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DOUBLE EXPLOITATION, MILITARIZATION OF THE ARCTIC AND ALTERNATIVES -
Options on the socio-ecological development of the Arctic in the era of climate change


Abstract
There are many regions in Europe which are and will be suffering from rapid climate change more than average: one is the Arctic. As for most people and regions in the world, including the Arctic, the main causes of climate change have been almost solely originated from outside. The Arctic is a very sensitive socio-ecological region. The (cold) Arctic has become a global hot spot in global climate change dynamics because of strong self-accelerating processes and fundamental global repercussions. 
The effects of the melting ice have only minor, short-term positive aspects for economic development in relation to the far greater long-term environmentally destructive developments in the Arctic region. The IPCC forecasts “unprecedented challenges for northern communities“, “in combination with globalization” there will be “large effects on Arctic communities, especially “where narrowly based economies leave a smaller range of adaptive choices“. There will be also significant health implications. Changes until now are significant but they are almost very small in relation to the changes predicted to occur this century by scientists later this century. Neoliberal deregulation during the last 35 years has also triggered the increase of regional and social disparities in the Arctic.

“Fossil capital” has resulted in a “lock-in”-situation which sooner or later will entail fast or slow devaluation. In times of climate change global constraints have changed necessary energy patterns irreversibly. So instead of dead-end streets with a “curse of resources”: Leave the fossil fuel in the Arctic seabed! But the actual EU-policy on the Arctic is stuck within a corporate orientated framework: Commodification, fossil lock-in and geopolitical interests are prevailing.
Inspired by the positive example of the Antarctic treaties: pro a moratorium of exploiting the (fossil) resources and demilitarization of the Arctic; and a real sustainable development: Regarding the tight relationship - generally and especially for the Arctic as well - between exploitation of man, exploitation of nature and militarisation, in a dialectic manner the consistent perspective is a society of solidarity and harmony with nature and peace.


Causes of climate change originating from outside the Arctic

“Global neoliberalism is responsible for new armed conflicts, new forms of imperialism and socio-economic imbalances, with the intent of establishing the geopolitical control of all natural resources”[footnoteRef:1]. This general statement of the EL Environmental Group is particularly relevant to the Artic. “With the melting of the Polar caps due to climate change, large oil resources will potentially be up for grabs soon and important new trade routes are opening up. That is why a fierce competition for influence and an outright militarisation of the Arctic is taking place.”[footnoteRef:2]  [1:  Draft document of the EL Environment WG for the EL Congress 2016]  [2:  EU MEP Sabine Lösing. GUENGL (20/05/2015): No to the Arctic Challenge Exercise 2015] 



A basic characteristic of climate change in the Arctic is that it has warmed twice as fast as the global average. “In the Arctic, extensive land areas show a 20th-century warming trend in air temperature of as much as 5°C”[footnoteRef:3] It is projected that the effects of such changes in the Arctic will have profound local, regional and global implications[footnoteRef:4] with globally fundamental feedbacks. [3:  IPCC WGII AR4 Chapter 15, 2007]  [4:  IISD (17 March 2016): Arctic Council Addresses Climate Change ] 


There are many regions in Europe which are and will be suffering from rapid climate change in different ways more than average: e.g. the south of Europe, sea-side cities, low-lying areas and mountain regions - and the Arctic. To exchange experiences within these regions and also to see common features, discussing the causes, general interrelations and feedbacks can be useful to developing movements for the necessary massive climate change mitigation after the weak Paris agreement.

Derived from political economy and political ecology there is a tight intrinsic relationship, generally and especially also for the Arctic, between
· exploitation of man
· exploitation of nature and
· militarisation

As for most people and regions in the world  also for the Arctic the main causes of climate change have almost solely originated from outside the Arctic but have and will have strong impacts on the region. Core regions of the EU (resp. the dominating capital in these regions) have contributed - like other industrialised regions of the world - substantially to climate change and hence bear special responsibility for peripheral regions hit by climate change.

The Arctic as a global hot spot
The Arctic has become a key region in global climate change dynamics because of strong self-accelerating processes, for example a decrease of the surface Albedo effect due to the melting of polar ice. The retreat of sea ice is likely to produce unforeseeable and disastrous environmental effects on and repercussions for other parts of the planet, e.g. the feedback cycles which influence the temperature of the Atlantic and thereby the weather in large parts of Europe. 

Another deeply troubling consequence is that the thawing of permafrost will release vast reserves of frozen carbon, carbon dioxide and more methane emissions.

The Arctic is a very sensitive socio-ecological region

The Arctic is a very sensitive socio-ecological region because of the big implications of small departures away from the fragile equilibrium status. The problem is the relatively fast change to which ecosystems cannot adapt like in former times. And because of complex interactions there will be also almost unforeseeable consequences. People often think of the powerful symbol, the polar bear. But that is far from the only problem that a melting Arctic brings.

Important issues are changes in sea ice, permafrost, precipitation patterns, acidification of the polar oceans, community composition of the Arctic biota (seasonal distributions, geographic ranges, patterns of migration, nutritional status, reproductive success), and ultimately the abundance and balance of species.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  IPCC WGII AR3 Chapter 16, 2001] 


“Already Arctic human communities are adapting to climate change, but both external and internal stressors challenge their adaptive capabilities”[footnoteRef:6] [6:  IPCC WGII AR4 Chapter 16, 2007] 

“The impacts of climate change, and the adaptations to it, exhibit strong spatial heterogeneity in the Polar Regions because of the high diversity of social systems, bio-physical regions and associated drivers of change“[footnoteRef:7] [7:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014] 

Changes until now are significant but they are insignificant in relation to the scientifically forecast changes that will occur later in this century. There are also implications for the health: “Climate change will increase the vulnerability of terrestrial ecosystems to invasions by non-indigenous species, the majority likely to arrive through direct human assistance.”[footnoteRef:8] “Impacts on the health and well-being of Arctic residents from climate change are significant and projected to increase – especially for many indigenous peoples”.[footnoteRef:9] Therefore the Arctic Council also promotes projects to strengthen the resilience of the Arctic inhabitants through an enhanced understanding of climate change impacts on health risks to people, animals and the environment.[footnoteRef:10] [8:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014]  [9:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014]  [10:  IISD (17 March 2016):Arctic Council Addresses Climate Change, Resilience ] 


What about positive effects of climate change?

On the other side there are increases in greenness and biological productivity in parts of the Arctic; and at first glance there will be economic benefits - including new opportunities for trade and shipping across the Arctic Ocean, lower operational costs for the oil and gas industry, increasing agricultural and forestry opportunities, better marine access to resources, easier access for ship-based tourism, and lower heating costs. “Benefits associated with climate change will be regionally specific and widely variable at different locations”.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  IPCC WGII AR4 Chapter 16, 2007] 

But there also will be increased economic costs to the community infrastructure, in response to the thawing of permafrost and reduced transportation capabilities across frozen ground and water. ” Substantial investments will be needed to adapt or relocate physical structures and communities”.[footnoteRef:12] ” Particular concerns are associated with the damage of residential buildings due to thawing permafrost, including, Arctic cities; small, rural settlements; and storage facilities for hazardous materials.”[footnoteRef:13] [12:  IPCC WGII AR4 Chapter 16, 2007]  [13:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014] 

So “the effects of the melting ice have only minor, short-term positive aspects for economic development in relation to the far greater long-term environmentally destructive developments in the Arctic region.”[footnoteRef:14] [14:  GUENGL EP (5 March 2014): Motion for a Resolution - on the EU strategy for the Arctic] 


IPCC: “unprecedented challenges for northern communities”

The IPCC scientific process is probably the broadest verified endeavour of mankind in natural scientific and socio-ecological research and are based on rechecks and caution.[footnoteRef:15] In this context there was a remarkable “social turn” in the latest IPCC-assessment report which stressed, for example, “globalisation” as an aggravating factor for climate change in arctic societies: [15:  Therefore citations of  the IPCC are more comprehensive] 

“In addition, there is new scientific evidence that has emerged since the AR4: The physical, biological and socio-economic impacts of climate change in the Arctic have to be seen in the context of often interconnected factors that include not only environmental changes caused by drivers other than climate change but also demography, culture and economic development. Climate change has  compounded some of the existing vulnerabilities caused by these other factors…For example, food security for many indigenous and rural residents in the Arctic is being impacted by climate change and in combination with globalization and resource development projected to increase significantly in the future… The rapid rate at which climate is changing in the Polar Regions will impact natural and social systems… and may exceed the rate at which some of their components can successfully adapt.”[footnoteRef:16] (accentuation JB) [16:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014] 


“There is increased evidence that climate change will have large effects on Arctic communities, especially where narrowly based economies leave a  smaller range of adaptive choices” (accentuation JB)
Although Arctic residents have a history of adapting to change, the complex inter-linkages between societal, economic, and political factors and climatic stresses represent unprecedented challenges for northern communities, particularly as the rate of change will be faster than the social systems can adapt.”[footnoteRef:17] (accentuation JB) [17:  IPCC WGII AR5 Chapter 28, 31 March 2014] 



Increase of regional and social disparities 

The “regime change” of capitalist accumulation by the gradual adoption of the neoliberal tenets during the last 35 years has had significant negative socio-economic and socio-ecological impacts on the arctic, paradoxically also almost exactly since the beginning of this period in the 80s, the scientific knowledge of climate change generally and the function of the Arctic region in the context of climate change has become definitely clear.
The socio-ecological impacts of deregulation and privatisation on the one hand, have incrementally threatened sensitive eco-systems as well as in the Arctic, and triggered the increase of regional and social disparities in the Arctic, and on the other hand, in almost all Arctic regions (balanced) regional development policies were downgraded (fewest in Norway)


Lock-in of fossil capital


- Due to oligopolistic competition, the profit motive and tendencies of  “peak (cheap) oil”, there is  pressure to advance into the more ecological sensitive regions to exploit fossil fuels. In contrast to what is claimed by mainstream economics, that prices take costs into account, the social costs of fossil fuels are not reflected in the prices of fossil fuels. “Fossil capital” has been able and is able to shift these social costs, especially those arising from climate change, to the general public.

Tremendous assets of capital have been accumulated in the field of fossil exploitation. In this sense, vested interests of the bulk of “fossil capital” has resulted in a “lock-in”–situation which sooner or later will entail fast or slow devaluation.


An irreversible change in the energy pattern in periods of climate change

Climate change mitigation necessitates that at most only 20 % of global fossil fuel reserves can be exploited by 2050 in order to keep the average temperature increase below two degrees Celsius. At the same time it is estimated that about one fifth of the world’s undiscovered hydrocarbon resources are located in the Arctic region.[footnoteRef:18] Is it reasonable that the possible 20 % will be all exploited in the Arctic? [18:  European Parliament (2014):  resolution of 12 march 2014 on the EU strategy for the Artic. ] 



In earlier stages of industrialisation fossil energy had an important function for development by supporting and relieving labour; most less developed and emerging countries plausibly have not yet emitted their fair share on a global budget of emissions, but anyway industrialised countries can and should get out of fossil energy asap because they have funds for a transformation and because of the necessities of climate change. Other countries then would follow the non-fossil example.


Dead-end streets with the “curse of resources”?
Speculation and the smell of a “second middle east” allures (fossil) capital and can obscure the clearly foreseeable end of the fossil era. Except the pressing necessities of climate change mitigation and safeguarding ecosystems, bulky current and historical experiences (up from Spanish colonialism) in the way of the „curse of resources“ show resource addiction often does not forward innovation and economic dynamics,
Note that even in oil-addicted Saudi-Arabia with its extreme riches and highest military budget p.c. (and not excluding beneficiary of terror) recently announced plans for a quick exit from oil-dependency.

Wildfires caused by droughts, in northern parts of Russia and more recently around Fort McMurray in Canada are signs of the tremendous implications of climate change and can symbolically (“Fort McMoney”) indicate the feedback of  profit orientated depletion of fossil resources (tar sands) and the speed up of climate change.
At the moment, increased (off-shore) drilling is postponed because of low oil prices. This could be used as a window of opportunity to change the basic strategies.

Leave the fossil fuel in the Arctic seabed!

Therefore current slogans are basically right: „ Leave the Oil in the Soil, the Coal in the Hole, the Tar Sand in the Land, and the Fracking Shale Gas under the Grass”. And for the sensitive Arctic region: Leave the fossil fuel in the Arctic seabed (- maybe someone has a more creative rhyme).
Also more specific targets: No further investments to exploit Arctic fossil resources; and controlled divestment from the exploitation of fossil resources to transformation to a system of renewable energy and energy saving with a focus on erasing energy poverty, cheap minimum energy supply p.c. and progressive energy fees. And there are immense opportunities presented by low-emission energy technologies.[footnoteRef:19] [19:  IISD (17 March 2016): Arctic Council Addresses Climate Change, Resilience ] 


Finally decarbonisation would not only contribute to the recovery of ecological equilibrium but can also relax conflicts and imperialist rivalry by withdrawing the economic targets, and facilitate the conversion of military facilities to civil use.

Commodification, fossil lock-in and geopolitical interests are prevailing
EU-policy and EU-documents on the Arctic claim to be “coherent” and promote sustainable development[footnoteRef:20] and “sustainable use of resources” but commodification of the region and the relating geopolitical interests are dominant in the actual EU-policy on the Arctic: [20:  European Commission and High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 27.4.2016   An Integrated European Union Policy For The Arctic - Joint Communication. ] 

In the latest communication[footnoteRef:21] positive potentials are addressed: “The climate of the Arctic region also makes it an ideal innovation site for cold climate technologies and services”. “ ‘Blue Economy’ sectors such as aquaculture, fisheries, offshore renewable energy, maritime tourism and marine biotechnology”; “ ‘Green Economy’, such as sustainable multi-source energy systems, eco-tourism and low-emission food production, could be developed; further energy is expected to be a growth sector, and may include on- and off-shore wind power, ocean energy, geothermal energy and hydropower”. But the actual focus is clear: From declarations like “The EU has a strategic interest in playing a key role in the Arctic region”, “European Arctic is suffering from underinvestment”, “investment opportunities in the Barents region alone (are) to be EUR 140 billion”; with the conclusion that there is “significant potential to support growth in the rest of Europe”. In this corporate orientated framework future oil and gas activities are taken for granted, thereby promoting the “highest standards of major accident prevention and environmental control”. [21:  European Commission and  High Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. 27.4.2016   An Integrated European Union Policy For The Arctic - Joint Communication.] 

The prospecting for oil and gas in the Barents Sea and sub-seabed installation technology are informed by the position of the EU as a main consumer of Arctic natural gas, and assuming that the role of natural gas is as an ”important bridge element for the shift to a low-carbon economy in the future.”[footnoteRef:22] But is this a real bridge, or the expensive extension of a dead-end street? [22:  European Parliament (2014):  resolution of 12 march 2014 on the EU strategy for the Artic.] 


Inspired by the positive example of the Antarctic treaties.... 
Since the 1950s a set of international treaties on the Antarctic has developed resulting in an actual moratorium on exploiting of resources and demilitarization. Although the complete termination of using resources of course is not feasible for the Arctic because, as a populated zone , the perspective of limitation of exploitation of nature and the demilitarization and the safeguarding by international agreements can and should be a model for the Arctic.
When it became obvious from the implications of climate change the Arctic in particular came on the radar of several players, in 2008 the European Parliament finally adopted a ”Resolution on Arctic Governance”[footnoteRef:23] suggesting: [23:  European Parliament (6 October 2008): Resolution on Arctic Governance] 

”that the Commission should be prepared to pursue the opening of international negotiations designed to lead to the adoption of an international treaty for the protection of the Arctic, having as its inspiration the Madrid Treaty of 1993 concerning the Antarctic but respecting the fundamental difference represented by the populated nature of the Arctic and the consequent rights and needs of the peoples and nations of the Arctic region; believes, however, that as a minimum starting-point such a treaty could at least cover the unpopulated and unclaimed area at the centre of the Arctic Ocean.”
But in the following the policy of the EU was orientated, as the EP’s rapporteur for a 2011 resolution put it, to “stake its claims”.[footnoteRef:24] The inspiration by the Antarctic Treaty actually is replaced or reduced by stressing the Law of the Sea and principles of international law of freedom of navigation.[footnoteRef:25] [24:  The Arctic Institute (March 17, 2014): To Svalbard and Beyond – The European Parliament is Back on its Arctic Track]  [25:  Foreign Affairs Council (12 May 2014): Conclusions on developing a European Union Policy  towards the Arctic Region ] 

...for a moratorium of exploiting of (fossil) resources and demilitarization of the Arctic
In the European Parliament, as well as the Greens, the GUENGL[footnoteRef:26] is insisting on a [26:  GUENGL EP (5 March 2014): Motion for a Resolution - on the EU strategy for the Arctic] 

“moratorium on industrial exploitation of the Arctic Ocean region, which has hitherto been covered in ice, and that this moratorium must remain in force until a legally binding, superordinate framework has been adopted to provide full protection for the ecosystem and people of the Arctic; stresses that any agreement on a moratorium must be agreed with the countries and with the peoples, particularly the indigenous peoples.” It is considered 
“that a fund should be created to compensate the people of the Arctic for abstaining from the use of their natural resources”. “Whilst there are obvious differences between the Arctic and the Antarctic, there are also obvious similarities; points out that the text of the Antarctic Treaty successfully creates a framework for peaceful research and cooperation“

It should be recognised that the Social Democrats had more far-reaching proposals “to initiate international negotiations for the adoption of an international treaty for the protection of the Arctic, along the lines of the existing Antarctic Treaty, in order to make the Arctic a zone of peace and cooperation reserved solely for peaceful activities and free of disputes over sovereignty” and to establish “a moratorium on the exploitation of geological resources in the Arctic for a period of 50 years.”[footnoteRef:27] [27:  PSE Group EP (25 March 2009): Joint Motion for a Resolution- European Parliament resolution on the opening of international negotiations with a view to adopting an international treaty for the protection of the Arctic] 


Perspectives: society of solidarity and harmony with nature and peace
“The alternative proposed by the EL is based on the refusal to corner natural resources by a minority of shareholders and multinationals for purely commercial purposes. These are common goods that must serve the development and respond to the needs of the majority.”[footnoteRef:28] [28:  Draft document of the EL Environment WG for the EL Congress 2016] 

We can conclude that we need system change to fight climate change, and having outlined the intrinsic relation of exploitation of man and nature and militarisation we can envisage also a positive perspective of the interconnection of society of solidarity and harmony with nature and peace, specifically as a concrete target for the Arctic,  and later on globally.
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