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Calotte Academy 2014  on resource  geopolitics  and sovereignty  ɀ a preface 
 

 
 
The international scientific symposium Calotte Academy (CA) was arranged in June 1-8, 

2014 in Rovaniemi and Inari, Finland; in Kirkenes, Norway; and in Murmansk and Apatity, 

Russia. This ȅŜŀǊΩǎ annual symposium took an explicit focus on issues related to sovereignty, 

resource geopolitics and their interconnections, which were discussed holistically from 

many angles and disciplinary approaches and examined at different scales from local to 

global. The presentations focused on topics ranging from such as mining, indigenous 

ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ rights, alternative conceptualizations of security and the globalized Arctic between 

rapid resources development and sustainability.  

The added value of the Calotte Academy lies in its explicit aim to create an alterna-

tive model for conventional academic conferences in which the time allocated for genuine 

discussion often remains very limited. This principle was indeed put into practice in the 

2014 CA, which included altogether 34 academic and expert presentations as well as hun-

dreds of comments and questions. Majority of the participants were early career scientists 

from the North Calotte region as well as elsewhere from Europe and Russia, and from Cana-

da, China and the United States.  

In addition to the working sessions of the Calotte Academy there were short open-

ings addressed with a local flavor in each of the five sites. The Arctic Yearbook reception 

took place in Inari, while Apatity hosted a farewell dinner with some dancing as well as ar-

ranged an excursion to the Kirovsk mine. Last but not least, there were tens of small meet-

ings on board during the touring symposium while traveling by bus through the North Ca-

lotte from Rovaniemi to Inari, onwards to Kirkenes, Murmansk, Apatity and back to 

Rovaniemi. Also the favorable weather influenced the atmosphere ς it was +18 C on the first 

day in Rovaniemi, +24,4 C  on the second day in Inari, and +27 C on the fifth day in Mur-

mansk, going down to +14 C only on the last day when driving back to Rovaniemi.  

 It is my great pleasure to thank first, all the active participants of the 2014 Calotte 

Academy for their valuable contributions, including their session reports for the Final Re-

port. Second, the organizers of the 2014 Academy - Faculty of Social Sciences at the Univer-

sity of Lapland, Sámi Educational Centre of Inari, Department of Sociology, Political Science 

and Community Planning at University of Tromsø, and Luzin Institute for Economic Studies 
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at Kola Science of Russian Academy of Sciences -, as well as the sponsors - Nordic Council of 

Ministers, Inari Municipal Business & Development Nordica, and Norwegian Barents Secre-

tariat. They made it possible to build a ΨōǊƛŘƎŜ over trouble ǿŀǘŜǊǎΩ and guarantee financing 

for the 2014 Academy as a unique travelling symposium. Particularly, I want to thank the 

Sámi Educational Centre of Inari for their very kind hospitality ς if the North Calotte is the 

Calotte !ŎŀŘŜƳȅΩǎ world, Inari is its center. 

Finally, I would like to thank the members of the CA Steering Group ς Anne-Marie, 

Gunhild, Hanna, Jussi, Laura and Ludmila ς for their valuable contributions in preparations 

and implementation of the Academy.  

 

On behalf of the Steering Group 

Lassi Heininen 

 

 

 

        Picture: Laura Olsén  
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PROGRAM AND REPORTS FROM SESSIONS 

 

 

MONDAY 2nd  of June, Arctic  Centre auditorium,  Arktikum  House, Rovaniemi  

Weather: +18 C, Sunny 

  

 

Session 1: Ȱ3ÏÖereignty  in  the globalized  !ÒÃÔÉÃȱ 
 

Ɇ Dr. Heather Exner-Pirot, University of Saskatchewan, Canada: άbƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ Resource De-
velopment and Impact Benefit Agreements:  Will Ceding State Responsibilities = Ced-
ing State {ƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘƛŜǎΚέ 

 
Ɇ Researcher, PhD candidate Laura Olsén, Arctic Centre, University of Lapland, Finland: 
άLƴŘƛƎŜƴƻǳǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ perspective to environmental security issues in the ArcǘƛŎέ 

 
Ɇ Professor Lassi Heininen, University of Lapland, Finland: ά9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭΣ economic, 

societal and geopolitical dynamics in the Global Arctic, and their global implicaǘƛƻƴǎέ 
 

 
Report  from  session 1: 

(Rapporteur: Researcher, PhD-candidate Nikolas Sellheim, Faculty of Law, University of Lap-
land, Finland) 
 
Session 1 marked the opening of the Calotte Academy 2014 and was comprised of three 
presentations. The first was held by Heather Exner-Pirot and dealt with the highly conten-
tious issue of Northern resource development and impact benefit agreements. An impact 
benefit agreement (IBAs) is a de facto agreement between the industry and First Nations 
before any projects are being implemented in which EIAs, employment quotas or revenue 
sharing elements are set forth. Government does not have a formal role in these agree-
ments. Both good and bad impacts can be attributed to IBAs. Positively can be noted that 
they lend legitimacy to aboriginal land rights, increase the degree of self-determination to 
First Nations and that they can bring stability and predictability to expensive and risky min-
ing projects. On a negative note, IBAs often impose confidentiality clauses which muzzle 
community debate while the state does not exert sovereignty through any regulatory 
framework. Audience discussions showed that confidentiality clauses prevent learning be-
tween the communities and is there no information coming out. First Nations hire lawyers 
and consultants to get most out of the IBA but it is often not the community benefitting 
from the agreement. Yet, all in all IBAs are getting better and First Nations are getting savvi-
er when negotiating the IBAs. However, everybody prepares for the boom, but nobody pre-
pares for the bust.  

Laura Olsén, substituting delayed Gerald Zojer, presented her research project on 
Indigenous ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ perspectives on environmental security issues in the Arctic in which she 
focuses on the Sámi. She makes use of a broad notion of ΨǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅΩΣ including environmental, 
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economic, military, political and social aspects. Her identified major security threats are in-
ter alia inadequate knowledge, a lack of social welfare or increasing crime. She aims to as-
sess how indigenous peoples see and identify security threats and highlighted that research 
already exists in Canada, but not sufficiently in Europe or Russia. Using post-colonial studies 
as a framework, Laura engages in a theoretical conversation on environmental and human 
security. Discussants pointed out that when doing post-colonial framework research, one 
uses a western scientific understanding and western concepts (such as objectivity) and it 
therefore also comes with a value bias. The importance of language as part of the method-
ology as well as a potential mismatch between academically identified threats and threats 
that are actually felt by the indigenous peoples were pointed out. 

Lassi Heininen dealt with Environmental, economic, societal and geopolitical dynam-
ics in the Global Arctic and essentially dealt with changes that Arctic has experienced in the 
last 20-25 years: The Arctic as military theatre to a cooperative forum, based on environ-
mental challenges and problems, followed by sovereignty-based perception to the Arctic 
Ocean without ice. The ΨDƭƻōŀƭ !ǊŎǘƛŎΩ in this context denotes the Arctic as being, inter alia, a 
sink of pollutants, warming and holding economic potential or being a space of ΨŦƭȅ in and fly 
ƻǳǘΩ or in- and outmigration. Moreover, the Arctic is a mineral reserve, has implications for 
global trade and is home to indigenous peoples and their traditional knowledge. The discus-
sion dealt to a great deal with infrastructure as being relevant within all elements of change. 
The role of the military for maintaining infrastructure e.g. in the northern sea route could be 
an important element in the context of the ΨDƭƻōŀƭ !ǊŎǘƛŎΩ as well.   
 
 
Session 2: Ȱ$ÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅÓ on security  and safety in  the !ÒÃÔÉÃȱ 
 
Ɇ M.Soc.Sci. Gerald Zojer, University of Vienna, Austria: ά{ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ sovereignty 

through Arctic cooperation: Offshore hydrocarbon extraction as a vehicle to maintain 
prevailing power ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ 

 
Ɇ Researcher, PhD candidate Gustav Pétursson, University of Lapland, Iceland: άbŜǿ 

Arctic Security Paradigm capabilities and limitations: the case of LŎŜƭŀƴŘέ  
 
ω Dr. Nengye Liu, Marie Curie Fellow, School of Law, University of Dundee: έ/Ƙƛƴŀϥǎ Role 

in the Changing Governance of Arctic {ƘƛǇǇƛƴƎέ 

 

 

 

Report  from  session 2: 

(Rapporteur: Researcher, PhD candidate Joël Plouffe, Ècole nationale ŘΩ!ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ 
Publique (ENAP), Montreal, Quebec, Canada) 
 
Gerald Zojer started the afternoon session with a presentation on ά{ǘǊŜƴƎǘƘŜƴƛƴƎ sovereign-
ty through Arctic cooperation: offshore hydrocarbon extraction as a vehicle to maintaining 
prevailing power ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦέ Zojer argued that cooperation between Arctic states through the 
Arctic Council facilitated better resource development collaboration between these states 
and their transnational corporations. Correspondingly, in the era of climate change and in-
creasing interests in extractive activities in the Arctic, the established cooperation can also 
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be seen as a model and driver for better Arctic governance and environmental protection, 
considering that all Arctic states share the same objectives of developing Arctic natural re-
sources. A major theme that was addressed by Zojer was the role of development and ener-
gy/environmental security in the Arctic. He argued that such development would lead to a 
common understanding of environmental and sustainability issues in the Arctic; bring states 
closer in harmonized policy making; and foster knowledge sharing across borders for such 
concerns. In the group discussions the idea that oil and gas development could actually be 
presented as a cornerstone of Arctic governance was a bit surprising for some of the partici-
pants who invited the presenter to try to refine his arguments with increased data (qualita-
tive and/or quantitative). Much discussion was also driven by the controversial concept of 
sustainability in the context of extractive activities. It was also made clear that although 
some might call Arctic states άǘƘŜ Arctic /ƻǳƴŎƛƭΣέ it is reminded that the Arctic Council is not 
a unitary state actor in the region and thus Arctic states national foreign policies must not be 
overlooked when dealing with the question of circumpolar cooperation.  

The following paper by Gustav Pétursson was entitled άbŜǿ Arctic Security Para-
digm? Capabilities and Limitations: the case of LŎŜƭŀƴŘΦέ In the post-Cold War era, and as 
new security issues emerge with climate change (i.e. increased human/economic activities 
in and around Iceland), tŞǘǳǊǎǎƻƴΩǎ presentation was shaped by the question of how Iceland 
can draw on external strength/capabilities/capacities to ensure its own national sovereignty 
and security. As an Arctic state feeling the pressure of globalization brought by climate 
change, Iceland is concerned by such issues as increased shipping, resource extraction in 
and around its EEZ, search and rescue responsibilities, etc. Such issues of ΨǎŀŦŜǘȅΩ require a 
strategic plan and better partnerships with neighboring allies who can share the burden of 
LŎŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ security as a regional partner. The discussion period brought up the major issue of 
LŎŜƭŀƴŘΩǎ sovereignty in such a context. What is b!¢hΩǎ role and who exactly are these state 
partners that will engage in such discussions with Iceland? Where are the Canadians and the 
Americans? What is wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ role? Thus tŞǘǊǳǎǎƻƴΩǎ contribution was definitely on the ques-
tion of how Arctic states are organizing themselves to plan their defense and national secu-
rity ς in a conventional perspective ς but also how ΨǎŀŦŜǘȅΩ cannot be left out of the broader 
equation of security cooperation framework between Arctic states.   

Finally, the first day ended with a very lively and insightful presentation by Dr. Neng-
ye Liu on ά/Ƙƛƴŀ Arctic {ƘƛǇǇƛƴƎΦέ He started his presentation by explaining that while many 
observers and commentators spend much time asking why China is interested in the Arctic 
and what are Chinese ambitions in the region, Liu responded by stating bluntly: why not? 
China is a world shipping power; it holds almost 9% of the total world deadweight tonnage; 
shipping is profitable; and pursuing research on these issues (and more broadly on the Arc-
tic) is not surprising considering the major changes happening and their implications on Chi-
nese interests. In his view, it is misleading and unproductive to only look at China in the Arc-
tic, while many other shipping powers are already there, and have been there for some 
years now (e.g. Germany). His talk reflected on the question of the level of /ƘƛƴŀΩǎ pro-
activeness in the Arctic, for example Chinese influence and work on the LahΩǎ Polar Code 
and additional needed harmonization of environmental protection standards required for 
Arctic shipping (also see e.g. the recent cooperation agreement between the Chinese Polar 
Research Institute and COSCO). Liu argued that it is in /ƘƛƴŀΩǎ interest to adopt the manda-
tory Polar Code, and it could be expected that China could eventually attempt to pursue 
other states to reshape UNCLOS (i.e. Article 234) as to make it reflective of the ice-free Arc-
tic. On the issue of the Arctic Council, the fact that China has voluntarily become an observ-
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er, this participation is reflective of Chinese willingness to recognize and abide by the rules 
of the Arctic Council regime, and similarly to other Asian states, China will definitely use this 
forum to influence policy making in the Arctic. Liu concluded that China, as a maritime and 
shipping power, should be more engaged and pro-active on Arctic issues.  

 
 

 
                          Picture: Laura Olsén 

 

 
 

TUESDAY 3rd  of June in  Sami Cultural  Centre, Sajos, Inari,  Finland  
Weather: +24,4 Celsius, Sunny, the warmest place in Finland  

 
 
Session 3: ȰRights of indigenous  peoples, resource  exploitation  and public  inte r-
estsȱ 
 
Å Opening words Anu Avaskari, Municipality of Inari 

 
Å Rector Liisa Holmberg, Sami Educational Centre, Finland: έSámi research paradigm - 

What is important in research and education in the Sámi ŀǊŜŀΚέ 

 
 
Ɇ Researcher, PhD candidate, Nikolas Sellheim, University of Lapland, Germany: ά¢ƘŜ 

right to not being indigenous ς Resource utilization in Newfoundland sealing commu-
nƛǘƛŜǎέ  

 
Ɇ B.Soc.Sci. Assi Harkomaa, University of Lapland, Finland: άwƛƎƘǘǎ of indigenous peo-

ples: State, individual rights and group ǊƛƎƘǘǎΦέ 
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Report  from  the session 3: 

(Rapporteurs M.Soc.Sci Teemu Oivo, University of Lapland, Finland and Communication of-
ficer Tom Fries, the Arctic Council Secretariat) 
 
Anu Avaskari, a member of the Sámi Parliament and the chair of Inarinsaamelaiset wel-
comed attendees to Inari and introduced the basics and current issues of the Sámi. The fun-
damentals were that there are four popularly used languages in the Inari municipality where 
there are approximately 7 000 inhabitants out of which one third are Sámi. Sámi language is 
used in education and health and social services in the area, however high standard health 
services are located in Rovaniemi. Despite of the language challenge there has been success 
in revitalizing of Sámi languages in the Inari area where tourism is the main source of liveli-
hood. Reindeer herding employs about 200 people. The Sámi issue is currently in an im-
portant phase since there are two relevant bills under administrative process: the acts on 
Sámi parliament and forest governance. The latter is more important and there are conflict-
ing views on the topic. The Sámi groups seek to form a common stand in politics in the way 
the Skolt Sámi already have established.  
 Liisa Holmberg introduced the structure, education and participants of the Sámi 
training institute where she works as the rector. Much of work is done in film documenta-
tions. Holmberg emphasized the need to understand paradigms of the Sámi research since 
to provide good education one must understand the society as well. She distinguished how 
in the past people from outside have conducted research without understanding cultural 
backgrounds of the Sámi peoples.   
 The international coordinator of the municipality of Inari, Eila Rimpiläinen, contrib-
uted much to the local perspective in the discussion. The fact that there is no teacher edu-
cation available in the Sámi area but only in more south in Rovaniemi and Oulu was re-
vealed; it was also made clear that other revitalisation of languages is done by language 
nest educations of the Sámi training institutes. The question on how is good Sámi research 
conducted also raised a lot of discussion. There is a will to give local information for a good 
research made from outside the communities, but more scholars with Sámi background 
would be hoped for. Although perspectives from outside can be beneficial, it is difficult to 
understand well communities if you hŀǾŜƴΩǘ really lived in them. There has been research 
done on Sámi that have upset some members of the communities regarding such questions 
as to how to define the Sámi people without taking into account the Sámi viewpoints. These 
stands of academics are worrying because they have authority in political and popular dis-
course. 
 Assi HarkomaΩǎ presentation focused on the tension raised by indigenous peoǇƭŜǎΩ 
rights, which appear to exist as group rights and human rights outside of, but within the 
context of, sovereign states. In addition, indigenous ǇŜƻǇƭŜǎΩ rights are comprised of both 
individual and collective rights, between which a separate tension exists. This is highlighted 
in particular by the heated debates over implementation of indigenous peoǇƭŜǎΩ rights in 
Finland. Ms. Harkomaa first reviewed the history of the concept of human rights, as well as 
the distinctions between minority rights and indigenous rights ς both at the group and indi-
vidual levels. The discussion that followed included challenging questions on the natural 
tension between human rights and state sovereignty, particularly in the Finnish context. 
Audience members raised questions of group identification (e.g. ά²ƘƻǎŜ right is it to decide 
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who is Sámi and who is ƴƻǘΚέύΣ and examined the tension both between the Finnish gov-
ernment and the Sámi themselves, as well as within Sámi communities, over this fundamen-
tal issue.  
 In his presentation, Nikolas Sellheim scrutinized the predominance of the άŀōƻǊƛƎi-
nal ǳǎŜέ argument in discussions about the use of marine mammals, looking at the case 
study of the EU seal products trade ban and its exemption for indigenous communities. He 
explored the impact of this dominant understanding on bŜǿŦƻǳƴŘƭŀƴŘŜǊǎΩ resource sover-
eignty and their right to use and market products stemming from commercial, non-
indigenous seal hunts. His own field work experience suggests that seal is used in communi-
ties for meat, blubber and oil as well as fur. In addition, Newfoundland sealing communities 
have developed traditions of making clothes, boots and other materials out of sealskin over 
many generations, and these activities and skills have become central to community life and 
identity. He examined and questioned the idea that άǘǊŀŘiǘƛƻƴŀƭέ and άcommercialέ cannot 
go hand-in-hand, and pointed out that ς even as a commercial market for seal products col-
lapsed altogether ς subsistence sealing persisted in the Newfoundland communities he vis-
ited. The discussion concluded with a restatement of the importance of commercial and 
subsistence sealing, as well as other seafaring activities, to the culture, history, and social 
fabric of many coastal Newfoundland communities, whether indigenous or non-indigenous. 
 
 
 
 

 
                                                                          Picture: Laura Olsén 
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Session 4: ȱ$ÉÓÃÏÕÒÓÅÓ and debates on land  use and exploitation  of natural  re-
ÓÏÕÒÃÅÓȱ 

 
Ɇ Geologist, M.A. Antti Peronius, Gold Prospectors Association of Finnish Lapland: άDǳƛd-

ance and monitoring of the gold mining as well as its relationship to land and nature 
ǳǎŜέ 

 
Ɇ Dr. Ludmila Ivanova, Luzin Institute for Economic Studies, Kola Science Centre of RAS, 

Russia: άForest management rating: results of the Murmansk ǊŜƎƛƻƴέ 

 
Ɇ Communications officer Tom Fries, the Arctic Council Secretariat: άΩ.ŜƘƛƴŘ Open 
5ƻƻǊǎΩ ς Debates on resource geopolitics in the public ǎǇƘŜǊŜέ 

 
Ɇ Project Manager Venla Karkola, Inari Municipal Business and Development, Finland: 
άDƻƭŘŜƴ Geopark of Lapland ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ  

 
 
 
Report  from  session 4: 

(Rapporteur: B.Soc.Sci., B.A. Tuuli Tanninen, University of Lapland, Finland) 
 
In the fourth session geologist Antti  Peronius from the Gold tǊƻǎǇŜŎǘƻǊǎΩ Association of 
Finnish Lapland, stressed the importance of gold digging as traditional Lappish livelihood. 
The Association has about 4000 members, and revenues of gold dug in Lapland equal half of 
that received from the Teno river salmon. This is to say that gold digging is a remarkable 
part of local business. However, gold prospectors need many permits from different author-
ities. The procedure is expensive and time-consuming but the results are not guaranteed. It 
is easy to complain and to prevent gold digging. This is especially problematic because small 
and large-scale activities need the same permissions. The gold diggers are advised to stay 
calm, but they are ready άǘƻ fight ōŀŎƪέ if their livelihood is in danger. The core message of 
tŜǊƻƴƛǳǎΩ was that there is enough room for everybody in Lapland, but there is no room for 
expensive bureaucracy. A new mining law is in process which causes debate.  

Dr. Galina PoichivalovaΩǎΣ from the Luzin Institute for Economic Studies, Kola Science 
Centre of RAS, presentation άwŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ exploiting corporations of the Russian North: impact 
on regional ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘέ was postponed/cancelled.  

Dr. Ludmila IvanovaΩǎΣ also representing the Luzin Institute for Economic Studies, Ko-
la Science Centre of RAS, presentation dealt with forest management and its rating in the 
Russian Federation. A recent turning point was the adoption of the Forest Code which high-
lights the role of local authorities. However, there was no mechanism to evaluate the quali-
ty of forestry management. Therefore the Russian WWF and the National Rating Agency im-
plemented a project on defining ecological rating of forest industry companies in Russia. It 
was the first ever Russian attempt to independently evaluate forestry management ς which 
was urgently needed. The rating revealed that population was inadequately informed. New 
aspects of forestry ς environmental, social and economic ς were considered. Blocks of crite-
ria were used concerning economic efficiency, legislative framework and fire prevention, 
and the share of forest sector in the regional economy etc.  
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Communications officer Tom Fries from the Arctic Council Secretariat gave an exam-
ple about alternative means for public discussion. The aim was to show how resource poli-
tics are discussed in Twitter and why academics should consider Twitter as an integral part 
of their public profile. If one knows the conventions, one has a trendy forum which helps 
one to see the bigger picture and take part in recent discussions. Fries highlighted the inner 
logic of Twitter: which topics are discussed together, which actors are active and who gets 
most visibility via re-tweets. It is important especially for younger researchers to spread the 
word about their efforts. In Twitter it is easy to make contact or comment and show ƻƴŜΩǎ 
activity. When it comes to marketing, branding oneself and making ƻƴŜΩǎ own contributions 
accessible is made easier by the use of Twitter. However, it is recommended to use Twitter 
only in addition to other fora.  

Project Manager Venla Karkola, representing Inari Municipal Business and Develop-
ment, told about the Golden Geopark of Lapland project which aims at establishing a ge-
opark in northern Finnish Lapland. A geopark is a geologically interesting area. The Global 
Network of National Geoparks works as a marketing channel under the well-known umbrel-
la of UNESCO, which helps to make the concept more easily recognizable. The aim of the 
geopark project is to support local culture and communities by giving more visibility for 
Lappish ecotourism; it is not a protected area. The main themes in the Golden Geopark of 
Lapland will be gold, geology, nature and local culture. There are at the moment 58 ge-
oparks in Europe, but only one in Finland, in Rokua. The Lappish geopark will cover an area 
from Inari to Lemmenjoki and Vuotso. The whole Geopark area is known for its wilderness 
and gold digging heritage." The first possible timeframe to get a geopark status is in 2015.   
 
 
 

 
                                                                                                                                                                                 Picture: Laura Olsén 
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WEDNESDAY 4th  of June, Barents  Secretary, Kirkenes,  Norway  
Weather: +19,6, Sunny 

 
 
Session 5: Ȱ%ÃÏÌÏÇÉÃÁÌ risks  and crisis,  and ecosystem-management  ÍÅÁÓÕÒÅÓȱ  
 
Ɇ Welcoming words by Director Rune Rafaelsen, Norwegian Barents Secretariat and 

Secretary General Ari Sirén, International Barents Secretary 
 
Ɇ Professor Allan Sande, University of Nordland, Norway: άhƛƭ drilling in the Polar Ocean 

and Ecosystem-management planning of the Barents {Ŝŀέ  
 

Ɇ Dr. Tatiana Alieva, Luzin  Institute for Economic studies, Kola Science Centre of RAS, 
Russia: Apatity, Murmansk region, Russia ά¢ƘŜ main expected changes in the legisla-
tive regulation of environmental protection for environmentally hazardous facilities in 
the Russian !ǊŎǘƛŎέ 

 
Ɇ Researcher, PhD candidate Ilari Nikula, University of Lapland, Finland: άReconstructing 

natureέ  
 

Ɇ Dr. Anastasia Chapargina, Luzin Institute for Economic studies,  Kola Science Centre of 
RAS, Russia: ά¢ƘŜ stability secret of the Murmansk ǊŜƎƛƻƴέ 

 
 
Report  from  session 5: 

(Rapporteur: Researcher, PhD Candidate Andrian Vlakhov, European University at St. Peters-
burg, Russia) 

 
Session 5 of the 2014 Academy brought forward the environmental issues of Arctic 

science. The session was preceded by two short talks by the Kirkenes hosts: Rune Rafaelsen, 
Director of the Norwegian Barents Secretariat, presented the {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊƛŀǘΩǎ work and his in-
sight on Arctic futures and the ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ economic, political and cultural development. On the 
other hand, Ari Sirén, Head of the International Barents Secretariat, highlighted the need 
for international cooperation in the Arctic and the major issues faced by Arctic actors in 
their economic activities. 

Oil drilling was the major topic of Professor Allan SandeΩǎ talk, where the way in 
which environmental technologies are produced was described. Sande, working in the Sci-
ence and Technology Studies framework, indicated the connection between policymaking 
and science that he has been studying in the case of Arctic offshore carbohydrates extrac-
tion. Having described the sea planning, role of oil and gas for the Norwegian economy, and 
the oil drilling history in the Barents Sea, Professor Sande compared conservation and ex-
ploration processes and concluded that a complex network of decision-making processes 
and power relations exists in the context of offshore drilling. Also of interest, in his opinion, 
is the fact that Norway has been exporting technologies of offshore drilling to the whole 
Arctic. 

Russian researchers of the Kola Science Center, Dr. Tatiana Alieva and Dr. Anastasia 
Chapargina presented another case area, the Kola Peninsula in the Northwest Russia. Hav-
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ing considered the recent and upcoming changes in the Russian environmental legislation, 
Alieva analyzed the main trajectories of environmental policy in transition and the main 
challenges emergent during the environmental ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΩ implementation. During the dis-
cussion it was noted that there is real lack of knowledge about the Russian Arctic, underlin-
ing the importance of studies on Russia and bridging the gap between Western and Russian 
approaches. Chapargina, studying the investment policy in the Murmansk Oblast in Russia, 
described the existing investment system in the region and the possible measures for its 
improvement. She also pointed out the importance of Nordic cooperation in the regional 
economic system. 

Broadening the scope of the environmental agenda, Ilari Nikula from the University 
of Lapland brought forward the possible need to rethink the concepts of nature and envi-
ronment, which have been functioning in the frameworks of neoliberalism and sustainability 
studies. Nikula suggests another approach and an alternative view to human-nature rela-
tions. Applying critical discourse analysis to environmental reports, he concluded that both 
politics and policies are justified with wellbeing of the biosphere, not the well-being of the 
humans. He suggested that the policy based largely on natural scientific worldview is not 
universally applicable, and that the nature-focused approach to environment neglecting the 
humans should be reconsidered. 

The very essence of the session indicated that the environmental issues are of high-
est importance in the modern social sciences, both from global and regional, Western and 
Russian as well political and economic perspectives. The possible need for deconstructing 
and/or reviewing environment-related concepts was also visible and it can be used as a pos-
sible springboard for the future research in the area. 

 
 
 

 
                                                                                                                                Picture: Laura Olsén 
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Session 6: Ȱ%ÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ development  vs. regional  ÄÅÖÅÌÏÐÍÅÎÔȩȱ Part  I 
 

Ɇ Dr. Galina Kharitonova, Luzin Institute for Economic Studies, Kola Science Centre, Rus-

sian Academy of Sciences, Russia: άtǊƻōƭŜƳǎ of ensuring environmental safety in the 

Russian Arctic zone in the context of national ǎŜŎǳǊƛǘȅέ 

 

Ɇ Researcher, PhD Candidate Hanna Lempinen, Arctic Centre, University of Lapland, Fin-
land: ά¢ƘŜ sidelined social: Tracing social sustainability in the Arctic energyscapeέ 
 

 

Report  from  session 6: 

(Rapporteur: Researcher, PhD Candidate Jasper Nooij, University of Groningen, the Nether-
lands) 
 
Galina KharitonovaΩǎ presentation underlined that environmental issues play a large role in 
the current problems facing the Arctic. Related to this is improving the quality of life, one of 
the main policy directions of Russia in the Arctic. Quality of life includes environmental qual-
ity, but also living standards and lifestyles. In the Strategy of national security of the Russian 
Federation to the year 2020 it is stated that the personal security and interests are im-
portant, but in practice in the Arctic state security is leading. As a result out of the four de-
fined priorities of personal security only improving health, preparing for extraordinary situa-
tions and combating terrorism are improving. Environmental quality is falling behind. Also, 
against this background, the large economic potential in the Arctic and the strengthening of 
the military presence, the standard of living has decreased since 2007. Being the least im-
portant aspect of quality of living, environmental quality is ever more lacking behind.  

It seems this quality can only be developed when the other priorities are fulfilled. 
However since 12th of April the program for social development in the Arctic has been 
adapted with 12 basic development zones. It is the expectation that the living standard will 
increase. And the program includes a system of monitoring the environmental issues and 
developments, such as the effect of extracting the resources from the Arctic. The comments 
from the audience showed some hesitation about the implementation of the environmental 
system. Also the primacy of military and economic development is seen as a hindrance to 
investments in environmental issues and programs. But there are also upsides. In the Mur-
mansk region the second largest environmental problem (the first being nuclear radiation) is 
being dealt with. Already 6 billion tons of military waste has been removed from the region. 

Subsequent to the presentation on improving the quality of life in the Russia Arctic, 
Hanna Lempinen continued on the question what social sustainability actually refers to in 
the debates around the Arctic energyscape. Sustainability is a key argument in energy-
related debates ς however, the concept of social sustainability in this debate, however, is an 
unknown definition. Usually it is interchangeably used in the context of indigenous people 
or employment. In the Arctic energy debates this use is problematic as it does not allow for 
including different other possible aspects of the social. Thus the social has to be redefined in 
this debate. Is it only human, or more than human, or the whole system around the behav-
ior of humans? Other questions around this conceptual debate focus upon the whether the 
concept of social should be defined with the risk of limiting research, whether social is de-
pending on the geographical context, what parameters can be included in the definition and 
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whether we are coming to the conclusion there is no such thing as ΨǎƻŎƛŀƭΩΦ Future research 
will search the answers to these questions and contribute to this very interesting debate.  

 
 

 
                                                                                                            Picture: Laura Olsén 

 
 
 

FRIDAY 6th  of June, Murmansk  Regional  Museum, Murmansk,  Russia 
Weather: +27, Sunny 

 
 

Session 7: Ȱ%ÃÏÎÏÍÉÃ development  vs. regional  development?  Part  ))ȱ 
 

ω Researcher, PhD candidate Karen Everett, and Professor Heather Nicol, Trent University, 

Canada: άEconomic Development, Indigenous Governance, and Arctic {ƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘȅέ 

 

Ɇ Researcher, PhD candidate Tuomas Suutarinen, University of Helsinki, Finland: άwesource 

geopolitics and the mining industry of the Murmansk region  
 

Ɇ Dean of Science department,  Viktor Medvedev, Murmansk Academy of Economics and 
Management, Russia: άwŜǎƻǳǊŎŜ geopolitics ς {ƻǾŜǊŜƛƎƴǘȅέ 
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Report  from  session 7: 

(Rapporteur: B.Soc.Sci. Assi Harkoma, University of Lapland, Finland) 
 
The morning session in Murmansk addressed the theme of economic development in 

comparison to regional development. First Dr. Heather Nicol gave a presentation about 

economic development, indigenous governance and Arctic sovereignty. She pointed out 

that Arctic Ocean sovereignty and economic development are two sides of the same coin. In 

order to understand development we need to understand land claims and more enrage 

development history. In Canada´s history there has been agreements on development and 

resources use related to indigenous peoples  ́ land claims and some of the many mega 

projects have been destructive. The structure of development experience has moved 

towards co-management relationships that involves indigenous peoples. This development 

started to become άƴƻǊƳŀǘƛǾŜέ in the Canadian North. Today however the nested co-

management development model has experienced a άŎƭŀǿ ōŀŎƪέ and indigenous people has 

not been able to participate in the ŦǳǘǳǊŜΩǎ development plans in satisfactory manner. The 

problem seems to be that in Canadian Studies there is no real discussion of development 

models. The focus is on political restructuring and there is a lack of knowledge in the details 

of investment and development in the North. Dr. Nicol concluded her presentation calling 

out research on development models that are used to justify economic interventions in the 

context of aboriginal self-government. Critical view on ǘƻŘŀȅΩǎ developments helps us to 

understand linkages between economic and political decision-making. 

 PhD candidate Tuomas Suutarinen gave a presentation on resource geopolitics 

combining the theme to mining industry of the Murmansk region. Suutarinen has made 

research on resource geopolitics impacts on regional and local levels and on socio-economic 

development in the Murmansk region and its mining communities. We learned that 

Murmansk area has a dual role for the state as a military and resource region. Natural 

resources play a big role in the area and it has an effect on regional development. Through 

national champions, like Norilsk Nickel, it becomes a state-level agenda and corporate 

politics has a central role in the decision-making process on regional and local levels. These 

developments have local consequences and they cause local socio-economic restructuring. 

Suutarinen talked about local resource curse and described different elements that 

characterize these kinds of communities. It restricts local development and strengthens 

local identity as resource producer as well as holds companies and creates unsustainable 

local socio-economic development. Potential isolation may have consequences to resource 

extraction. In the Murmansk region the politics influence on the local opinions on foreign 

direct investments. In the local level the role of the foreign investors as potential investors 

to mining of the Murmansk region becomes complicated. For example in the local level 

majority accepts potential FI and western technology is seen as indispensable, but at the 

same time Russia´s strategic industries should be strictly controlled by the state so that 

these industries are not independent on FI. Suutarinen concluded his presentation by 

pointing out that the strategic discourses related to resource extraction in the Russian North 

have consequences in global and local levels. Suutarinen asks important questions like: Will 

the Murmansk region become resource-military region with semi-closed character or region 

with greater scale of openness and economic diversification? And in the greater resource 
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politics scale, do we see resource-based developments and isolation of resource 

communities? The result of Suutarinen´s study shows the restrengthening of the local self-

impressions as strategic resource producers and low level of diversification of local and 

regional economy. 

In the last presentation of the session dean Viktor Medvedev addresses the theme 

of resource geopolitics and sovereignty. Medvedev began his presentation by pointing out 

the changes in the Arctic that have developed growing interest towards the area. Because of 

the changes he sees the Arctic as an arena where interests of the most powerful countries 

meet and sometimes cross with each other. This tense and competitive co-operation 

arouses questions of safety and sovereignty. Medvedev used a theory of political economy 

to explain ǎǘŀǘŜǎΩ actions in the Arctic. He said that there are two basic rules; the proprietor 

must defend and effectively manage the objects of property; and the proprietor creates the 

rules for holders of keeping objects of his property. In modern times only the states can 

create conditions of effective property holding. In modern geopolitics there are state-

objects and state-subjects. Because of the high-costs of military and hi-tech developments, 

only the powerful states can be subjects in geopolitics. The power of modern geopolitics is 

based on economical, ideological, military and political force. Medvedev presents άŀ map of 

this ƎŀƳŜέ where rich minefields and undefined status of borders may provoke a conflict 

between leading countries and political-military alliances of the world when it comes to the 

Arctic exploration. He also highlights some of the actions that Russian Federation is taking in 

order to ensure wǳǎǎƛŀΩǎ position as the leading Arctic player. The Arctic region may give a 

new impact to economic growth of the Russian Federation, to modernization of the 

economy and to the growth of Russia´s role as a global power. Despite of the discussions of 

co-operation Russia´s aim is to gain control over the area and to be a major decision-maker 

in the Arctic. Instead of accepting globalization Russia is developing its own regional model 

where there are international co-operation in some sectors, but also development and 

utilization of natural resources are under the Russian CŜŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩs control. 
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