in mind.
In addition, international society has already enforced a number of
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treaties, protocols, and laws governing our globe. UNCLOS, SOLAS,
MARPOL1973/1978, STCW are all relevant to the Arctic. In the days of
the Internet, any opinions and proposals to the AC would be able to be
expressed on the Web. Even non-Arctic states without AC observer status
would be able to express their views, or address any proposal by organizing
communities when needed, for instance the Global Ocean Commission,
World Economic Forum, and so forth. The major benefit to the AC
observers will lie in the fact that they can listen to formal discussions at AC
meetings and gauge the atmosphere of the meetings. They can enjoy the
AC reports freely. In July 2014, the AC established a Facebook and Twitter
presence. An announcement stated: “In taking steps towards enhancing
the Arctic Council’s communications capacity, the Council has established
profiles on Twitter and Facebook. The Arctic Council looks forward to
using these channels to provide quick and up-to-date information about its
work and to introduce new audiences to the Council.” The council will be
able to accumulate and analyze non-Arctic states opinions and proposals
prior to AC meetings.
Non-Arctic states already have various opportunities to address their
own Arctic policies and proposals in reports and international conferences
organized by international institutions, such as the World Economic Forum,
and other well-known organizations, such as the Club of Rome, Global
Ocean Commission Partners, etc.
It is obvious that the Arctic issues involving climatology, the
environment, including biodiversity, and social, economic and legal matters
are not matters that the Arctic states are able to deal with alone. If the
AC’s decision making and measures taken are of a self-righteous attitude
expressing intolerance toward other members of international society, nonArctic states will step forward even to establish a non-Arctic Council to
protect the Arctic and our globe. Remembering that solar radiation has
been strengthening since the birth of the earth and that the theoretical
effective radiation temperature and the average surface temperature of the
earth are -18℃ and 15℃, respectively, the AC and “competitive society”
should be much more seriously concerned about global warming and the
fossil energy-dependent life-system, decreasing energy exploration and
development in the Arctic. No protocol has yet worked well in effectively
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. It would be only too likely to entail
serious consequences to our globe. The safety of navigation in the Arctic
seas is to be fully assured by the IMO Polar Code as the basic law and
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the IACS Unified Requirements for ice-class vessels as the basic practical
rules, although effective prevention measures are shockingly poor due to
the physical, biological and human environments of the Arctic. In addition,
existing indemnity systems seem to be unable to cover serious accidents in
the ice-infested waters. e-Navigation/ECDIS requirements might cause stress
on seafarers in Arctic sailing. The AC should also provide information on
the latest industry R&D, review what is being done to prevent oil spills in
ice-infested waters and outline possible methods for containment and clean
up.
Japan and the UK’s Scott Polar Research Institute (SPRI) have been
building a close relationship as partners in polar science since Japan
signed the Antarctic Treaty in 1959, and a much closer relationship since
the National Institute of Polar Research (NIPR) was established in 1973.
Since then, the UK’s policy and attitudes toward the Arctic have drawn the
interest of the academy in Japan.
In 2012, The UK’s House of Commons presented a summary of the
comprehensive study and discussion on protecting the Arctic. This summary
noted that:
“the Arctic is seen as a politically stable region and an orderly process
to settle claims of who owns the resources of the continental shelves
is ongoing. The Arctic Council is a key means of cooperation between
the eight Arctic states and other observer states, including the UK. The
UK could increase its influence on Arctic matters in a number of ways,
including offering to broker the relationship between Arctic Council
members and others, and using UK Arctic science and research as a basis
for enhanced cooperation on environmental protection. All Arctic states
have developed their own Arctic strategies, and the UK Government should
also do so to bring together the UK’s diverse interests in the Arctic and
engage all stakeholders. Such a strategy should set out how the government
plans to implement the recommendations we make in this report, including
securing a moratorium on oil and gas drilling in the Arctic until the
preconditions we list above have been implemented.”

The following year, in 2013, the UK government published a document
called “Adapting to Change: UK policy towards the Arctic.” The forward to
this document states that:
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“There is no doubt that the Arctic is on the frontier of global climate
change impacts … In turn, the region is seeing more commercial activity
… It [the UK government] recognizes that what happens in the Arctic
has a global impact and can be a legitimate concern of people far beyond
the Arctic Circle. It commits the United Kingdom to working with
international partners to balance the needs of human development with
environmental protections. The scale of the challenges facing the Arctic is
immense and compounded by the speed of the changes. That is why the
whole of government has signed up to the comprehensive set of measures
outlined in this Policy Framework. It is a practical example of how we
will work together with all the Arctic states and the wider international
community to ensure a sustainable future for the Arctic.”

The OPRF would like to express its approval of the UK’s practical
example, particularly in order to ensure a better future for our globe.
There has been a flood of papers and reports dealing with Arctic issues,
including governance, starting with the interpretation of UNCLOS Article
234. However, for the natural scientists of Japan, formal involvement in the
AC has been a trivial concern. They have already been enjoying academic
participation directly in the AC through its working group activities
and indirectly via various international organizations, such as the IPCC,
IASC, Arctic Ocean Science Board (AOSB), Pacific Arctic Group (PAG),
International Permafrost Association (IPA), International Arctic Social
Science Association (IASSA), International Council for Aeronautical Science
(ICAS), and a number of international conferences. Satellite-based remote
sensing groups have been working together under the 1998 International
Agreements on Cooperation in Remote Sensing and Earth Observation
(published by C.S. Wagner and agreed in 1997). Scientists can easily set up
bilateral and multilateral agreements and work in cooperation.
Through investments, bilateral or multilateral science and technology
consultation agreements, and imports/exports of goods and technologies,
the substantial interface between the Arctic and the non-Arctic states has
already been working, where basically no division exists between them. In
this sense, science and industry have been running ahead of the community
of international law.
The OPRF would simply like to wish that the AC set guidelines for
every industrial activity carried out in the Arctic under the deepest principle
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of human nature with a logical mind and for the well-being of the future
generations of living things, carefully watching the AC’s strategies and
actions on Arctic issues.
The OPRF (formerly the Ship & Ocean Foundation) determined its
Arctic policy at the time when the OPRF/Nippon Foundation decided to
be one of the core institutions in the International Northern Sea Route
Program (INSROP) in 1992. The policy is quite simple: “Preservation of the
nature and well-being of living things in the Arctic, on the understanding
that the Arctic shall be considered as an element of the earth’s system, but
an essential one to our globe,” with deep respect for the Leibniz’s theory of
monads.

ARCTIC POLICY OF JAPAN
Japan is a typical country surrounded by seas and slightly isolated from
adjacent countries. Quite recently (July 20, 2007), the “Basic Act on Ocean
Policy” entered into force. Such a delay in the drafting and enforcement of
the law was mainly caused by the fact that Japan has no broad continental
shelf around the country together with the existence of a powerful law,
the “Port and Harbor Law,” enforced in 1950. To promote the policy
of the law, the cabinet decided on the “Basic Plan on Ocean Policy” on
March 18, 2008, which will be amended every five years. No mention of
the Arctic was found in the 2008 Basic Plan on Ocean Policy. In 2014, the
Basic Plan on Ocean Policy was revised, and two articles relating to the
Arctic were added, recognizing the importance of the Arctic for the climate
and seaborne trade of Japan in the decades to come. The OPRF made a
considerable contribution to the Basic Law and the Basic Plan.
Meanwhile, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan launched an “Arctic
Task Force” (ATF) on September 2, 2010. The press release on it said the
following:
1) The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has established the “Arctic Task
Force” (ATF) in order to make a cross-sectoral approach towards
foreign policy on the Arctic, including the aspect of international law,
and held the first meeting of the ATF on September 2, 2010.
2) In light of the impact of global warming, there has been emerging
and ongoing changes in the Arctic Ocean, including the tendency of
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reduction of ice-covered areas, which cannot be overseen only by
the Arctic states, but also by non-Arctic states like Japan. Japan is
becoming more and more involved in Arctic issues, and therefore has
applied for observer status to the Arctic Council. As a maritime state,
Japan is highly interested in Arctic issues, because the Arctic Ocean is
reported to be full of potential such as opening new shipping routes
and new development of natural resources.
3) The ministry will hold the ATF meetings on an occasional basis,
when needed, and fully utilize them for shaping the appropriate
Arctic policies of Japan.
The OPRF was deeply involved in the ATF meetings.

THE OPRF’S INTEREST IN ARCTIC ISSUES
R&D Regarding Icebreaking Commercial Vessels
With the financial support of the OPRF (SOF at that time), a research
project on Arctic marine transportation was conducted in 1986 at the
National Maritime Research Institute (Ship Research Institute, or SRI at
that time), in response to industrial demands. The project was coordinated
with an ad hoc research panel organized by the Shipbuilding Research
Association of Japan (SRAJ) from 1980 to 1984. Extensive and systematic
model tests on Arctic tankers and LNG carriers were carried out in an ice
model basin and 400m towing tank in the Ship Research Institute, with
particular interest in the effects of parallel body, length-breadth ratio, frame
line, mid-ship section, side flare, and block coefficient as well as bow shape,
on performance in ice. In this project, particular attention was given to
the conceptual design of a 200,000 DWT icebreaking tanker expected to
transport crude oil from the Beaufort Sea to Japan. A final hull form was
determined after the systematic model tests. Various model tests were also
conducted on the ship with the final hull form to ascertain the performance
in ice, such as backing resistance in level ice, resistance through model
ridges and refrozen channels, propeller-ice interactions, and turning ability
in level ice. Self-propulsion tests in waves were also carried out in the SRI’s
400m towing tank to confirm the sea-keeping performance, particularly
in the North Pacific Ocean. The ice load responses of ship structures and
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their membranes had been minutely investigated by major shipbuilding
companies, based on their accumulated experiences for the wave load
responses of ship structures.
Through this project, the instrumentation and experimentation in ice
model basins were fully developed, and comprehensive data were compiled,
which are potentially useful for the design of large icebreaking commercial
vessels in the future.
In the 1980s, the OPRF organized a committee to carry out a
comparative study of ice-class rules among major classification societies
and a committee to survey technology for removing spilled oil in iceinfested waters in the world.

INSROP/JANSROP
The industry and research institutes of Japan have accumulated knowledge
and experience in ice engineering through the Canadian Beaufort Project,
although Japan could not obtain a drop of oil from the Canadian seas. In
the 1980s, a researcher at the National Maritime Research Institute became
aware of the possibility that in future, probably after 2050, the sea ice in
the Arctic Ocean would greatly diminish in the summer. The prediction was
based on two observations: one of atmospheric CO2 increase at the Mauna
Loa Observatory in the United States, and observations of a rapid decrease
of 14C in trees since the industrial revolution, called the “Suess Effect.” At
that time, although satellite-based remote-sensing technology was in its
infancy, hard and soft technologies were expected to be swiftly developed,
so that much earlier than 2050 we would be able to enjoy high-resolution
images of sea ice in the Arctic taken by satellites.
In 1987, then General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev declared the NSR
open as an international shipping route. This did not signify the opening
of the seas to all comers, but it represented an end to the old, cold war
mechanisms previously in place in the Russian Arctic. A comprehensive
feasibility study on the NSR was then launched in 1993 after a twoyear pilot study by Russia and Norway. The three principal cooperative
partners, the Fridtjof Nansen Institute (FNI) in Norway, the Central Marine
Research and Design Institute (CNIIMF) in Russia, and the Ship & Ocean
Foundation (currently the OPRF)/Nippon Foundation in Japan, formed
the International Northern Sea Route Program (INSROP), an international
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joint research project to dispel the prevalent myths about the NSR and
replace them with scientific knowledge over a six-year period beginning in
1993. Phase I of INSROP was carried out from 1993 to 1995, and Phase
II was carried out from 1997 to 1998 (Østreng, 1999; Ragner, 2000;
Kitagawa, 2001).
Four sub-programs were implemented in Phase I:
I. Natural Conditions and Ice Navigation,
II. Environmental Factors and Challenges,
III. Trade and Commercial Shipping Aspects of the NSR, and
IV. Political, Legal, Cultural and Strategic Factors.
In Phase II, the outcomes of the studies in Phase I were integrated
together with supplemental work suggested by an international evaluation
group. The INSROP GIS was formulated in Phase II on the basis of
extensive data accumulated in both phases.
INSROP provided 167 peer-reviewed working papers by 468
researchers from 100 different institutions in 14 countries and a large
number of articles and books governing almost every foreseeable problem
and relevant aspect of shipping on the NSR for the opening of the route
to international shipping. The project provided a large amount of new
knowledge and much deeper understanding, as well as collecting, analyzing
and transmitting vital material already available in Russia and publishing
this for the first time outside Russia.
The SOF (OPRF) organized two projects at the same time in the frame
of the INSROP (a research project called JANSROP I and an experimental
voyage with an ice-strengthened Russian cargo vessel, the Kandalaksha
(14,700 DWT), via the NSR). JANSROP I, the Japanese version of the
INSROP, was carried out to make up for some of the slightly weak points
in the INSROP, stressing the technological requirements of NSR cargo
vessels. The Kandalaksha sailed successfully from Yokohama to Kirkenes in
Norway, with observations and measurements of various items being made
by an expert team composed of members from Japan, Russia and Canada.
The voyage afforded us a good chance to deepen our understanding of the
NSR navigation system (Yamaguchi, 1995).
For the simulation, the sea ice data provided for the INSROP by the
Arctic and Antarctic Research Institute of Russia (AARI) were organized
into average monthly values for the 38-year period from 1953 to 1990,
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divided into square segments of 20nm in length and encompassing 18
parameters: cold sum, average concentrations of first- and multi-year ice,
minimum and maximum concentration, thickness of level ice, average,
minimum and maximum ice thickness, wind direction, current direction,
floe size, average ridge sail height, minimum and maximum possible ridge
size, and average, minimum and maximum ridge density. The simulation
concluded the following: capital costs have the most significant impact
on NSR operations; the operational costs and adequacy of NSR shipping
eventually depend on ice conditions, and therefore the month of operation;
the current compulsory escort tariff might be a disincentive to improve
the icebreaking performance of cargo ships; the larger bulkers could
enjoy a size advantage under a lower escort fee system and be sufficiently
competitive with conventional handy-size bulkers through the Suez Canal
route, if appropriate commodities are provided. PDF versions of INSROP’s
167 Working Papers is available from the OPRF as a Blu-ray disc.
Soon after INSROP and JANSROP I, the OPRF, with the warm
support of the Nippon Foundation, carried out a study on the NSR called
JANSROP II (2002-2006), which laid particular stress on the Far East
Asia and Russia. Since 2007, in every fiscal year, the OPRF has carried out
updated surveys of the scientific and business activities in the Arctic and
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Figure III-1. OPRF’s activities in Arctic issues
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compiled it into INSROP/JANSROP Follow-up Reports. The OPRF’s Arctic
research activities are summarized in the Figure III-1.

Japan Arctic Ocean Conference
The symptoms and facts of global warming have been seen in many places.
The Arctic Ocean is particularly sensitive to climate change. According
to the fourth report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), it is “very likely” that the temperature increase in the Arctic is far
higher than the average temperature rise globally. The extent of sea ice in
the summer has recently been greatly reduced from a mean value of 700
million km2 in the latter half of the last century. This reduction is too large
to be attributed to inter-annual fluctuation. The IPCC fifth report warned
about global warming with greater confidence.
These changes in the environment and ecosystem, as well as
expectations of natural resource exploitation, have led to a growing interest
in the Arctic Ocean. Although Japan is not an Arctic state, it is closely tied
to the Arctic for various reasons. For instance, climate change in the Arctic
has various impacts on the climate of Japan and those of monsoon Asian
countries; Japan has already taken part in natural resource development in
the Arctic, and should be more involved in the future; the increased sailing
via the NSR would have a large influence on Japan as a major seaborne
state in the Asian market; and there are many unsolved issues related to the
security, sustainability and governance of the Arctic.
It is a matter for deep regret that at the national level there has only
been sporadic research on the Arctic, because the significance of the region
has not been sufficiently recognized by the Japanese government. Although
data and information on Arctic issues have flooded the Web, until a year
ago, the government had yet to take any initiative to establish a policy for
Arctic issues. As a consequence, industry in particular has been bewildered
in making decisions on its business strategy in the Arctic.
In view of this situation, the OPRF initiated the Arctic Conference
in Japan in 2010 with experts in international law, security, climatology,
oceanography, polar science and technology, marine technology,
navigation, and classification society regulations. Over the past two
years, the conference members have met to establish a unified view of
multifaceted Arctic issues and to address Japan’s Arctic policy and strategy
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to meet the interests of Japan and the world. The conference report
summarized the findings and the discussion through the meetings, and
issued recommendations for the Arctic policy of Japan to the government
and industry. The multidisciplinary proposals covered wide areas such as
scientific research, natural resources, shipping routes, and security and
management of the Arctic Ocean.
The conference hoped ardently that its efforts would soon be used by
the government to define policy for the Arctic by analyzing the conference’s
proposals and referring to the outcome of the GRENE project organized
by the Ministry of Education, Science, Technology and Sports. With such
a policy, industry would be likely to develop new strategies and develop
business in the Arctic.
The conference turned out eight recommendations for Japan’s Arctic
policy. For the sustainable use of the Arctic Ocean, the conference urged the
government to:
1. establish the nation’s Arctic policy and a body of joint chiefs of staff,
2. bolster every research activity in the Arctic,
3. actively take part in protection and preservation of the environment,
4. p articipate much more directly in Arctic natural resources
development,
5. promptly respond to logistical changes in the seaborne trade by the
opening of Arctic seaways,
6. design a new national security program via the Arctic seaways and
shipping,
7. contribute largely to the establishment of an order of the Arctic
Ocean, and
8. make haste to strengthen Japan-Arctic states dialogue, in particular
the Japan-Russia dialogue.

HOW MUCH IS ENOUGH?
Limits to Growth: The 30-Year Update by Donella Meadows, Jørgen
Randers and Dennis Meadows, published in 2004, will be one of the best
sellers in the world. The first text appeared in 1972. They planned to
update the book again in 2012, which has yet to be done. The authors state
their intention for this updating as follows:
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• to stress that humanity is now in overshoot and that the resulting
damage and suffering can be greatly reduced through wise policy;
• o ffer data and analysis that contradict prevailing political
pronouncements that humanity is on the correct path for the 21st
century;
• inspire the world’s citizens to think about the long-term consequences
of their actions and choices–and muster their political support for
actions that would reduce the damage from overshoot;
• b ring the World3 computer model to the attention of a new
generation of readers, students, and researchers; and
• show what progress has been made since 1972 in understanding the
long-term causes and consequences of growth.
The OPRF does not agree with every comment and proposal described
in the book. However, the greening policies are undoubtedly a vital step
toward recognizing that the natural resources we are dependent upon are
considerably endangered and might be irreversibly damaged. A natural
right to survival for all human beings will be grounded in a deontological
ethical outlook. Given a scientific and technologically progressive world,
it is unlikely that our globe will completely run out food and all kinds
of energy. The OPRF worries about the limit of the capacity of all the
polluting wastes produced by human society, rather than the limit to
growth.
“Any preoccupation with ideas of what is right or wrong in conduct
shows an arrested intellectual development”–Oscar Wilde (1894).

Disclaimer
The views expressed are those of the author and are not necessarily shared
by the Ocean Policy Research Foundation or the Nippon Foundation.
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Commentary
Sung Jin Kim
INTRODUCTION
Due to climate change and its effects on the world, the Arctic ice is
melting faster than experts have expected since the onset of melting in the
1970s. Especially since 2007, the situation has continued to get worse.
Observations have been made that Arctic ice has had the third-largest
decrease in size since the beginning of May. Thus, a new ecological cycle is
forming through climate change, global warming, a decrease in Arctic ice, a
change in the circulation speed of seawater, and a change in the natural and
reproductive environment. This transformation has become a main issue of
discussion regarding ecological and physical changes, social and economic
changes, and changes in governance and decision-making structures in the
Arctic. Therefore, the situation in the Arctic is significantly different from
what it was in 1996 when the Arctic Council was established. How the
council responds to these changes is now among our major challenges.
The Arctic is one of the main origins of climate change and has been
affected significantly by climate change. For many complex reasons, such as
the faster-than-expected pace of climate change, various natural resources
in the Arctic, sustainable development, enhancing the indigenous peoples’
quality of life, and the increased need for a scientific approach, a great deal
of focus is on the Arctic. The Arctic has been gaining a lot of attention and
is one of the most rapidly changing and dynamic areas. Mankind should
quickly respond to climate change, but at the same time establish a mission
to adapt to these changes and develop this dynamic area in a harmonious
manner. While the international community should cooperatively pursue
economic, social, and cultural benefits, it should also minimize the negative
impacts on the indigenous peoples. In other words, it is about time to
require joint efforts to encourage sustainable development in the Arctic and
respect the indigenous peoples’ traditions and cultures. To take the most
prominent example, China, Japan, South Korea and non-Arctic European
Union countries, considered major drivers of climate change, are closely
intertwined with each other in respect to climate change as well as political
and economic issues. Also, in the case of the Polar Code, which has been
developed under the auspices of the IMO, there appear to be several Arctic
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issues that cannot be determined by the Arctic Council. Particularly in
Arctic development, the prosperity of humankind cannot be achieved by
relying solely on the Arctic Council. Therefore, non-Arctic states are taking
responsibility and duties in the Arctic. Oran R. Young introduces four
interesting factors in his paper that are intriguing and worth discussing.
First is the increase in the number of the nongovernmental organizations.
He explains that a significant number of NGO activities are related to the
main issues in the Arctic. Second are private-public partnerships (PPPs) that
can contribute to widening the communication channels between Arctic
and non-Arctic states. Third is an informal venue. Young gives his opinions
on the roles and meaning of the Arctic Frontiers Conference, the North
Pacific Arctic Conferences, and the World Economic Forum. Fourth is the
representative case of search and rescue operations in the Arctic involving
cooperation between Arctic and non-Arctic states. He then presents
implications for future issues.
In his conclusion, Young clarifies the lack of simplicity in providing
good governance benefitting all participating parties and facilitating
communication and dialogue between Arctic and non-Arctic states.
However, there are various (imperfect) channels that are currently
available. He has provided us with a meaningful direction by emphasizing
that our focus should be on whether we can utilize the right channel at
the right time. Arctic issues have evolved and have become global issues.
From this moment on, the Arctic is no longer an issue for Arctic coastal
states, including the Arctic Council, alone but is now an issue for various
countries, including non-Arctic states, that have concerns and understand
the Arctic area. These countries have to draw on their wisdom in order to
solve these challenges wisely and jointly.
The Arctic Council is at the heart of the decision-making process
in the Arctic. However, as the Arctic becomes a more global issue, nonArctic states now have the opportunity to build a platform to deliver their
opinions more freely and effectively. Many experts are in agreement on the
value of a platform or forum to exchange knowledge between individuals
from government, business, academia and nonprofit organizations. In
this respect, Young’s paper is significant, and it is important to point out
that dialogue between Arctic and non-Arctic states must be effective. In
this article, following a brief commentary on Young’s paper, I would like
to present several opinions regarding how to enhance communication
measures between Arctic and non-Arctic states.
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OVERVIEW OF ORAN YOUNG’S PRESENTATION
Over the last three years, Young has published several articles about Arctic
governance. This analysis, however, examines the avenues of engagement
between Arctic and non-Arctic states and goes one step further than his
previous works. He navigates the boundary between Arctic and non-Arctic
states nicely by dissecting the involvement of non-Arctic states in the Arctic
Council and in wider intergovernmental mechanisms, nongovernmental
organizations, PPPs and informal channels. Moreover, he collects
comprehensive materials and data in his paper, and he is quite logical when
analyzing the Arctic. The opinions he presented are concise and clear.
His discussion on deciding on a location to meet and communicate
between the Arctic and non-Arctic states contains the current status
of institutions encompassing various types of consultative bodies and
agreements. In addition, the article properly analyzes the limitations of the
existing formal/informal channels. In particular, there is a clear and concise
analysis of the scope and limits of each level of participation by observer
states in the Arctic Council, dividing them into three levels: working
groups, task forces, and SAOs meetings. The article also points out the
significant parts of major cases where the Arctic Council lacks authority.
Thus, he notes the role of bilateral dialogue and the need for cooperation.
In regard to meaningful change around the Arctic, Young points out
that it is inevitable that there will be a distinctive change in the Arctic
Council’s role in the coming years. This is a bold and correct comment that
only he can make, and I concur with the idea that the roles of non-Arctic
states are increasingly important.

OPINIONS AND QUESTIONS ON THE PRESENTATION
Young introduces the following factors in his paper that are quite intriguing
and worth discussing. First, non-Arctic states have caused pollution and
climate change; therefore, non-Arctic states should now take responsibility
for their actions. He justifies his point by explaining that for the sake of
environmental protection, non-Arctic states are actively participating in
multilateral channels. Second is the increase in the number of NGOs. He
explains that a significant number of NGO activities are related to the main
issues in the Arctic. In particular, there is a difference between NGOs, such
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as Greenpeace, that operate as advocacy organizations and consultative
bodies, such as the International Arctic Science Committee, in relation to
mutually beneficial cooperation.
Third, all the cases considered as avenues of engagement between
the Arctic and non-Arctic states are divided into five categories, and the
fact that these categories include the PPPs and informal venues is quite
interesting and original. Moreover, it is intriguing that Young has classified
PPPs into advisory, regulatory, and operational ones in discussing how PPPs
can contribute to widening the communication channels between Arctic
and non-Arctic states. As for informal venues, Young discusses the roles and
meaning of the Arctic Frontiers Conference, NPAC, WEF. I am in agreement
with Young that the NPAC has already been an important player and plays
a prominent role as one of the avenues of engagement and will most likely
develop in the future.
In this section, I would like to ask some questions to Young with my
additional comments. First, he pointed out that it would be difficult for the
Arctic Council to ignore China’s opinion when China proposes to expand
its influence in the international community and take concrete actions.
I agree with his point and wonder what measures China will take in the
Arctic. In addition, I would like his opinion on what kind of changes this
measure could bring in the existing Arctic governance system where the
focal point is the Arctic Council.
Second, Young indicated that climate change, environmental pollution
management, and volatility effects in the global goods market may bring a
significant change in the legal status of the Arctic Council. He also noted
that non-Arctic states will play a stronger role institutional innovation
regarding Arctic governance in the future. If this is possible, what kind of
changes in the exclusive Arctic Council oriented governance can we expect
in the next 5 to 10 years? I wonder whether it is possible to transform the
council into an open governance system similar to the Antarctic system
and not restrict the role of observers in the SAOs meeting.
Third, Young separates issues related to the Arctic from issues regarding
the global situation. The former, such as the SAR agreement, should be
resolved within the Arctic Council while not soliciting participation by nonArctic states, and the latter, such as the Polar Code, should be dealt with by
multilateral frameworks similar to the IMO. I agree with this dichotomy in
principle. However, there is a fine line between local and global issues, as
Young pointed out in his conclusion. Although the Arctic Council created
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the Search and Rescue Agreement (SAR), search and rescue operations
in the Arctic can include non-Arctic governments and public and private
vessels. A good example can be found in the search and rescue activities
in the Antarctic. In the dichotomous approach, although some issues are
considered global ones, only the Arctic Council can deal with them and
non-Arctic states do not have any opportunity to participate due to its
exclusive decision-making process, which may become a source of conflicts.
If possible, I would like to hear his additional explanation on these issues.
Lastly, Young suggests five avenues of engagement as an interface
between Arctic and non-Arctic states. Each avenue has, of course, its own
advantages and limits. I would appreciate an additional explanation if
he could categorize the main priorities, starting with the most important
avenue. In my humble opinion, for the issues of individual countries,
bilateral cooperation is crucial, and for common interests such as climate
change and the Polar Code, multilateral consultative bodies such as the
IMO are of great importance.

NEW CHALLENGES FOR OBSERVER STATES IN THE
ARCTIC COUNCIL
Before I propose various methods to strengthen the engagement between
Arctic and non-Arctic states, I would like to briefly mention new challenges
faced by observer states, particularly South Korea, in the Arctic Council. In
the 2013 at the Kiruna Ministerial Meeting, Asian countries such as South
Korea, China, and Japan joined the Arctic Council as observer states and
made an effort to expand their participation through subsidiary bodies in
the Arctic Council, such as the working groups. In addition, aside from
the activities of the council, Young explains that there has been significant
progress in pushing forward a detailed discussion of ways to use scientific
technology cooperation, economic consultations, and consultative bodies
such as the FTA and the IMO. However, it cannot be said that discussions
in the Arctic Council have been fruitful.
Although there are several reasons for these circumstances, I would like
to hear Young briefly discuss the lack of capacity for observer states and
the uncertain system regarding how to accept an observer states’ opinions.
Despite their scientific and technological capabilities, observer states face
challenges when reaching an agreement in the Arctic Council’s working
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groups, since many consider the observer states’ capability limited. Without
improving their capabilities, it is relatively difficult to participate in various
activities, and thus observer states should be preparing to commit human
and financial resources.
On the other hand, even in areas with a certain level of competence,
there are specific difficulties that many encounter when participating in the
working groups. As a result, there should be clear guidelines on observer
states’ involvement in the working groups’ decision-making processes.
Another challenge for observer states is to build a platform of cooperation
with Indigenous groups. It is not an easy task as an observer to find ways
to cooperate with Indigenous groups residing in the Arctic and Indigenous
groups that are Permanent Participants in the Arctic Council. The
following NPAC meeting may contribute to the Arctic Circle by discussing
cooperation on economic, cultural and social issues between Indigenous
groups and Asian observer states.

SUGGESTIONS
For NPAC to fulfill its role as an avenue of engagement for cooperation
between Arctic and non-Arctic states, the following efforts are
recommended. First, over the last three years in the North Pacific region,
NPAC has been building a bridge between experts from Arctic and nonArctic states and has made its results and performances widely known
to the public. For instance, NPAC has posted its proceedings annually
on the websites of both KMI and EWC and informed members of the
Arctic Council and major experts via pamphlets and booklets. In addition,
NPAC plans to present its successful and effective results to experts from
not only the Arctic Frontiers and Arctic Circle, but also to the secretariat
of the Arctic Council and the working groups. Other than the SAOs and
Ministerial Meetings in the Arctic, I am quite optimistic that a more
systematic way of communication to review a more detailed method in the
NPAC Organizing Committee may be considered.
Second, by taking full advantage of the observer states’ capabilities,
while maintaining the current decision making system, I propose to
establish a study group that will aid in developing a more sustainable Arctic
society. Therefore, an effective method and action plan must be established
to address the issues in NPAC Organizing Committee. Moreover, I hope
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that NPAC continues to excel with its cutting-edge performance in the field
of science and technology and presents a feasible alternative that may be
integrated into the economic and social fields. Third, we should establish
a joint research community among Arctic-related research institutes and
universities in Korea, China, and Japan through the promotion of the
North Pacific Arctic Research Community (NPARC) in order to expand the
range of cooperation and find common interests between related agencies
in the United States, Russia, and Canada.
Lastly, as Young has mentioned in his paper, I look forward to seeing
NPAC become an avenue of engagement with NGOs, informal venues,
and other institutes that are involved and can serve as important bridges
between Arctic and non-Arctic states. For this to be effective, NGOs
and other informal venues must first actively participate with members
of NPAC and discuss the main issues in order to properly monitor the
Organizing Committee. In addition, it is necessary for NPAC to meet
regularly to discuss its agenda and expand its cooperation, similar to the
Arctic Frontiers, Arctic Circle, and other consultative bodies. The World
Ocean Forum (WOF) launched the Global Agenda Council on the Arctic
this year. Given its influence in the international community, the WOF
is expected to support the Arctic as a global issue and serve as a useful
venue for dialogue with non-Arctic states. Therefore, we must consider
the possibility of cooperation with the WOF and other influential entities.
Finally, nongovernmental organizations and other advocacy organizations,
such as Greenpeace, have made great contributions to protecting the
environment in the Arctic, as Young discussed, and for this reason, we must
invite a representative from Greenpeace to the NPAC conferences.

CONCLUSION
Over the last three years, NPAC has discussed issues regarding the Arctic
and covered the governance issues relating to Arctic policies. Young’s article
arranged various existing avenues of engagement and analyzed the pros
and cons of each avenue concisely and clearly. As a consequence regarding
how to resolve Arctic issues, in my opinion, specific and individual issues
must be dealt with through bilateral cooperation between the parties, while
global issues that involve both the Arctic Council and non-Arctic states,
should be handled within the framework of international organizations or

(최종)00_파트3_2014 NPAC(223_284).indd 282

2015.6.12 5:11:31 PM

Commentaries

283

existing multilateral councils.
As Young pointed out, there have been significant changes in the
circumstances surrounding the Arctic since the inception of the Arctic
Council. The council should take a more open and positive approach and
listen to the opinions of the non-Arctic states that are currently important
stakeholders in Arctic-related issues. I hope that in the long term, the Arctic
Council will recognize the fact that it needs to evolve into a more open
decision-making structure and make appropriate changes. In anticipation
of this development, I confidently believe that NPAC will be a pioneer
in promoting a cooperative dialogue regarding Arctic issues, which are
now worldwide and common issues for humankind. The issue of how to
stimulate communication between Arctic and non-Arctic states could be
discussed more in depth during Session VI.
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