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Abstract

The Arctic is heating up in more ways than one. With the loss of its ice comes a rise

in states’ national interests in the Far North, but whether the region will develop the
governance required to effectively address its growing transnational challenges

remains unclear. This research considers ‘In what ways will China’s increasing role

in the Arctic impact on the future development of its regional governance regim ﬂ
As a rising global superpower with increasing influence and ambitions ipsth C,
China’s presence is one of the main drivers behind change in the g&tus

quo. Situational-structural regime theory is used to explore China ential impact

on the Arctic’s overarching and interconnected ‘Environm ﬁeourity’ and
‘Economic’ regimes. This interest-based regime t etwﬁs how different
degrees of cooperation evolve in each regime de ing on the perceived national
interests in developing transnational go.ver echanisms. China’s role is cross-
examined against a series of regimeﬁ%c indicators of governance. They mainly
investigate the impact this will h the United States’ and Russia’s perceptions,

and thus reactions, to B influence in these regimes. This research

demonstrates that Chir%iespite some potentially significant contributions, will

mostly detriment pment across the governance regimes, largely due to
medium-ter, omic interests. However, it is the United States’ perceptions of
China; &Ie, almost exclusively as a geopolitical threat, that is most likely to

easingly contested Arctic; a warning for the future of global governance beyond

V$ regime development towards a governance capable of managing an
r

the Far North.
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Introduction

The Arctic is a rapidly changing region. Climate change leaves it with the
world’s fastest rate of ice-melt (Tilling et.al., 2017) at twice the global average (Wang
and Overland, 2012). It hosts some of the world’s greatest powers within the
circumpolar ‘Arctic Eight’ states (Keskitalo, 2004, p.45), such as the United States&
America (US) and Russian Federation (Russia). It has long-drawn fluctuating | f
non-Arctic state interest, based on its environmental, scientific, geopdliii d most
recently, natural resource and shipping potential. As its strategic alue rises, the region
‘heats up’ in more ways than one (Chen, 2012, p.361) ande r the first time in
human history we have the opportunity to put ,n effective governance

mechanisms before there is massive developm%of egion' (Eichbaumm, 2017,

p.6).

°
China is a rising superpower v& asingly explicit polar ambitions since its

Arctic white paper and Polar Sil ad initiative (SCIO, 2018; Ibold, 2018). Their

increasing role in Arctic , pecially in relation to its great powers, is going to
ts @

have considerable imp%

Economic regi t onstitute the key issue-areas of its governance. Chapter One

the development of the Environmental, Security and

contextualis ent Arctic governance against its history of transitions. Chapter
Two exploresrthe development of the existing environmental regime through Beijing’s
i c‘h the various criteria that constitute its governance. Chapter Three tests
%@ther China’s increasing role will herald the return of great power politics by
assessing their impact on positive and negative measures of security governance
regime development. Chapter Four lastly investigates China’s impact on the
development of an effective economic governance regime through the Polar Silk Road

and its Arctic shipping and resource interests.
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This region of ‘frontiers’ behaves like no other, increasingly reflecting a
‘subsystem’ of wider global politics (Wegge, 2011, p.166). Arctic developments are
neither delimited to intra-regional affairs, nor necessarily still insulated from extra-
regional spill-over. As such, understanding the ways that China’s increasing role will
impact on the development of the Environmental, Security or Economic regimes ﬁ
crucial for predicting future trends of Arctic regional governance, as well as a %
‘bell-weather’ (Huebert and Exner-Pirot, 2012) indication for how 'ir% rising

influence could impact the development of global governance mor€ broadly.

Literature Review Q \

Whether under international relations, inte nal economy, strategic studies,

environmental politics, climate science,.ar iles or beyond, the academic lenses
through which the Arctic is discussec%}lensive, as are the publications producing
Arctic-focused content. Of recent, asing numbers of Arctic-specific literature has
emerged through: news cies such as BarentsObserver (2002), Arctic Today

(2012) and High Nort%ews (2014); think tanks, research groups and academic

institutions such Arctic (2001), Arctic Institute (2011) and most recently, Polar
Connection ; and regular publications and journals in the Arctic Review on Law
and Paliti 010), the Polar Journal (2011) and the Arctic Yearbook (2012).

Literature interpretations of the Arctic are divided along the lines of traditional
international relations theory. Historically, post-Cold War analysis centred on the hope
for multilateral cooperation through environmentalism and scientific research (Young,
1985; Clive, 1988; Stokke, 1990; Roginko et.al., 1992; Caron, 1993; Hgnneland, 1998;

Scrivener, 1999). Young, Henneland and Stokke are keys proponents of the

JKEssay i
VX: ProWriter-1



institutionalist approach (Young, 2002, 2005, 2009; Hgnneland, 2012; Jsterud and
Hgnneland, 2014; Hgnneland and Stokke 2007; Stokke, 2006, 2011; 2014a; Young
and Stokke, 2020), though from differing constructivist and liberal perspectives. This
school of thought emphasises the Arctic as a ‘zone of peace’ through the development
of governance, regionalism and institutions around low politics (Neumann, 1994;
Browning, 2010; Koivurova, 2011; Laruelle 2011; Byers, 2013). These s %
S

‘reaffirmers’ (Olesen, 2014, p.6) contend that even as the regions instit@
" will

ontinue by

ced
with increasingly complex governance needs, ‘Arctic exceptionali

reworking and extending them to overcome their increasin& It — yet largely
d, 2011;

mutual — challenges (Young, 2019; Byers, 2013; Rosa Hough, 2013;

Brosnan et.al. 2011; Ebinger and Zambetakis, 2 Qm

This contrasts with the ‘warners’ (©lesen, 2014, p.6), ‘alarmists’ or ‘Conflict
School’ (Macdonald, 2019) that argue%& at power conflict will dominate at the
expense of Arctic governance. Sp by Russia’s North Pole seabed flag plant in
2007 and epitomised by B e&n ‘Arctic Meltdown’ seminal Foreign Affairs piece
(2008), these scholars gvrt a realist perspective around the ‘great game’ of
inevitable geostrate petition and potential conflict erupting through a ‘scramble
for the Arctic%tic Goldrush’ for economic gains and geopolitical hegemony
(Posner, en et.al., 2008; Younkyoo and Blank, 2011; Blunden 2009; 2012;
An {2009; Borgerson, 2009; Howard, 2009; Zellen, 2009; Sale and Potapov,

%(eil, 2014; Johnson, 2015; Spohr, 2018, Duxbury, 2020). Led by the likes of
uebert, they maintain cooperation was built on lack of strategic value and claim its
re-emergence will inspire regional power competition, though not necessarily leading
to inter-state military conflict (Huebert, 2010; 2019a; 2019b; Huebert and Exner-Pirot,

2012; Huebert et.al., 2012).
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Literature recognising elements of truth in both approaches remains ‘scarce’
(Ohnishi, 2014, p.83), but is not without advocates. These ‘inbetweeners’ (Olesen,
2014, p.12) recognise the risk of geostrategic competition and spill-over from global
issues that could hinder development of regional governance, yet in parallel observe
that Arctic instability, competition and in particular conflict would be a lose-lose to evg
its most contentious actors (Miere and Mazo, 2013, pp.97-98; Zysk, 2011, p.108).
middle ground of ‘negotiated exceptionalism’ (Macdonald, 2019) ack e@s how
shared national interests in environmental protection, trade, touriSm, shipping safety
etc. all produce selective cooperation, but that this is not a deﬁ%O

en

the ‘great game’ of geopolitics reaching the Far North (Pﬁ

Lackenbauer, 2011; Conley, 2012; @sthagen, 2217; hr,"2018; Elgsaas, 2019).

feguard against
09; Wegge, 2011;
Whilst this position requires ‘giving up some of theoretical parsimony and
ontological clarity’ (Olesen, 2014, p.12), Ing so it avoids the ‘series of false
dichotomies’ from traditional theore}é%riven approaches (Dunne, 2008, p.271)
and places empirical usefulne&Q ‘explanatory power’ (Olesen, 2014, p.12) as

central.

Literatur@tions of China’s rise, in both global and Arctic affairs, is

similarly dividQ{ dealist’ view perceives China in pursuit of ‘win-win’ collaboration
for mutu nefits'through international cooperation and the status quo, underpinned
by li nstitutionalist logics (Johnston, 2003; Nye, 2006; Alexeeva, and Lasserre,

%iu, 2017). The ‘China Threat Theory perceives China’s rise as revisionist
pursuit of hegemony and power, driven by realist logic (Gertz, 2000; Brzezinski and
Mearsheimer, 2005; Mearsheimer 2001; 2010). A fairer reflection of China emerges
outside of dogmatic schools of thought, with the ‘Pragmatist’ view recognising China

as a rational, interest-based actor pursuing varying levels of cooperation, competition
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and conflict depending on perceived situational gains (Al-Rodhan, 2007; Wright, 2011;

Li and Bertelsen, 2013; Carpenter, 2013).

It is from this ‘middle ground’ that the impact of China’s increasing role in Arctic
affairs will be assessed. This pragmatism allows for analysis through an interest-based
regime theory, which is a less explored analytic lens for Arctic governance (YOUA
2012; Wegge, 2011). This facilitates multi-dimensional analysis of the num —
and sometimes seemingly conflicting — parallel pursuits of state regi %ational
interests under different regimes, and thus for more nuanced¢and policy-practical

research into the impact of China’s increasing role in the Arc@

D

Methodology

<

The research question pre rminology that must be defined if they are to

guide analysis. The mcre@e of China refers to their rising regional presence —
at

whether physically, d|p Ically, economically, politically or institutionally — and the

influence and reSpo ies that follow. The ‘impact’ of this role refers to the change
that can be ex%because of China’s role in the region and the actions or reactions
it will pr@m existing Arctic actors and institutions. This period of ‘impact’ spans
fro @a getting ‘ad hoc Observership’ in 2007 (Jakobsen and Peng, 2012, p.13)

ver'the short-medium term future to 2040, as by then we can expect the manifestation
of the resources and shipping potential that is now only just beginning to change the
status quo (Breene, 2017). ‘Development of regional governance regimes’ refers to

how far China’s role in the Arctic’'s enhances states’ ability to manage shared

challenges within the ‘Environmental’, ‘Security’ and ‘Economic’ regimes (Underdal
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1992; Young 1994), and integrate all three towards an Arctic regime complex of
effective governance that upholds collective problem-solving, management of

differences and produces outcomes of regional-global goods (Young, 2012, p.395).

Analytical Framework

Interest-based Regime Theory ‘b\

Traditional schools of International Relations theory are too on %sed
to credibly explain the ever-changing phases of the Arctic (Dufne, 8, p.271;
Jsterud and Henneland, 2014, pp.166-8). Offensive realistﬁa plain Cold War

Arctic classical geopolitics; defensive or structural realists hayve a ¢ase for US reaction

to China’s present hegemonic challenge; liberal iEStM”S may come closest to

explaining the development of cooperation and ic exceptionalism’ through the
advent of multilateralism and interna’gon nisations, but over-emphasise the
influence of institutions and fail to exﬁ%ue-areas of non-cooperation even when
they would in theory benefitﬁ@s (Dsterud and Henneland, 2014, p.157).

Constructivists or post- ralists lose their salience in recommending practical

policy by over-emphas%n the interpretivist implications of language, constructions

and representati Tuathail, 1996). Instead, drawing on aspects of both liberal
institutio@ d realist logic, Arctic governance is understood through interest-

basem ion-structuralist regime complex theory. Regime complex theory refers to

distinct essential elements (regimes) of a ‘the same issue domain or spatially
ined area [the Arctic], that are related to each other in a non-hierarchical manner,

and that interact with one another in the sense that the operation of each affects the
performance of the others' (Young, 2012, p.394). It assumes states are rational actors

pursuing their perceived national interests by participating to lesser or greater degrees
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in different regimes (Hasenclever et.al., 1996, pp.183-5). The situation-structuralist
approach recognises the ‘strategic nature of the situations in which states make
choices about cooperation’ (Oye 1986; Zurn 1992, 1993; Martin 1993), drawing from
more realist state-logic to explain when states decide to create, maintain or develop
different regimes based on game-theoretic reasoning of ‘likelihood of [a] regir&

formation’ that benefits the national interest (Stein, 1983, p.127-132; Snidal,@

0p.936-939, 1985b). %

The Environment, Security and Economic governance jedimes have distinct

memberships, issue-focuses and are at different stages of formation; combined they
reflect the effectiveness of overall Arctic regional gover (Young, 2012, p.395).

As China increases its role in Far Northern aff analysis of its impact on these

distinct regimes individually and in sum will e onclusions on its overall impact
ce

on the development of Arctic regional gf&

Regional-Global Governance 0

Traditional meas &p-down regionalism or bottom-up regionalisation

such as close tradi%relationships, geographical proximity, shared history,

homogeneity an al ties (Knecht, 2013, p.3; Griffiths, 1988, p.10) remain largely
unmetin th . Whilst recent emergence of indigenous Arctic unity (Zellen, 2010)
and institation-building illustrate potential shifts towards traditional regionalism

@d, 2013; Sale, 2008), the unique and vast territorial expanse of the Arctic as a
g

ion of peripheries’ (Young, 2005, p.9) renders it best understood through the

‘international region’ lens (Keskitalo, 2004).

Whilst the global governance concept remains ‘amorphous’ (Zurn, 2012),

literature definitions can be synthesised to: the complex series of trans-national multi-
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actor interactions, decisions and cooperative processes that facilitate a multi-level
order that can manage collective problems (see Dominguez and Velazquez, 2018,
pp.3-5). The combination of the Arctic as a space with multi-faceted interdependent
issue-based regimes with global implications; a multi-levelled polycentricity of relevant
actors and institutions (see Heininen, 2015); yet one still ‘largely intergovernmental’ i

authority (Ingimundarson, 2014, p.190) makes for difficult analysis. This co I%
represents a ‘microcosm’ or ‘subsystem of [the] larger global political e%and in
turn analysis of regional governance is best served through a“global governance
approach (Wegge, 2011; Ohnishi, 2014, p.96), but doing so ﬁcknowledging
the Arctic’s distinct regional characteristics. Arctic gover e remains largely ‘state-
led’ (Abbot, 2012) and in the ‘shadow of hierarc 'cm action’ (Ludwig and Kok,
2018, p.4), best understood as unidirectional ‘t% governance’ (Kacowicz, 2012,
p.7). Resultantly, the following analysig f%s on the impact of the region’s great

powers on the distinct but interwoveQm}interplaying Environmental, Security and

Economic regimes that under&@overall regime complex that constitutes Arctic

governance. :

Research Methrﬂ@%

The re h methods chosen feature both primary and secondary sources.

States main referent object for analysis, so | will explore national white papers

a %y positions; speeches and statements by political leaders, and inputs into
%bms, summits and conferences of multi-lateral institutions to substantiate my
analysis. This will be supplemented by a range of secondary literature that contributes

to theoretical and empirical understandings of the Arctic, its actors and their role in

shaping regional governance patterns. Select data and statistics such as foreign direct
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investment, Arctic research funding or militarisation investments all will give credence

to the arguments made on China’s impact on the different regimes.

This analysis prioritises the actions and reactions of the tri-powers now
operating in the Arctic: the US, Russia and China (Huebert, 2019a; 2019b). Whilst
investigation of Arctic governance will be augmented by the plethora of other act
(whether other Arctic or non-Arctic states, non-state actors or multilateral insti@ )

these great power states possess the most ability to shape how regi nance

develops in the Arctic by their positions vis-a-vis one another. ‘ !

In this research, the evidence and data from these spurces is cross-examined

against the following criteria to assess how China’s%ill pact the development

of regional governance regimes.

1. Chapter One establishes.thwc phases of Arctic governance and

the current governance contextA%ch China’s increasing role will make an
impact. 0

2. Chapter T &es an adapted version of Bennett and Satterfield’s
four environment governance criteria of effectiveness, equitability,
responsiven\ d robustness (2018, pp.3-6). Table 1 explains how each are

used tojass the potential impact of China on the development of the Arctic
X

en

Q $' 3. Chapter Three examines the dynamics of changing regional security

ental governance regime.

governance in light of China’s increasing role through a selective version of
Schroeder’s security governance criteria of war and violent conflict, militarisation
(2010) as well as measuring preventive security governance through Confidence-

and Security-Building Measures (Schaller, 2014). Combined, these criteria and
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the datasets used to support them, shown in Table 2, gauges both positive
developments towards a cooperative regime and negative developments towards
competition or potential conflict.

4. Chapter Four investigates the nascent economic governance in the
Arctic and the impact of China’s Polar Silk Road Initiative on its developmm&

through the Shipping and Trade Routes and Arctic Resources that will co@

the core elements of any potential future economic regime develop@%

1. The History of Arctic Governance

To coherently analyse and draw predictions,on impact of China on the

development of the Arctic’s governance, we mu:@a and its history.

The Arctic was long considered a L@own, with only sporadic polar naval

°
exploration or scientific expeditions@ 008). The 19t-20t" centuries gave it

geopolitical importance, being ce to MacKinder’s ‘heartland theory’ (Sloan, 1999)

and then in World War T\gq(%ﬁsfemng supplies, territorial annexation and conflict
73

(White, 2007; Herrlng the Cold War, strategic importance meant even ‘low

politics’ was p owards geopolitical ends (Qdsterud and Hgnneland, 2014,
pp.158-9). Th 3 Agreement on the Conservation of Polar Bears was a ‘single-
issue’ s of Cold War cooperation, laying the foundation for future regional

C e‘k)n (Fikkan et.al., 1993), de facto establishing the ‘Arctic Five’ (Canada,
%Xmark, Norway, Russia, US) and demonstrating that governance could be achieved

despite hostile geopolitical contexts.

The end of the Cold War saw Gorbachev’s Murmansak Initiatives de-escalate

the Arctic towards governance around common issue-areas (Atland, 2008), such as
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the International Arctic Science Committee (IASC) (Rogne et.al., 2015) which added
Iceland, Sweden, and Finland as legitimate ‘Arctic states’ because of their Arctic Circle
location, constituting today’s Arctic Eight (Keskitalo, 2004, p.45). Negotiation towards
dual IASC boards, with one for all members and another for Arctic states’ exclusively
(Smieszek, 2015), encapsulated the now reoccurring tension between regional aﬁ
extra-regional powers in Arctic governance. Driven by smaller states, the @

Initiative (Heikkila, 2016) began institutionalisation of cooperation % olistic
nmenta

‘governance’, such as including indigenous groups in collective enviro | working
groups (Mayer, 2018). This culminated in the Ottawa De& and the Arctic
Council (1996, 1997, 1998), the now central institutio an’Arctic governance
characterised by a polycentricity of authority, in'txmnd actors (Heininen et.al.,

2015).

Q&
The history of Arctic governance’i hory of ‘paradigm shifts’; varying levels
and focuses of state (dis)interests ing with the zeitgeist of the time (Heininen
and Exner-Pirot, 2019). Th u% of low politics governance in recent years faces
another ‘transition’ dueg heightening environmental, security and economic
importance, esp& fi extra-regional superpowers like China (Hara, 2014a). The

ese governance regimes individually will significantly shape the

impact of Chiﬂ
future of@rt rn governance in sum.

China’s Impact on Environmental Governance Regime Development

The Arctic’s current governance is centred around the environmental regime,
with the Arctic Council, IASC and International Arctic Social Sciences Association

examples of well-developed, environmentally focused cooperation. China’s re-
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engagement has largely been on environmental grounds (Jakobson and Lee, 2013,
p.4) given the knock-on impacts of Arctic climate change on China, such as repeated
‘airpocalpyses’ (Zou et.al., 2017) and flooding (Kimmelman, 2017) threatening
domestic political stability. By cross-examining their increasing role against the criteria
of effectiveness, equitability, responsiveness, and robustness (2018, pp.3-6). Chinﬁ
short-term impact will widen the regime through internationalisation and %éb!
although resource commitment, but will detriment it in the medium-% to the
malisa

contestation, deadlocks, economic self-interest and potential iffor

encourage. \
2.1 Effectiveness A :&

Effectiveness refers to how far something rts the maintenance of system

tion they

integrity and functioning’ (see Table 1) a @ criteria in which the Chinese role
°
could have the most sustained impact its potential resource contributions and

support towards the existing Arcti ironmental regional governance regime (SCIO,

2018; Kong, 2018, p.3). &

Capacity and Informati%

In line @r white paper commitment to ‘scientific expedition and research’

(SCIO, 2 eljing’s increasing role has included significant contributions in Arctic
cap d information. The Polar Research Institute of China has developed
%y to investigate ‘sea ice, glacial monitoring, and the atmosphere’ (Arctic
stitute, 2020). China used their Svalbard legacy to create the Arctic Yellow River
Station research centre in 2003 (ibid), whilst funding numerous collaborative centres
such as the China-Nordic Arctic Research Centre (2013), the China-lceland Joint

Arctic Science Observatory (Schreiber, 2018), and for a future China-Russia Arctic
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Research Centre agreed in 2019 (Devyatkin, 2019). Since 2007 China have
conducted various expeditions for ‘multidisciplinary comprehensive surveys’ (Wei
et.al., 2020), adapted or built their own ‘Xuelong’ (Snow Dragon) nuclear icebreakers
(Eiterjord, 2018a; Digges, 2019) and partnered with Russian Pacific Ocean Research
Institute (Eiterjord, 2018b), all boosting collective research information availabg
China’s research spending increasingly ‘far exceeds the contribution’ of eve

Arctic states such as the US (Ingimundarson, 2014, p.191, Humpert I%;otnlk
2012), who have failed to maintain significant Arctic research ca C|t ne, 2018).

As scientific cooperation is one of the ‘best ways’ to reducex costs (Huebert,
2013) and crucial for funding research under the haphazﬂun ed’ voluntary Arctic

Council structures (Bloom, 1999, p.712; Wodisk 2 hina are filling the relative

investment and interest vacuum left by Arctic p odds, 2012, pp.163-64). Their

role will be a key driver in the developge e capacity and information available

towards an effective environmental g@nce regime.

Coordination and D/rect/on%
China’s increa luence in ‘intermediary institutions’ as an indirect

governance ‘or @r (Abbott et.al., 2014a) will develop coordination and to some
extent directi ithin the Arctic environmental governance regime (Abbott and
Bernstei 4, p.3; Abbott et.al., 2014b). In the International Maritime Organisation
(I %ina has increasingly leveraged its influence as a ‘Class A’ policy-making
%ﬁber (Brady, 2017, p.177) towards its ‘enthusiasm for environmental protection’
(Bai, 2015, p.687; SCIO, 2018), such as the Polar Code (2017) clauses on vessel
environmental standards and pollution limits (IMO, 2020). Likewise, Beijing's
significant ‘influence’ (Moynihan, 2018) in the negotiation of the ‘Agreement to Prevent

Unregulated High Seas Fisheries in the Central Arctic Ocean’ (CAO) (2018)
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guaranteed coordination on sustainable use of Arctic fisheries for at the least the next
15 years (Liu, 2018) and extended environmental governance responsibility beyond
intra-Arctic states (Moynihan, 2018). The hosting of roundtables around emerging
issues in Arctic international environmental law is indicative of Beijing’s future ‘active
role’ in legal coordination (Chatham House, 2018). China’s increasing role acro

different intermediary institutions within the environmental governance regimegl%
them in the ‘driver’s seat’ of governance in the Arctic spaces which arg’not highly

regulated (Koivurova, 2018; Wye, 2017; Bai, 2015, p.687). Th:r initiatives so far

suggest China’s increasing role in coordination and dire bring partners
together towards more a more effective environmental go ance regime; prioritising

more the international over regional problem-solving anisms.

Limitations remain, however, ongC ability to coordinate or direct
governance intermediaries that are &l bn place. Whilst having ‘respect’ for
indigenous groups in principle ( 2018), there is little impact that China’s
increasing role will have di t% e likes of the Inuit Circumpolar Council, nor are
they likely to recognise&enous calls for banning non-consensual fossil fuel
extraction (Sc rto%%m) ahead of their bilateral governmental economic
relationships h\b

Heilongji ovince, China’s is unlikely to significantly coordinate or direct the
Nor; orum towards better sub-national environmental governance (Brady, 2017,
=

:1/8). Despite observer status and keenness to contribute towards Working Groups

hapter Four). Likewise, despite representation there by

and Task Forces, US Secretary of State Pompeo’s ‘doubts about the intentions’ of
China’s environmental endeavours (2019a; Pentagon, 2019) demonstrates how the
‘national interest’ will impede Beijing’s ‘overreach’ (Moynihan, 2018). A concerted US

challenge to China’s environmental governance role will hinder regime development
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as subsequent political divisions prevent coherent transnational Arctic environmental
strategy (Lackenbauer et.al., 2018, pp.69-71; Jakobson, 2010). Whilst not all Arctic
states see China’s role as threatening (Lasserre, 2010; Campbell, 2014, p.4;
Sgrensen and Klimenko, 2017) and Arctic Council mechanisms exist to prevent
funding and environmental project dominance (Arctic Council, 2013b, Para 6; Moe a &
Stokke, 2019a, p.43), US misgivings could prevent the development of

institutions towards a more effective environmental governance re%@.lgh in

more unregulated spaces China’s role can deliver significant dev

Accountability and Efficiency \

The impact of China’s increasing role to deve accountability or efficiency
of the environmental governance regime rema@r less significant. Due to their
extra-regional character and commitment l@e ‘overstepping’ in the Arctic (SCIO,
2018), China cannot act as a direct Ar. .'x rcer of rules or standards. It relies upon
its ability to shape internationae regional laws and agreements to develop

accountability or efficien h gime. This, as discussed, largely depends on the

intermediary actor it o%at within and on its alignment or contestation with the

perceived inter&@m US, who act as ‘regulatory power’ over the direction and
shape of Arcti

'Qernance (Ohnishi, 2014, p.97).

'r'EquitabiIity refers to environmental governance that ‘employs inclusive

rocesses and produces fair outcomes’ (Table 1). China’s potential impact on these
developments are varied; facilitating more extra-regional recognition and to some
extent wider participation within the environmental governance regime, though not

necessarily towards fairer or more just representation of actors within this.
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Recognition and Participation

In terms of developments towards improved recognition and to some extent
participation, China’s role as a non-Arctic state now granted ‘Observer Status’ in the
Arctic Council (Myers, 2013) is crucial. China’s increasing role short-term will impact
the environmental regime to develop towards more international and extra-regioﬂ
‘stakeholder saliency’ within Arctic governance (Wodiske, 2014, p.306; Stokke,

Chircop, 2011, p.14). Whilst unlikely to ever fully ‘participate’ as equal ic states

(Chater, 2016, p.173; Young, 2012, pp.280-282), China’s influgnce in ‘setting future

agendas’ should lead to further development of a more transnational environmental

regime (Kong, 2018, p.2), especially with developmen:ﬂ\ Arctic East Asian tri-
C

lateral agreement with Japan and South Kore n, 2018; Lanteigne, 2017,

p.126; Gong, 2015). e
.
Beijing’s initial boost for rec ; risks rising amounts of ‘deadlock’,

especially if their rising mﬂuenc inates in more substantial powers for extra-
regional states in the Ar cil (Wodlske 2014, p.326; Willis and Depledge,
2014). Fragmentatlo of “raditional power structures (Young, 2009) risks
informalisation %platforms like the ‘Arctic Five’, driven by the USA as it defends
its ‘claims of minence’ and resists China’s increasing equitability in regional
(Kuerst 6) — and to some extent global (Hamilton, 2014; World Economic
Forim®»2019) — governance, which it sees at best as ‘concerning’ and at worst
%Qressive’ proactivity (Pompeo, 2019b, Pentagon, 2019). Informalisation towards
the Arctic Five (Kuersten, 2015) would detriment all non-Arctic states; the wider Arctic
Eight, the indigenous Permanent Participants and the Arctic institutions (Kuersten,
2016; Pedersen, 2012) ability to influence the regime. Their llussiat (2008), Chelsea

(2010) and Oslo (2015) meetings and two significant yet non-binding agreements
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suggests concerns over informalisation ‘undermining’ the Arctic Council are not
unfounded (Nielsson and Magnusson, 2015; Steinburg et.al, 2014, p.10). Even if the
US reconciles its concerns over China (Ma, 2019; Hayes, 2017, pp.3-5), the increasing
great power logic underpinning the ‘Arctic Five-plus-Five’ CAO Agreement (Morishita,

2019) still threatens the development of an equitable and representatiA

environmental governance regime. :fb

Justness and Fairness %%

Regarding justness and fairness, it is unlikely that Chi

degree of structural impact on the fair distribution of either Arcticlegal rights or socio-
Wi

economic conditions. With the current syste selective voluntary

contributions towards their national interests, is unlikely to promote more

institutionalised fairness in governance %@ons (Bloom, 1999, p.712; Wilson,
°

and ‘general international law’ (SCIO,

2015, p.56,63). They will reinforce t%
2018) status quo reaffirmed in l@lu issat Declaration (AOC, 2008), rather than
promote an Arctic Treat innovations, as this best serves their interests in
internationalisation of t%Ar ic. Beijing’s selective investment in resource rich areas
will unevenly distfi L@Jocio-economic benefits (Lucht, 2018; Jiang, 2018), often also
at the expe f environmental priorities. China’s increasing role will worsen
equitability inthe environmental regime (Rahbek-Clemmensen and Thomasen, 2018,
p %elective national — oftentimes economic — interests dictate Beijing perceiving
%i)\mal situational-structural value in regime innovations towards justness or fairness

(Young, 2009, p.423; Koivurova, and Molenaar, 2010; Young, 2016).

2.3 Responsive
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The impact of China on ‘Responsiveness’ refers to how far they enable
development of an environmental regime capable of ‘adaptation to diverse contexts
and changing conditions’ (Table 1). The potential for China’s capacity to contribute to
the learning, anticipatory and innovative capacities of the regime starkly contrasts to

their role in the fragmentation and limitation of existing institutions flexibility a

adaptation. %‘b
Flexible and Adaptable %%
Whilst without procedural votes, the significant ‘pressu w that China

offers politically and economically (Rahbek-Clemmensen and T asen, 2018, p.10;
Henriksen and Rahbek-Clemmensen, 2017) limits &pment of a flexible or
adaptive regime due to states increasingly taking@a’s position into account, rather
than the interests of the Arctic environm | ime. Whilst fragmentation towards
different forums and governance in it creates more flexible and adaptive
‘dynamic governance’ in the sr@erm (Stokke, 2011), this will detriment the

equitability of outcomes Q&dium-term, with the interests of great powers like
k

Beijing — as opposed ey’stakeholders — shaping the environmental governance

regime. \@
Learning, &)ry and Innovation

a’s significant resource commitment has considerable scope to develop

%barning, anticipatory and innovative capacity of its environmental governance
e

gime. For example, they have constructed the world’s first 5-foot icebreaker able to

work in two directions and thus conduct more comprehensive research journeys
(SCMP, 2018), begun ‘standardisation’ of Arctic research technology (Eiterjord,

2018b) through ‘a myriad of long- and short-term unmanned research stations’
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(Eiterjord, 2019) and are actively sharing their atmospheric and oceanographic
monitoring data (ibid). This increasing contribution to Arctic ‘knowledge-building’
(Koivurov et.al., 2019; Bertelsen, 2018) will be an invaluable ‘win-win’ (SCIO, 2018)

towards anticipating, learning and innovation in the regime to prepare it to cope with

coming environmental changes. "E

However, the restructuring of China’s Arctic activity under their Mi f
Natural Resources is indicative of the hollowness of their dev %of the
environmental governance regime (Eiterjord, 2018b). Beijing’sgsynonymity between
environmental and economic research (Digges, 2019; Li and Bertelsen, 2013) may
hinder the regime by deprioritising the environment t its own definitions of
‘rational use’ (SCIO, 2018) of the Arctic for its me -term economic interests (Kopra,
2019). Chapter Four explores their risin | extraction (Filimonova, 2017);
pursuit of minerals (Rosen and Thurin b pp.54-56) and ‘shipping and seismic
exploration’ (WWF, 2018, p. 3) aII h drive ‘Arctic amplification’ (Mark and King,
2013) towards environ radatlon Beijing’s ‘opportunistic adaptation’

(Kristoffersen, 2014 20 |or|t|ses the potential ‘economic benefits of climate
change’ (Kristox Langhelle, 2016, p.34) and will worsen Arctic pollution,
d ice-melting trends. China’s impact on the environmental

ecological m%
governa e will thus be as a significant contributor to the detrimental ‘changing

con |® that require increasing environmental ‘responsiveness’ in the first place.

%2 obust

The ‘Robustness’ of the environmental governance regime refers to whether its
‘functioning institutions persist, maintain performance and cope with crises’ (Table 1).

In this sense, China’s broad status quo support should contribute significantly to
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regime legitimacy and polycentricity at an international level, but to the detriment of

regime subsidiarity.
Legitimate

Reflecting global governance patterns, China’s role is not ‘revisionist’
(Koivurova et.al., 2019, p.11; Morse and Keohane, 2014) but pursues mutual ‘res ﬁ
(SCIO, 2018; Grieger, 2018, p.4) vis-a-vis the status quo (Stephen, 2017, pp 1).
China’s accession to Observer in the pre-eminent governance institutiomyof the Arctic
Council (Myers, 2013) — accompanied by criteria recognisin ignty rights and
compliance with the existing institutional and legal framew @eady in place (von
Uexkull, 2012) — gives credence to the white paper éﬁat it ‘highly values’ the
Council as the ‘main intergovernmental forum in %ﬁﬁairs’ (SCIO, 2018). China not
pursuing an Arctic Treaty (McGwin, 2020), ng in UNCLOS to the right of Arctic
states to administer the Arctic Ocean Rhi ter, 2015, p.144) and relying on revote
approval for observer status ever@ years (Arctic Council, 2013a, p.13) all suggest
China’s role will continu y-building for the international laws and soft law

n

customs that have b% cultivated in previous decades towards environmental

cooperation and&@on across the regime (Exner-Pirot and Murray, 2017; Wilson,

2015, pp.kiéQ

oWeVver, recent US-antagonism could exclude both China and climate change

r&ctic environmental governance agendas, which risks China and other states to
r

ting ‘another club’ (Koivurova, 2020; Eide, 2013), such as strengthening the ‘Arctic
Circle’ forum which Beijing has already hosted (Brady, 2017, p.22), further
institutionalising the Polar Silk Road (Kuo, 2019) or more bilateral agreements - to the

detriment of a robust and effective environmental regime. The US perception of its
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wider national interest to be in continuing this ‘strategic competition’ with China on a
regional basis (Koivurova, 2019) is the only stumbling-block preventing short-medium
term substantial gains in the regime legitimacy and robustness that should be

delivered by China’s increasing role.

Nested ﬂ

In terms of nested decision-making, China’s increasing role wilg%the
development of governance subsidiarity. China’s national interest in the 'Shopt-medium
term is regime internationalisation (Jiang, 2014; Rainwater, 20 in turn will use
their influence to promote the international-level legi %, institutions and
agreements around environmental matters (Ko ﬁ pp.7-8). The global
implications of the Arctic environment are its ow@rce of legitimacy (SCIO, 2018),
and to allow prioritisation of lower levels m-solving — even if more effective

°

for the environment — would undermin@y§its credibility and orchestration within the

environmental governance regim@ynihan, 2018; Arctic Institute, 2018).
Polycentric and ConnectQ&

In terms ftr@%me’s polycentricity and connectivity, China is a committed
participant ac rious forums, institutions and agreements in environmental
governa@ UNCLOS, the various Seabed groups, the International Maritime
Org K@ n or Arctic Circle Assembly and Arctic Council (Brady, 2017, pp.16-32;

%sson, 2015). This diversifies the centres of governance authority, preventing
eliance on one institution to provide environmental order. This avoids total regime
deadlock should one forum have difficulty and deepens the states’ interconnectedness
through duplicity of cooperation. However, US scepticism to China’s involvement in

regional forums jeopardises the ‘Rovaniemi Spirit' of ‘negotiated exceptionalism’
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(Koivurova, 2019; Exner-Pirot and Murray, 2017) continuing to govern the
enviro