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                    supercomplexes (strong level of interregional dynamics caused by great power spillover into 
 adjacent regions).90 RSCs can also contain one or more subcomplexes (“half-level” SCs with 
 distinctive patterns of security interdependence, embedded within a larger RSC).91  


External involvement in RSCs is analyzed in the context of penetration (when outside powers 
 making security alignments with states within a RSC) and overlay (when external great powers 
 dominate RSCs so heavily that local security dynamics seize to operate).92 RSCT also explores 
 the historical and present role of buffers (states or mini-complexes within a RSC and whose key 
 function is to separate rival powers) and insulators (states or mini-complexes located between 
 RSCs, facing “both ways”).93


According to RSCT, the essential structure and character of each RSC are defined by two key 
 factors; (1) power relations (“polarity”), and (2) patterns of amity and enmity (“who fears or likes 
 whom”).94 The second factor has traditionally been far less explored in IR theory than the first, 
 and often requires knowledge of background factors such as history, culture, religion, and 
 geography.95  


5.2  Relevance of Regional Security Complex Theory to the European Arctic 
 The question of the degree of relevance and utility of RSCT in relation to the European Arctic is 
 difficult to answer. Buzan and Wæver’s comprehensive analysis of Cold War and post-Cold War 
 patterns of regional security96, featuring not only “full-fledged” RSCs but also “pre-“, “proto-“, 


“sub-“ and “super complexes”, contains no mention of neither the Circumpolar nor the European 
 Arctic region. Neither of the two regions is defined by state borders, since they are both “regions 
 of peripheries” (characteristic feature 1).  


With the possible exception of Iceland, the Arctic includes no whole states, only parts of states. 


The European Arctic cuts through two RSCs; the “European”, arranged around the European 
 Union, and the “post-Soviet”, centered on the Russian Federation. The Circumpolar Arctic also 
 includes parts of the “North American” RSC, centered on the United States. It has, however, been 
 suggested that the European Arctic qualifies as a RSC of its own.97 The starting point of Johan 
 Eriksson’s 1994 analysis is that the political structure in and around the Euro-Arctic area is a 


“polity puzzle” consisting of units on (at least) four different levels: 


90 Ibid., p. 62. 


91 Ibid., p. 51. 


92 Ibid., p. 49.  


93 Ibid., p. 41. 


94 Ibid., pp. 47 and 49.  


95 Ibid., pp. 49–50. 


96 Ibid.  


97 Johan Eriksson: ”Coping with Insecurity”, in Peter Bröms, Johan Eriksson & Bo Svensson: 


Reconstructing Survival: Evolving Perspectives on Euro-Arctic Politics, Stockholm: Fritzes 1994, pp. 22–


26. 
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•  territorial states (Norway, Sweden, Finland, and Russia) 


•  subnational regions (counties and federation subjects) 


•  transnational regions (Sámpi, the BEAR and the North Calotte)  


•  external polities with important links to the Euro-Arctic area (the Baltic Sea Region, the 
 EU, USA, etc.)98


The fact that many of the polities listed above overlap or are included in each other adds to the 
 political complexity of the region and makes it difficult to identify clear demarcation lines 


between “internal” and “external”, or between “us” and “them”. It necessitates a closer look at the 
 relationship between the different levels, the distribution of power within the region as well as  
 between the region and external polities, and the historic and present patterns of amity and enmity 
 in the region.99  


In the Cold War period, the regional level played a minor role, if any at all. Security relations in 
 the European North were defined by the superpower rivalry. Post-WWII Europe was largely 


“overlaid” (i.e. dominated) by global powers, the United States and the Soviet Union, and the 
 region’s own security dynamics were suppressed.100  On both sides of the Iron Curtain, the 
 European Arctic was seen as a “flank zone” of tremendous strategic importance (feature 4), and 
 the existence of unresolved legal issues at the bilateral level (feature 3) added to the conflict 
 potential in the region.  


After the fall of the Berlin Wall, the overlay was lifted and the regional level became more 
 important as an arena for security interaction. Notions of “common security challenges” in the 
 region became more prominent, at least in the West, but did not completely replace the old 
 security paradigm. Security in the European Arctic was now approached using what Eriksson 
 calls “two parallel agendas” – one focusing on military defense of sovereignty, and another one 
 focusing on regionalization and civility.101 In the case of Norway, the NATO membership 
 continued to be the main body for security and defense discussions. But one also tried to draw 
 Russia closer to Europe by establishing sub-regional cooperation arrangements, such as the 
 Barents Euro-Arctic Region and the Baltic Region (feature 5).  


In terms of power, Russia could not measure up to the former Soviet Union, at least not in the 
 1990s. But it retained the status of a “great power”, and despite the fall of the Soviet Union it 
 continued to dominate large parts of the post-Soviet space. In the European Arctic, the country is 
 still seen as a major player, politically, economically and militarily. And the European North has 
 largely disappeared from the radar screen of NATO. The Atlantic alliance has redirected its 
 attention and resources towards other and more troublesome parts of the world, leaving Norway 
 to deal with Russia on its own. And as an EU non-member, Norway is increasingly isolated, 
 particularly after Finland and Sweden’s decision to join the European Union, in 1994 and 1995. 


98 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., pp 22–23.  


99 These analytical terms are explained in Buzan and Wæver (2003), op. cit., pp. 45–51.  


100 Buzan and Wæver (2003), op. cit. p. 351. 


101 Johan Eriksson, op. cit. p. 42. 
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Still, as far as patterns of amity and enmity are concerned, Sweden and Finland are closer to 
 Norway than the Nordic countries are to Russia. The Nordic states share a common history and 
 cultural heritage, as well as many of the same security concerns. “Norden” may be well described 
 as a “security community”, in the sense that the use of military power between the states can be 
 ruled out102, but it does not qualify as a RSC, since it does not constitute a separate group of states 
 with interdependent security concerns different from those of surrounding regions.103  


Dealing with “tricky” geographical entities such as “The European Arctic” or “Norden”, it is 
 important to bear in mind that RSCs are not defined by the criteria of practitioners.104 Regions 
 may be labeled as RSCs for political purposes, without necessarily being so according to the 
 analytical criteria, i.e. the de facto security practices. Identities may be politicized and 
 manipulated. A relevant question in this regard is whether there is a collective (cross-border) 
 identity in the European Arctic, and if so, how strong it is. Obviously, northern peripheral regions 
 in Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia share many similar challenges in relation to their 


capitals, located further south.105 This is particularly true with the Saami population, which is 
 represented in all of the four countries, and has an identity of its own.106  


As far as threat perceptions go, the environmental sector is probably the sector that has the 
 greatest potential of serving as a platform for mobilization at the regional level. The Barents Sea 
 is one ecosystem, surrounded by actors who recognize its vulnerability to human disturbances at 
 the regional level. Within the military sector, however, there is still a strong tendency among 
 northern Norwegians, Swedes, Finns and Russians to identify as Norwegians, Swedes, Finns and 
 Russians, rather than as multiethnic “northeners”, facing region-specific security challenges. 


Thus, the “East-West” identity gap seems to be deeper than the “North-South” gap.107
 5.3  Why the European Arctic and RSCT is Not a Perfect Match 


According to Barry Buzan’s original definition, security complexes are defined by the overall 
 patterns of relations and security perceptions within a particular geographical area: 


A security complex is defined as a group of states whose primary security concerns link 
 together sufficiently closely that their national securities cannot realistically be 


considered apart from one another.108


The European Arctic is obviously not “a group of states”, and can therefore not be said to qualify 
 as an RSC according to this definition. The definition was, however, modified by Buzan and 
 Wæver twelve years later, in order to accommodate the need of including units other than states. 


According to the 2003 definition, an RSC is 


102 Karl Deutsch et al: International Political Communities, New York: Anchor Books 1966, p. 2. 


103 Buzan and Wæver (2003), op. cit., p. 47–48. 


104 Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., p. 48. 


105 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 30. 


106 See figure 2.1 in Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 39.  


107 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 24. 


108 Barry Buzan: People, States & Fear, Harlow: Pearson 1991, p. 190. 
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[A] set of units whose major processes of securitization, desecuritization, or both are so 
 interlinked that their security problems cannot reasonably be analysed or resolved apart 
 from one another.109


The Euro-Arctic region can be described as consisting of “a set of units” (sub-national regions), 
 so the question then becomes whether and to what extent the region has a security dynamic of its 
 own, different from that of the “European” and “post-Soviet” RSCs. The Barents Euro-Arctic 
 Region (BEAR) organization has certainly played an important role in the development of the 
 internal dimension in the aftermath of the Cold War. It became an arena for regional-level  
 cooperation on “soft security” issues, such as regional political stability, political demands of 
 ethnic groups, environmental pollution, nuclear safety and organized crime.110  


However, an implicit prerequisite for the establishment of the BEAR was that the regional level 
 should not interfere in “hard security” issues, i.e. issues relating to the threat of interstate war. 


Such issues were still to be dealt with at the national level, and in the cases of Norway, Sweden 
 and Finland, also at the level of external polities like NATO and the EU. Threat perceptions and 
 main-stream processes of securitization and desecuritization in the northern part of the wider 
 European RSC have in fact little in common with similar processes in the northwestern part of the 
 post-Soviet RSC. Whereas the primary focus of the Nordic states has shifted from state security 
 issues to issues of societal and environmental security in the region, Russia is still devoting much 
 attention to the military dimension, and to the state level.111  


The notion that “the Euro-Arctic area is [in military terms] a subcomplex of the wider European 
 security complex”112 also makes little sense, since the area also includes the northwestern part of 
 Russia, belonging to the post-Soviet RSC. According to Buzan and Wæver’s definition, a security 
 subcomplex has to be “firmly embedded within a larger RSC”.113 Regional security complex 
 theory rejects the possibility of overlapping membership between RSCs.114 This has been 
 described as a weakness of the theory, particularly in relation to the transnational regions like the 
 Arctic: 


[S]hared security concerns can occur in regions that transcend [state] boundaries, such as 
 the Arctic. The problem is that the Arctic cuts across states, and if forced into regions 
 defined by state boundaries (which it must be according to Buzan and Wæver’s scheme), 
 it becomes lost within the North American, European Union, and Russian complexes.115


109 Buzan and Wæver (2003), op. cit., p. 491.  


110 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 25. 


111 See for example V. Vladimirov: “Istochniki nestabil’nosti v Zapadnoy Arktike” (“Sources of instability 
 in the Western Arctic”), Morskoi sbornik, No. 12, 2003, pp. 25–31, which singles out NATO as the primary 
 threat to Russian security in the north, 15 years after the end of the Cold War.  


112 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 24. 


113 Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., p. 51. 


114 Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., pp. 52 and 483. 


115 Gunhild Hoogensen: “Bottoms Up! A Toast to Regional Security” (review of Barry Buzan & Ole 
 Wæver: Regions and Powers), International Studies Review, No. 7, 2005, p. 273. 


FFI-rapport 2007/00344  29 


      


Another possibility could be to define the European Arctic as an “insulator” between the 
 European and the post-Soviet RSC, just like Turkey is an insulator between the European, the 
 post-Soviet and the Middle Eastern RSC. Insulators do not necessarily have to be separate states, 
 but can in principle also be “mini-complexes” consisting of, or including, substate actors. 


Insulators do, however, have to define “a location where larger security dynamics stand back to 
 back”.116 That can hardly be said about the European Arctic. It is not a “zone of indifference” to 
 the security logics of the two RSCs that it extents into.  


Similarly, it would be wrong to define the Euro-Arctic region as a “buffer”, since buffers are 
 located within an RSC (not between two or more RSCs) and typically serve as separator between 
 rival powers within the RSC.117 It could, of course, be argued that the European Arctic has the 
 function of a “mini-complex buffer” between Western Europe and Russia in the context of the 
 greater European “supercomplex”, but that too would probably be a little far-fetched, partly 
 because the European supercomplex is still too weak to be of any real significance to security 
 identities. 


When the Barents Euro-Arctic Region (BEAR) cooperation was established in 1993, its founding 
 fathers, particularly within the Norwegian Foreign Ministry, were apparently well aware of the 
 fact that the arctic parts of the Northern countries and European Russia belonged to different 
 security complexes, respectively the European and the post-Soviet. The idea of trying to bridge 
 the two complexes appears to have been a significant part of the motivation behind the initiative. 


It was, in the words of Anders Kjølberg, “a security-building concept”.118 As such, it has 


obviously had some success. But security identities have not merged, and the vision of a genuine 
 Russian-Western security community in the Arctic has still not materialized. 


5.4 Conclusion 


The European Arctic does not seem to fit easily into the models of RSCT. Buzan and Wæver 
 argue that “the world in a sense consists of three things: RSCs, insulator states, and global level 
 powers”.119 Based on their insistence of the “exclusivity” of RSCs and the impossibility of 


“overlap” between RSCs, the European Arctic can not be classified as an RSC. It is also neither 
 an “insulator state” nor a “global level power”. And despite whole-hearted efforts by political 
 elites in Norway, Sweden, Finland and Russia to create a “Euro-Arctic” identity, depicting the 
 establishment of BEAR as the rebirth of a century-long “Pomor” tradition120, a common identity 
 at the regional level has yet to develop. The European Arctic is rather a case of “strange 


bedfellows”121 with separate identities, cooperating in functional issue-areas. 


116Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., p. 490.  


117 Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., p. 41.  


118 Anders Kjølberg: “The Barents Region as a European Security-building Concept”, in Olav Schram 
 Stokke and Ole Tunander (eds.): The Barents Region: Cooperation in Arctic Europe, London: Sage 
 Publications 1994, pp. 187–199. 


119 Buzan and Wæver, op. cit., p. 483. 


120 Rolf Tamnes: Oljealder (Norsk utenrikspolitikks historie, bd. 6), Oslo: Universitetsforlaget 1997, pp. 


333–334. 


121 Johan Eriksson, op. cit., p. 33. 
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Regional security complex theory is applicable to different geographical areas, different levels 
 (local, regional, and global), and different sectors (military, political, economic, environmental, 
 and societal).122 The dynamics of securitization and desecuritization within specific geographic 
 areas are often related to specific units and/or specific sectors. The strength of RSCT lies in its 
 ability to cover all three dimensions. It also provides a framework for analyses of how the 


security dynamics of regions develop and change over time. Some would argue, however, that the 
 theory is overly focused on the state level, leaving out transnational regions that could potentially 
 have been subjected to security analyses. This is particularly relevant to the Arctic. 


At the state level – and within the military sector – neither the Circumpolar nor the European 
Arctic qualifies as RSCs. The regions comprise parts of two (or in the case of the circumpolar 
Artic: three) different RSCs with their own specific security dynamics. Within the environmental 
sector, however, there are many common and shared security concerns in the north, for instance 
related to the Barents Sea, which is the core of the Euro-Arctic region, and the Arctic Ocean, 
which is the core of the Circumpolar Arctic. Regional security complex theory, in its present 
form, may not accommodate the needs of those who want to explore “sector-specific” security 
dynamics in transnational regions like the European or the Circumpolar Arctic. 
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