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Both Russia’s Arktika submarine expedition of 2007, which planted a titanium Russian 
national flag on the seabed below the North Pole, as well as the prediction of significant 
hydrocarbon and mineral resources in the Arctic waters and continental shelves (United 
States Geological Survey, 2008) sparked a flood of alarmist analyses and sensationalist 
media coverage.1 Brosnan et al. (2011) provide a detailed frequency analysis of this inunda-
tion. These perspectives predicted tension and armed conflict in the Arctic in the wake of 
significant regional rearmament, as well as a ‘scramble’ or ‘gold rush’ for resources based 
on the speculation that the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 
could not be ‘seamlessly applied.’ Further, they predicted that mutual remilitarization 
measures could provoke misunderstandings and escalation, that a lack of international gov-
ernance in the Arctic may prove problematic, and that both sovereignty conflicts concern-
ing land and sea territories as well as disputes concerning rights of economic exploitation of 
particular maritime areas may violently escalate (Borgerson, 2008; Emmerson, 2010; How-
ard, 2009; Lee, 2009; Sale and Potapov, 2010; Zellen, 2009). For some time, these authors 
succeeded at marketing a purported causality between climate change and armed conflict, 
overshouting moderate voices such as Young (2009), Trenin and Baev (2010), or Strands-
bjerg (2012), who pointed out that such fears were often overstated and Arctic governance 
was actually peaceful and constantly strengthening.
 Surprisingly, for many, by 2015, none of these dire predictions had materialized. In-
stead, quite the contrary had happened: the Arctic Five2 confirmed their will to peacefully 
settle disputes by scientific research, the application of international maritime law, and 
bilateral negotiation in the 2008 Illulissat Declaration. In the 2009 Tromsø Declaration, all 
signatories agreed that the rule of law should be the basis of regional development and 
international relations. The 2010 Russian–Norwegian accord that defined a maritime border 
in the Barents Sea proved that these declarations were in fact workable.3 Search and rescue 
areas in the Arctic Ocean were defined and delimited in the 2011 Nuuk Declaration, which 
also emphasized the will to maintain peace, stability, and constructive cooperation. In the 

                                                 
1 The continental shelf is defined as the seabed and subsoil of the submarine areas that extend beyond its territorial 
sea throughout the natural prolongation of its land territory to the outer edge of the continental margin, or to a 
distance of 200 nm from the baselines from which the breadth of the territorial sea is measured where the outer 
edge of the continental margin does not extend up to that distance (UNCLOS, Article 76). 
2 For the sake of brevity, in the following, the five Arctic littoral states—the USA, Canada, Denmark (by her 
sovereignty over Greenland), Norway, and Russia—are combined under this umbrella term. 
3 The Gray Zone agreement of 1978 had distributed fishing rights in the Barents Sea, but failed to define a mari-
time border. 
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wake of these developments, very few pessimists had the humility to admit their predictions 
were wrong—Borgerson (2013) is a noteworthy exception. Against this backdrop, this 
chapter reviews the contemporary state of military capabilities, disputed sovereignty, and 
rights of economic utilization in the Arctic and applies this review to the case of the North-
ern Sea Route (NSR), with the goal of predicting the likely future development of its gen-
eral security and policy framework.  

Military capabilities and conflict potential in the Arctic 

Few would doubt that Russia—with her Northern Fleet and the naval infantry, air force, 
coast guard, and patrol vessels that support it—is by far the most forceful naval power in 
the Arctic (The Military Balance, 2014; Wezeman, 2012; Brosnan et al., 2011, Hilde, 2014; 
Conley et al., 2012). Besides the headquarters at Severomorsk, the Northern Fleet has four 
other large naval bases in the High North, each of which consists of multiple bays, facili-
ties, ports, and installations (Gadzhievo, Zapadnaya Litsa, Vidyayevo, and Gremikha). 
Current media coverage suggests that a much smaller naval base may be under construction 
on Wrangel Island (Nilsen, 2014b). Norway also has a number of larger naval bases in its 
northern regions (at Haakonsvern, Ramsund, and Sortland). By comparison, Canada, the 
USA, and Denmark, combined have few naval bases in the Arctic. Further, among the Arc-
tic Five, Russia has by far the strongest icebreaking capability, both by the number and the 
power of her icebreakers (Glukhareva, 2011; Keupp and Schöb, 2015—this book), allowing 
her combat vessels to operate in ice-infested waters with an ice thickness of up to two me-
ters if they travel in an icebreaker canal. Given that even military vessels can suffer ice-
related damage if they have thin hulls (Åtland, 2011), this effect is not to be underestimat-
ed. Further, Russia’s nuclear icebreakers have to be refueled only once in four years; thus, 
their radius of operation is almost unlimited.4 While the U.S. military today has few surface 
vessels capable of operating in the Arctic, it has significant Arctic undersea capabilities and 
is able to operate nuclear submarines in the Arctic Ocean and in near-Arctic seas, in open 
water as well as under the Arctic ice cover (Åtland, 2014). As of 2014, the USA is the only 
nation able to match the Russian submarine fleet (The Military Balance, 2014). Both na-
tions operate nuclear and conventional submarines in polar waters today and have done so 
throughout the Cold War. 
 The case is more nuanced when air and surveillance capabilities are considered. The 
USA has a significant number of well-equipped air force bases in the High North (Eielson, 
Fort Clear, Fort Greely, Fort Wainwright, joint base Elmendorf-Richardson, Qaanaaq (Thu-
le) in Greenland). While Canada’s combat aircraft are stationed in south-east and central 
Canada, they are regularly deployed in the Arctic region and can operate from four second-
ary air bases in northern Canada (Wezeman, 2012). Further, Canada and the USA have 

                                                 
4 All nuclear and some of the conventional icebreakers were part of the Northern Fleet during the Soviet era, but 
are now civilian vessels held by state-controlled firms. See Keupp and Schöb (2015—this book) for technical and 
operative details of the nuclear icebreakers; today, these are in charge of accompanying vessels transits through 
the NSR.  
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installed sophisticated satellite surveillance and early warning systems in the High North 
(Polar Epsilon, Ballistic Missile Early Warning System). Russia has many airfields and 
airbases north of the 60th parallel, some of which have reopened in the past five years 
(Alykel, Besovets, Khatanga, Kogalym, Kotelny Island, Mirny, Severomorsk (Murmansk), 
Olenya (Olenegorsk), Raduzhny, Salekhard, Surgut, Syktyvkar, Tiksi, Dresba airbase at 
Pevek, Petrozavodsk, Ugolny, Yakutsk). However, it is questionable how many of these are 
fully operational from a military point of view. Russia resumed long-range bomber and 
patrol flights only from 2007 onward, after many airfields and bases had been dormant for 
over a decade or even closed due to a lack of funding in the post-Soviet era. If all of these 
bases were fully operational for military purposes, Russia would probably match the air 
capabilities of its Arctic neighbors. It is important to note that the extreme climate in the 
Arctic may restrict the use of aircraft, submarines, and vessels not configured for such an 
environment. For example, the Canadian Forces’ diesel submarines cannot function in 
Arctic waters, and the range of F-16 and F-35 fighter aircraft (Norway and Canada are 
planning to purchase the latter) may be limited by a lack of tanker aircraft support in the 
Arctic regions (Wezeman, 2012). Thus, long-range aircraft will probably be at the core of 
any air capability in the Arctic. 
 Both from a strategic and a logistics perspective, the hostile environment of the Arctic 
discourages far-reaching infantry and mechanized operations. Therefore, compared to air 
and sea capabilities, land capabilities have only limited significance. While Canada main-
tains a troop of 5,000 rangers in its Arctic territories—dubbed ‘invasion force’ in 2009 by 
some colorful Russian rhetoric—these cannot be considered regular military personnel. 
General Walter Natynczyk’s statement, ‘If someone were to invade the Canadian Arctic, 
my first task would be to rescue them’ still seems to be valid six years later (Åtland, 2014).  
 Relying on reports in the public press about planned military expenditures, some au-
thors (e.g., Huebert et al., 2012) have suggested a correlation between the resumption of 
Russian long-range bomber and patrol flights from 2007 onward and military maneuvers in 
the Arctic5 in the following years, concluding that a remilitarization of the Arctic was un-
derway, particularly because some of these flights allegedly6 violated the airspace of other 
nations. Consequently, such perspectives predicted ‘a resumption of the ‘old’ Cold War 
hostilities’ (Huebert, 2013). While it is certainly not impossible that Russia aimed to test 
the air defense readiness condition of her Arctic neighbors, this conclusion ignores two 
important aspects.  
 First, each of the Arctic Five has a long history of military operations and exercises in 
the Arctic. As Dittman (2008) points out, Russian and U.S.-American submarines operated 
in Arctic waters and below the North Pole as early as 1960, and the Canadian Force spent 
thousands of flying hours in the Arctic archipelago in the 1970s and held frequent exercises 
                                                 
5 Most notably, Canada’s Operation Nanook in 2009, the U.S. military exercise Northern Edge in 2008, and the 
U.S. polar submarine ice expedition of 2009, the Norwegian exercise Cold Response (with other NATO members) 
in March 2009, and Russian naval exercises involving submarines and military vessels in autumn 2009. 
6 It is difficult to ascertain whether ‘airspace violations’ reported in the public press actually qualify as such since 
flight movements are politically exploited by all sides. Evidence presented in Åtland (2014a: 155, endnote 67) 
suggests that particular Russian flights conducted in February 2009 had not violated Canadian airspace though 
Canadian politicians claimed that they had. 
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between 1950 and 1970, which trained those forces in winter warfare. The NATO exercise 
Cold Response was first conducted in 2006 (i.e., before the resumption of Russian long-
range bomber and patrol flights). The exercise has been repeated in 2010 and 2012. Cana-
da’s Operation Nanook has been conducted every year since 2007. U.S. submarine de-
ployments to Arctic waters did not cease after the collapse of the Soviet Union (Huebert et 
al., 2012), while the Russian military activity significantly decreased due to a lack of fund-
ing for operations and maintenance. In other words, the Arctic is not remilitarized now 
because it was never demilitarized. What the world has witnessed since 2007 is the re-
activation of hitherto dormant or decommissioned Russian military bases and materiel, 
financed by revenues from increased global sales of hydrocarbon resources. Thus, these 
developments constitute rather a return to the status quo ante than a new round of militari-
zation. 
 Second, the extent to which announced investments in military capabilities are realized 
(if at all) is doubtful due to budget constraints and changing political agendas, irrespective 
of the announcing nation. Further, many of these announcements—particularly those origi-
nating from Russia and Canada—exhibit assertive rhetorics intended for a domestic audi-
ence and are often more related to prestige policy than realpolitik. Thus, they should not be 
taken at face value, particularly so when they are reproduced by mass media and the public 
press in other countries (Baev, 2010; Trenin and Baev, 2010; Konyshev and Sergonin 2012; 
Strandsbjerg, 2012; Wang, 2013; Zysk, 2009; Åtland, 2014). As Wezeman (2012) aptly 
puts it, 
 

‘While some media, politicians and researchers have portrayed the changes in the capabilities of the Arc-
tic littoral states as significant military build- ups and potential threats to security, the overall picture is 
one of limited modernization and increases or changes in equipment, force levels, and force structure. 
Some of these changes—for example, the strengthening of the Canadian Rangers, the move of the main 
Norwegian land units to the north of Norway or the new Russian Arctic units—have little or nothing to 
do with power projection into the areas of the Arctic with unclear ownership; rather they are for the pa-
trolling and protecting of recognized national territories.’ 

 
Each of the Arctic Five has produced a foreign policy strategy or statement by now that 
documents their respective security and economic interests in the Arctic as well as their 
policy for the foreseeable future.7 While those of Russia, the USA, and Canada have a more 
assertive and security-oriented tone compared to those of Denmark and Norway, all five 
highlight the importance of protecting their sovereignty, their economic interests, and the 
Arctic environment. Political differences notwithstanding, military installations and materi-
el are described as defensive and primarily serve to dissuade others from challenging eco-
nomic interests. For Russia, this strategy represents a significant change, since her Northern 
Fleet was defined as an ocean-going force during Soviet times, but now is commissioned to 
protect Russia’s borders. All five strategies highlight their preference for regional coopera-
tion and normal diplomatic and economic relations. If one is to believe what Russia’s Secu-
                                                 
7 Canada: Statement on Canada’s Arctic Foreign Policy (2010), Denmark: Kingdom of Denmark Strategy for the 
Arctic 2011-2020 (2011), Norway: High North Strategy (2006), Russia: Basics of state policy of the Russian 
Federation in the Arctic for the time up to 2020 and beyond (2008), USA: National Strategy for the Arctic Region 
(2013). For detailed comparisons of these strategy documents, see Wang (2013) and Åtland (2014a). 
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rity Council defines for its strategy in the Arctic up to 2020 and beyond, the strategic goal 
is not military confrontation, but the transformation of Russia’s share of the Arctic into a 
strategic resource base, based on scientific research and compliance with international law. 
The document expressly states that such long-term economic development goals are not 
only impossible to achieve with military means, but on the contrary, they require peace, 
stability, and international cooperation (Security Council of the Russian Federation, 2008).  
 Finally, the installation of military and intelligence infrastructure is not necessarily 
equal to an act of aggression or a signal of increased tension in international relations, but 
may simply constitute an act of delimiting spheres of sovereignty and protecting economic 
interests (Trenin and Baev, 2010; Wang, 2013). As U.S. Admiral James Stavridis put it, 
‘not all military capabilities are designed for force’ (Stavridis, 2010). Nevertheless, the 
development of military capabilities in the Arctic from 2008 onward may also be interpret-
ed in a wider context of increased East–West tensions since the 2008 Georgian War, and 
given the Ukraine crisis from 2014 on, it is likely that these tensions will continue for the 
foreseeable future. However, even under the tensions of the Cold War, the Arctic remained 
a remarkably peaceful region, despite or because of the manifold military operations that 
took place there. To date, there has never been any armed conflict between any of the Arc-
tic Five in the Arctic region. International initiatives such as the Arctic Military Environ-
mental Cooperation Program (AMEC), its successor, the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat 
Reduction Program, or the 2011 Nuuk declaration demonstrate that cooperation in security-
related areas among the Arctic Five is basically possible and workable.  
 
 
Arctic governance, sovereignty, and rights of economic utilization 
 
While academic discussion about hypothetical international governance structures in the 
Arctic continues, it is highly unlikely that such structures will ever emerge in practice. 
None of the Arctic Five envisages a comprehensive, region-specific legal regime similar to 
that of Antarctica under the 1959 Antarctic Treaty (Åtland, 2013). Further, under the 1996 
Ottawa Declaration, the Arctic Council is not allowed to discuss military and security is-
sues. The tone of the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration illustrates the unanimous view of the Arctic 
Five that there is nothing special about the Arctic, that it is a place like any other in the 
world governed by established international law, and in particular, that there is no pressing 
need to involve outsiders in Arctic governance (Strandsbjerg, 2012). Hence, the Arctic Five 
are likely to oppose the establishment of any international regime or institution apart from 
the Arctic Council, and they are likely to take measures to secure their regional economic 
interests as well as to safeguard their territorial and maritime sovereignty. Several initia-
tives by the European Parliament, the European Union, and the European Council (see 
Cavalieri and Kraemer, 2013, for an overview) and by China’s Rear Admiral Yin Zhuo 
(Blunden, 2012), all directed at establishing international governance in the Arctic have 
been firmly rejected by the Arctic Five. As a result, the role any non-Arctic state can play in 
Arctic governance will probably be restricted to an observer status in the Arctic Council. 
Thus, it seems safe to say that the regional interests of the Arctic Five will shape the gen-
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eral security and policy framework of the Arctic for the foreseeable future. For the same 
reason, any role that NATO can play in the Arctic will be limited since Russia is highly 
unlikely to tolerate any NATO presence in what she conceives of as her economic sphere of 
interest (Nilsen, 2014a). 
 At the same time, this status quo need not necessarily develop into an arena of increased 
tension, as some writers have projected. The 2010 Russian–Norwegian bilateral accord 
demonstrates that even longstanding border disputes can be resolved and stable states 
achieved by peaceful negotiation. Further, in the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration, the Arctic Five 
universally accept the UNCLOS as a basis for international dispute settlement.8 As a result, 
recent efforts to address matters involving sovereignty in the Arctic are marked by a spirit 
of rule-based problem-solving, rather than an escalating spiral of politically charged claims 
and counterclaims (Young, 2011).  
 There has been much confusion in the debate about Arctic conflicts due to a lack of 
understanding of what distinguishes contested sovereignty from disputed rights of econom-
ic utilization. Sovereignty refers to a nation’s right to exclusively govern a particular area 
without any outside interference. Under UNCLOS, sovereignty is restricted to a state’s 
territorial waters (12 nautical miles from the coastal baseline), while limited sovereign 
action may be performed in the contiguous zone (24 nautical miles from the coastal base-
line). By contrast, the right of utilization under UNCLOS is established by defining an 
exclusive economic zone (200 nautical miles from the coastal baseline) that the coastal state 
may exploit, both regarding resources in these waters and in the continental shelf below 
them.9 However, this right of economic exploitation of the 200-mile zone does not make the 
coastal state sovereign over the waters or the continental shelf beyond the 12-mile zone.10 
Instead, these are governed by international maritime law and its institutions (not by the 
state’s national legislation).11 So are the high seas—the international waters beyond any 
exclusive economic zone are not the maritime equivalent to terra nullius. Neither is the 
seabed below the high seas (and any resources it might hold) a free-for-all cornucopia; 
instead, any prospecting involving the seabed below the high seas is subject to the issuance 
of a research license by the International Seabed Authority, and subsequent economic ex-
ploitation requires an additional license.  

                                                 
8 While, as of 2015, the USA has neither signed nor ratified UNCLOS, its maritime policy in the Arctic de facto 
abides by it. Until it ratifies UNCLOS, the USA is bound by the 1958 Convention on the High Seas, which it has 
signed and ratified. 
9 Under UNCLOS (Art. 76), coastal states may extend their claim to the continental shelf (and hence, their right of 
utilization) to up to 350 miles from the coastal baseline. However, this is not a unilateral act; instead, the claim 
must be reviewed and approved by the United Nations Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf 
(UNCLCS). 
10 With the exception of limited constabulatory rights in the contiguous zone, such as customs and coast guard 
operations. 
11 Binding judgments can be pronounced by the International Tribunal for the Law of the Sea (created by 
UNCLOS), the International Court of Justice, or by arbitration once all states involved in the conflict accept to be 
bound by the decision (UNCLOS, Art. 279; Annexes V through VIII). In the contiguous zone, the state has limited 
sovereign-like rights, e.g., regarding police and customs operations and environmental protection, but it is not 
sovereign over these waters in a strict sense. 
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 Some analysts cite examples from contemporary history, such as the British–
Norwegian–Icelandic disputes over fishing zones in the North Sea in the 1970s and 1980s, 
or recent conflicts in the East and South China Sea, to argue that force-on-force encounters 
of constabulary forces and conflict escalation may also occur in the Arctic as a result of 
disputes over territorial sovereignty or rights of utilizing maritime resources (e.g., 
Borgerson, 2008; Åtland, 2013; Huebert, 2013). However, such analogies seem somewhat 
far-fetched. First, international maritime law in the 1970s and 1980s was governed by the 
1958 Convention on the High Seas, which did not provide signatories with an exclusive 
economic zone, implying the ‘cod wars’ were a product of their time.12 Second, conflicts in 
the East and South China Sea around the Kurile, Spratly, Paracel, and Senkaku (Diaoyu) 
Islands emerged precisely because the parties involved in these conflicts lacked a common 
understanding to accept the provisions of international maritime law to settle their disputes 
and failed to conclude international accords to resolve territorial disputes before they esca-
late. More specifically, an equivalent to the 2008 Ilulissat Declaration does not exist among 
the neighboring countries of the East and South China Sea; thus, the Arctic should rather be 
seen as a role model for these regions than vice versa. Third, the conflicts in the South 
China Sea are fueled by overlapping exclusive economic zones, which the parties involved 
in these conflicts dispute and fail to delimit peacefully, although it would be their obliga-
tion to do so (UNCLOS, Art. 279 and 280). By contrast, exclusive economic zones estab-
lished in the Arctic Ocean are neither overlapping nor disputed, and almost all existing and 
purported resources in the Arctic are located firmly within a single exclusive economic 
zone. 
 Alarmist projections about ‘armed brinkmanship’ in the Arctic as a result of climate 
change (e.g., Borgerson, 2008) tend to overlook that sovereignty claims in the Arctic are 
not a consequence of climate change, but originate from state policy. As early as 1909 and 
1925—i.e., at a time when the Arctic ice was anything but melting—Canada passed laws 
fixing the borders and status of her polar territories, claiming they stretch from her Arctic 
coastlines to the North Pole, and the Soviet Union did the same in 1926 (Trenin and Baev, 
2010). The USA claimed Wrangel Island from the end of the 19th century to 1924, when a 
colonization party was ousted by Soviet forces. However, despite even such extreme 
claims, the Arctic has remained remarkably peaceful, and with the following exceptions, 
unaffected by disputes over contested sovereignty. This fact compares very favorably to 
other resource-rich regions in the world. 
 Canada and Denmark have unresolved disputes over the delineation of their joint mari-
time border in the Lincoln Sea and regarding who is sovereign over tiny Hans Island. But 
for symbolic incidents—such as placing liquor bottles and erecting flag poles—these con-
flicts have never escalated, and as of 2015, they are subject to bilateral talks (Krogh Søn-
dergaard, 2014). From a global perspective, such often-cited conflicts seem relatively in-
significant. The maritime border between the USA and Russia in the Bering Sea is de jure 

                                                 
12 The reader should note that the wide exclusive economic zones known today only entered into effect after 
UNCLOS had been finally ratified by a sufficient number of signatories, i.e., in 1994 (!). In comparison with the 
1958 Convention on the High Seas, UNCLOS significantly reduced the freedom of the high seas in favor of the 
economic interests of the coastal states. 
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undefined, since the Soviet Union collapsed before it could ratify an international accord 
defining the borderline. However, both nations de facto abide by the accord and act accord-
ingly (Brosnan et al., 2011). The USA and Canada disagree about how to draw their joint 
maritime border in the Beaufort Sea, but are currently discussing the issue peacefully 
through diplomatic channels, despite the probable existence of significant shale oil and gas 
resources in the continental shelf below the waters. Finally, while Canada claims that the 
Canadian Arctic is an archipelago of islands less than 100 nautical miles apart, and there-
fore, the waters between the islands are territorial—implying the Northwest Passage is an 
internal waterway under Canadian sovereignty—a conflicting view prominently supported 
by the USA argues the Northwest Passage is an international strait.13 As of 2015, the dis-
pute is unresolved. Still, it has never escalated to a point where force-on-force confrontation 
was reported, although Canada has increased its coastguard presence in the region. All in 
all, it seems that these conflicts have been much overstated and overinterpreted. 

The stability these examples portray is not necessarily specific to the Arctic region. In 
fact, conflicts over contested sovereignty can remain unresolved yet peaceful anywhere in 
the world, even for a very long time. For example, in central Europe, no international 
boundary has ever been agreed between Germany, Austria, and Switzerland concerning the 
Obersee, which forms the greatest part of Lake Constance. Whereas Austria argues that this 
area is a condominium, implying that sovereignty over the area be jointly administered by 
all three nations, Switzerland insists the area is physically separated between the littoral 
states (implying about 32% of the waters are under Swiss and merely 10% under Austrian 
sovereignty). Germany does not support any position (Khan, 2004). As a result, Swiss maps 
show state borders partitioning the lake whereas German and Austrian maps do not. By 
contrast, fishing rights were distributed as early as 1893 by the Bregenz Accord, and they 
have not been disputed since. To date, while all three nations patrol the lake with regional 
flotillas, no naval war between them has broken out. In other words, at the heart of the issue 
is not contested sovereignty as such, but the will of all involved actors to either tolerate an 
unresolved status quo or to negotiate solutions by international dialogue. It needs to be 
noted though that this view was challenged by a more aggressive Canadian view from the 
1990s onward, which purported that sovereignty can be abandoned by de facto dereliction, 
and therefore, continuous military presence would be required to prevent a loss of sover-
eignty (e.g., McRae, 1994). Such perspectives may increase rather than decrease the likeli-
hood of escalation.  
 Conflicts in the Arctic region do not only emerge from disputed sovereignty, but also 
from disputed rights of economic utilization. Norwegian sovereignty over the Svalbard 
Islands is not disputed, but since UNCLOS did not come into effect before 1994, the 1920 
Svalbard Treaty does not discuss the extent to which its signatories may exploit the waters 
of the Svalbard archipelago beyond the territorial waters. Russia argues that under the 
Svalbard Treaty, all signatories have this right, whereas Norway claims that under 
UNCLOS, all maritime areas beyond Svalbard’s territorial waters are part of Norway’s 
exclusive economic zone. As of 2015, the dispute is unresolved. Occasionally, clashing 

                                                 
13 See Rothwell (1993) for an excellent legal analysis of this dispute. 
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fishing vessels provoke coast guard and patrol operations from both sides, but apart from 
these incidents, Svalbard’s demilitarized status has remained remarkably stable to date, 
particularly during the Cold War. All in all, the conflict has been much overstated (Ebinger 
and Zambetakis, 2009). 
 Further, Canada, Denmark, and Russia have all been doing geological research with the 
goal of proving that the Lomonossov and Mendeleev ridges—underwater continental crusts 
below the North Pole—are actually an extension of their respective continental shelves, 
implying that the state’s exclusive economic zone could be extended to 350 nautical miles 
from the coastline up to the North Pole (cf. exhibit 1). This dispute has received much me-
dia attention, not the least because, in 2007, the Russian submarine expedition Arktika 
planted a titanium national flag on the seabed below the North Pole in order to substantiate 
Russia’s geological claims. This move has been misinterpreted much. Russia does not seek 
to extend its sovereignty to the North Pole, but wants to secure the right of utilization of 
purported hydrocarbon resources below the seabed (as do Canada and Denmark). The con-
flict is still fought out by scientists before the United Nations Commission on the Limits of 
the Continental Shelf (UNCLCS), and all three states have agreed to abide by its rules and 
regulations. As of 2015, all nations have submitted updated claims and geological research; 
a decision is expected by summer 2015. When a ruling is made, the UNCLCS issues a final 
and binding recommendation. However, the delimitation of the actual boundaries of exclu-
sive economic zones is subject to negotiation between the affected states.14 The extent to 
which such trilateral negotiation can produce an equivalent to the 2010 Russian–Norwegian 
accord is likely to mirror the contemporary willingness to peacefully resolve conflicts in the 
Arctic region. 
 What is more remarkable, however, is that none of the three states has ever considered 
the deployment of military force to the North Pole as a viable means to substantiate their 
claims. Despite assertive rhetorics from both sides, with the 2010 Canadian–Russian ac-
cord, both nations agreed to settle their disputes peacefully before the UNCLCS. The Rus-
sian government has issued a similar stance regarding upcoming negotiations with Den-
mark (Pettersen, 2014). Thus, the suggestion that ‘interstate resource wars’ are looming on 
the horizon seems somewhat far-fetched (Åtland, 2013; Young, 2013). Further, any claims 
for (purported) polar hydrocarbon resources are probably motivated more by political than 
economic issues, given that current estimates have predicted relatively limited potentials or 
not assessed the polar region at all (United States Geological Survey, 2008; Gautier, 2009). 
Further, given the technological challenges of deep-water drilling in the polar region (Tren-
in and Baev, 2010), the profitable exploitation of any potential will likely remain unfeasible 
until the North Pole becomes ice-free during the summer months—an event that is expected 
for the years from about 2050 onward (National Snow & Ice Data Center, 2015). 
  

                                                 
14 UNCLOS, Article 76(8), Article 83, Article 9 of Annex II 
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Exhibit 1: Maritime jurisdiction and boundaries in the Arctic region (IBRU, Durham Uni-
versity, 2014)  
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