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Abstract
This thematic issue analyzes recent and ongoing changes in Arctic regional governance in new geopolitical,
security, and socio‐economic contexts. It places current challenges in the Arctic within a historical context,
aspiring to identify solutions, and enhances our understanding of modern processes. It presents three
perspectives on Arctic regional governance: the first focuses on the challenges to Arctic environmental
governance (marine living resources and Arctic seals); the second looks at the role of large nation‐states,
such as Russia and China, in Arctic regional governance; and the third one analyses the challenges posed to
Indigenous people—in Russia, Finland, and Canada. Many overlapping themes are developed in the articles:
historical lessons (e.g., from the Cold War period), challenges to the inclusiveness of environmental
governance, and the role of cross‐border diffusion and learning. New challenges to Arctic regional
governance in the context of the war in Ukraine affect environmental governance, international scientific
collaboration, and the lives of Indigenous people. Yet we know little about the depth of these recent
transformations. This thematic issue aims to fill in at least some of the outlined gaps.
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1. Introduction

Since the 1990s, Arctic regional governance (ARG) has witnessed multiple changes involving various
actors—international (regional) organizations, nation‐states, Indigenous people (IP), local and subnational
authorities, and non‐governmental organizations. Studies on regional environmental governance have
brought to our attention the importance of the variety of actors and their implications for the development
of the field of area studies (e.g., Haas, 2016). The most well‐known examples of these actors are the EU
(e.g., Andonova, 2003; Mišić & Obydenkova, 2022; Nazarov & Obydenkova, 2022; Selin & VanDeveer,
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2015), the UN (e.g., Conca et al., 2017; Dalmer, 2021), the Arctic Council (AC; e.g., Filimonova et al., 2023;
Lavelle, 2022; Mavisakalyan et al., 2023), the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD),
global forums (Ambrosio et al., 2022; Obydenkova et al., 2022; Tosun & Shyrokykh, 2022), banks, and IP
(Buntaine & Parks, 2013; Kuyper & Bäckstrand, 2016; Tosun & Mišić, 2022; Vladimirova, 2023).

However, there are also relatively new actors in the Arctic and Eurasia, such as non‐Arctic states, like China
(e.g., Wang, 2023), as well as recently founded regional organizations led by Russia (e.g., the Eurasian
Economic Union [EAEU], the Eurasian Development Bank); or those led by China (e.g., the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank [AIIB], the Schanghai Cooperation Organization); as well as multilateral and
national banks (see, e.g., Agostinis & Urdinez, 2022; Djalilov & Hartwell, 2022; Gutner, 2002; Hartwell,
2022; Libman & Obydenkova, 2018; Obydenkova, 2022a). Only recently, scholars have started to pay more
attention to the different implications of these under‐studied actors for sustainable development and
climate governance, for socio‐political and economic transformation, and security governance (Ambrosio
et al., 2022; Hall et al., 2022; Hartwell, 2023; Obydenkova, 2022b). There are also emerging challenges to
ARG in the context of the war in Ukraine, ongoing since 2022, affecting environmental governance,
scientific international collaboration, and the lives of IP in the Arctic (e.g., Garbis et al., 2023; Stepanov &
Makarov, 2022; Stepanov et al., 2023; Vladimirova, 2023). Yet we know little about the depth of these
recent transformations in ARG. This special issue aims to fill in some of these gaps.

To this day, the Arctic remains a fragile diplomatic zone in which Russia owns a significant landmass and
whose commitment to sustainable development and environmental protection is highly contested (Hartwell,
2022; Kochtcheeva, 2022; Obydenkova, 2022c). Moreover, China is becoming an important actor in Arctic
governance aswell as Eurasian states, through their involvement in various regional international organizations
(see Agostinis & Urdinez, 2022; Hall et al., 2022; Lavelle, 2022; Wang, 2023). The combination of different
actors within ARG may have multiple implications for both collaboration and confrontation.

The thematic issue analyzes changes in ARG in new geopolitical security, socio‐economic, and historical
contexts. It places current challenges in the Arctic within a historical context and enhances our
understanding of modern processes.

2. Perspectives on Arctic Regional Governance

This thematic issue presents three perspectives on Arctic governance. The first perspective focuses on
challenges to environmental governance—e.g., the management of marine living resources (Stokke, 2024)
and the governance of Arctic seals (Gehrke, 2024). The second perspective looks into the role of two large
nation‐states in the Arctic (China and Russia) and presents different viewpoints on their involvement in ARG
(see Borozna, 2024; Pedersen & Steinberg, 2024; Wang & Ma, 2024). The third perspective focuses on the
human rights of IP in Russia, Canada, and Finland and the socio‐political transformations within these
nation‐states (see Rodrigues, 2024; Vladimirova, 2024).

2.1. Challenges in Environmental Governance

Stokke (2024) opens this thematic issue with a brilliant analysis of resource management institutions and
environmental and geopolitical challenges triggered by the war in Ukraine. He frames his analysis within the
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literature on institutional resilience and environmental and climate governance. As the article shows,
resilience sometimes involves shielding regime operations from external challenges, such as geopolitical
tensions. The Norwegian‐Russian regime for managing fisheries in the Barents Sea illustrates the kind of
pragmatic adjustment that may be necessary for collective problem‐solving. On the one hand, Norway has
joined the Western sanctions against Russia but, on the other hand, dialogue and scientific and regulatory
cooperation with Russia on shared fish stocks is ongoing. Such cooperation across geopolitical divides is no
novelty in the region: the Barents Sea fisheries regime emerged and deepened during some of the coolest
periods of the Cold War. More importantly, the analysis emphasizes that whenever sustainable
environmental management requires collective action among neighboring states, cooperation is not a
retractable benefit comparable to market access under a trade agreement but rather a legal and moral
responsibility that underpins ecological survival.

The second article, by Gehrke (2024), continues the analysis of environmental governance by focusing on
Arctic seals. This author has analysed the discourse of multiple aspects of the governance of Arctic seals for
over a century, from 1900 to 2020. This period covers the bipolar standing of the USA vis‐a‐vis the USSR for
decades in the 20th century, as well as post‐USSR developments for almost 30 years from 1990 to 2020.
The study is based on a detailed analysis of printed mass media (local, regional, and international
newspapers) and formal policy documents. The study singles out various threats to regional seal governance
in the Arctic (e.g., commercial hunting, climate change, pollution) and identifies actors related to these
threats. Somewhat echoing the above‐discussed study by Stokke (2024), Gehrke (2024) also reminds us of
the need for an inclusive approach to international environmental collaboration. Even within the hostile
international bipolar world of the Cold War, environmental challenges were addressed by involving the
USSR, among other ideological competitors for geopolitical dominance.

2.2. Nation States as Actors

Two articles focus on the role of Russia in the Arctic and one article examines the involvement of China in ARG.

Pedersen and Steinveg (2024) examine Russia’s strategy regarding ARG and the institutional framework in the
region before and after 2022. The article analyses official documents on Russia’s strategies and the changes
that took place shortly after February 2022. The authors argue that the Arctic is part of the international order
and is not an autonomous part of it in terms of fundamental values and principles. Furthermore, Pedersen and
Steinveg (2024) argue that Russia diminished its status as an Arctic power by isolating itself in the aftermath
of the invasion of Ukraine in 2022. Borozna (2024) continues the analysis of the changes in Russia’s strategy in
the Arctic in the aftermath of its invasion of Ukraine in 2022, through an analysis of official Russian documents.
The article sheds light on Russia’s perspective on the Arctic, driven by mainly military and security concerns,
as well as by the strategic desire to maintain the image of a great power in ARG. The article argues that the
isolation of Russia (e.g., through blocking the AC) is negative for international environmental cooperation in
the Arctic.

Wang and Ma (2024) examine the importance of inclusive global environmental efforts and look into the role
of China in ARG. They argue that China has decreased its investment in the exploration of natural resources
in the Arctic, has increased its involvement in environmental initiatives, and has entered the AC as an
observer state, signaling its willingness to comply with international environmental norms. The authors
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recommend emphasizing environmental global inclusive cooperation among states to combat global
warming and ecological challenges in the region. Moreover, they highlight the need to engage all actors in
solving global environmental challenges (such as pollution and global warming) in the Arctic and elsewhere.

2.3. Challenges for IP

The last two articles scale down from the nation‐state level to the level of IP, who are seen as important actors
in ARG. Vladimirova (2024) analyses human security and IP through a detailed analysis of the Kola Peninsula in
Russia. The study highlights dramatic challenges in the lives of people in Kola and their increasingmilitarization,
triggered by the war in Ukraine. In line with Borozna (2024), Vladimirova (2024) shows the maintenance of
Russia’s traditional priority of security and economic benefits over human well‐being in the Arctic. The article
analyses the opinions and insights of Indigenous reindeer herders in the Kola Peninsula and provides a better
understanding of the impact of war and militarization on the socio‐economic changes in the lives of IPs and
on the Arctic’s environment.

Rodrigues (2024) continues the examination of IP (Inuit and Sámi) from the perspective of human security
and examines Indigenous people’s organizations (IPOs) in Canada and Finland. The study contributes to the
understanding of the potential advantages of participative democracy and the improvement of the IP’s human
rights across the Arctic’s borders. Despite the identification of differences across these two case studies, the
importance of the IP’s human rights is a recognized value in both states. The examples of Canada and Finland
present a sharp contrast to the IP in the Russian Arctic, as described by Vladimirova (2024).

3. Conclusion

This thematic issue advances our understanding of the changes and challenges that have taken place in ARG,
from historical and modern perspectives, by focusing on different aspects of environmental governance
(e.g., the management of marine living resources and seal populations), IP, and nation‐states (e.g., Russia and
China), thus contributing to comparative environmental studies (Demchuk et al., 2022; Hanaček &
Martinez‐Alier, 2022; Libman & Obydenkova, 2014; Obydenkova, 2022d; Tosun & Shyrokykh, 2022). A few
overlapping themes reappear across some of the articles: the role of historical lessons, the importance of
inclusiveness in environmental governance, and the role of diffusion and learning across borders.

Some articles refer to the lessons learned during the Cold War in the 20th century when most forms of
cooperation were non‐existent, yet environmental collaboration developed slowly and steadily. Even during
this tense period of a bipolar divided world on the verge of nuclear war, the protection of the environment
was recognized as one of the few universal challenges uniting ideological and geopolitical hegemonic rivals.
One of the best‐known historical examples of international collaboration and dialogue relating to the Arctic
during the Cold War was the Polar Bear Convention and fisheries governance. Another important example is
the Convention on Long‐Range Transboundary Air Pollution of 1979, in which the USSR actively participated
(Victor et al., 1998).

In a way, continuing the themes developed in the book edited by Victor et al. (1998), some of the articles
in this thematic issue restate the need for an inclusive approach to deal with environmental challenges (see
Borozna, 2024; Wang & Ma, 2024; Vladimirova, 2024). According to experts, “the (Arctic) council’s 130‐odd
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circumpolar projects—tackling issues from science, to shipping, to Indigenous youth suicide—have paid the
price” of the events of 2022 (Simpson, 2023).

Moreover, some recent studies point to the diffusion of (democratic and environmental) values and
principles through dialogue, contacts, negotiation, and membership in IOs—all of which are associated with
the dissemination of values and norms diffusion and democratization in the long run (Kopstein & Reilly,
2000; Lankina et al., 2016; Simmons et al., 2006). Yet another example of the diffusion of human rights and
democratic values is the development of IPOs in the AC and beyond it. The protection of IP in Canada and
Finland could serve as a model for Russia to follow, should interaction across IPOs take place regularly.
By contrast, membership in regional organizations associated with the consolidation of autocracies and
regime survival diffuse the opposite values, such as prioritizing economic growth and extractive industries,
militarization, and a security agenda (Agostinis & Urdinez, 2022; Ambrosio, 2008; Libman & Obydenkova,
2013; Obydenkova & Libman, 2019; Tansey, 2016).

To sum up, ARG is experiencing multiple transformations and new challenges at all levels—national,
sub‐national, cross‐national, and international organizations—involving multiple actors and groups. It is
beyond the scope of one thematic issue to assess all of the challenges and changes taking place in ARG,
however, these articles present a variety of opinions, views, and perspectives to fill in some gaps. The topics
and issues raised here will certainly stay on our ongoing and future research agenda.

Acknowledgments
I am grateful to all contributors to this thematic issue for their brilliant insights on the Arctic governance and
for their excellent interdisciplinary collaboration on the topic.

Conflict of Interests
The author declares no conflict of interests.

References
Agostinis, G., & Urdinez, F. (2022). The nexus between authoritarian and environmental regionalism: An

analysis of China’s driving role in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. Problems of Post‐Communism,
69(4/5), 330–344. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1974887

Ambrosio, T. (2008). Catching the “Shanghai spirit”: How the Shanghai Cooperation Organization promotes
authoritarian norms in Central Asia. Europe‐Asia Studies, 60(8), 1321–1344, https://doi.org/10.1080/
09668130802292143

Ambrosio, T., Hall, A., & Obydenkova, A. (2022). Sustainable development agendas of regional
international organizations: The European Bank of Reconstruction and Development and the Eurasian
Development Bank. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 304–316. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.
2021.1979412

Andonova, L. B. (2003). Transnational politics of the environment: The European Union and environmental policy
in Central and Eastern Europe.MIT Press.

Borozna, A. (2024). Russia’s security perceptions and Arctic governance. Politics and Governance, 12,
Article 7313.

Buntaine, M. T., & Parks, C. B. (2013). When do environmentally focused assistance projects achieve their
objectives? Evidence from the World Bank post‐project evaluations. Global Environmental Politics, 13(2),
65–88. https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00167

Politics and Governance • 2024 • Volume 12 • Editorial 7714 5

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1974887
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130802292143
https://doi.org/10.1080/09668130802292143
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1979412
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1979412
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00167


Conca, K., Thwaites, J., & Lee, G. (2017). Climate change and the UN Security Council: Bully pulpit or bull in a
China shop? Global Environmental Politics, 17(2), 1–20. https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00398

Dalmer, N. (2021). Building environmental peace: The UN environment program and knowledge creation
for environmental peacebuilding. Global Environmental Politics, 21(3), 147–168. https://doi.org/10.1162/
glep_a_00617

Demchuk, A. L., Mišić, M., Obydenkova, A., & Tosun, J. (2022). Environmental conflict management:
A comparative cross‐cultural perspective of China and Russia. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(7), 871–893.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943915

Djalilov, H., & Hartwell, C. (2022). Do social and environmental capabilities improve bank stability?
Evidence from transition countries. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(5), 624–646. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14631377.2021.1965359

Filimonova, N., Obydenkova, A., & Rodrigues Vieira, V. G. (2023). Geopolitical and economic interests in
environmental governance: Explaining observer state status in the Arctic Council. Climatic Change, 176,
Article 50. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐03490‐8

Garbis, Z., McCarthy, E., Orttung, R. W., Poelzer, G., Shaiman, M., & Tafrate, J. (2023). Governing the green
economy in the Arctic. Climatic Change, 176, Article 33. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐03506‐3

Gehrke, C. (2024). Governing Arctic seals: A longitudinal analysis of news and policy discourse. Politics and
Governance, 12, Article 7304.

Gutner, T. (2002). Banking on the environment: Multilateral development banks and their environmental
performance in Central and Eastern Europe.MIT Press.

Haas, P. (2016). Regional environmental governance. In T. Börzel & T. Risse (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of
comparative regionalism (pp. 430–456). Oxford University Press.

Hall, S. G. F., Lenz, T., & Obydenkova, A. (2022). Environmental commitments and rhetoric over the pandemic
crisis: Social media and legitimation of the AIIB, the EAEU, and the EU. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(5),
577–602. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954824

Hanaček, K., &Martinez‐Alier, J. (2022). Nuclear supply chain and environmental justice struggles in Soviet and
post‐Soviet countries. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(7), 966–994. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.
2021.1943917

Hartwell, C. A. (2022). Part of the problem? The Eurasian Economic Union and environmental challenges in the
former Soviet Union. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 317–329. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.
2021.1960173

Hartwell, C. A. (2023). In our (frozen) backyard: The Eurasian Union and regional environmental governance
in the Arctic. Climatic Change, 176, Article 45. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐03491‐7

Kochtcheeva, L. V. (2022). Foreign policy, national interests, and environmental positioning: Russia’s post‐Paris
climate change actions, discourse, and engagement. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 423–435.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1968912

Kopstein, J., & Reilly, D. (2000). Geographic diffusion and the transformation of the postcommunist world.
World Politics, 53(1), 1–37.

Kuyper, J. W., & Bäckstrand, K. (2016). Accountability and representation: Nonstate actors in UN climate
diplomacy. Global Environmental Politics, 16(2), 61–81. https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00350

Lankina, T., Libman, A., & Obydenkova, A. (2016). Authoritarian and democratic diffusion in post‐communist
regions. Comparative Political Studies, 49(12), 1599–1629. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414016628270

Lavelle, K. C. (2022). Regime, climate, and region in transition: Russian participation in the Arctic Council.
Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 345–357. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994422

Politics and Governance • 2024 • Volume 12 • Editorial 7714 6

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00398
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00617
https://doi.org/10.1162/glep_a_00617
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943915
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1965359
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1965359
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03490-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03506-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954824
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943917
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943917
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1960173
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1960173
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03491-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1968912
https://doi.org/10.1162/GLEP_a_00350
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414016628270
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994422


Libman, A., & Obydenkova, A. (2013). Informal governance and participation in non‐democratic international
organizations. Review of International Organizations, 8, 221–243. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558‐012‐
9160‐y

Libman, A., & Obydenkova, A. (2014). Governance of commons in a large nondemocratic country: The case
of forestry in the Russian federation. Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 44(2), 298–323. https://doi.org/
10.1093/publius/pjt065

Libman, A., & Obydenkova, A. (2018). Regional international organizations as a strategy of autocracy: The
Eurasian Economic Union and Russian foreign policy. International Affairs, 94(5), 1037–1058. https://doi.
org/10.1093/ia/iiy147

Mavisakalyan, A., Otrachshenko, V., & Popova, O. (2023). Does democracy protect the environment? The role
of the Arctic Council. Climatic Change, 176, Article 49. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐03511‐6

Mišić, M., & Obydenkova, A. (2022). Environmental conflict, renewable energy, or both? Public opinion on
small hydropower plants in Serbia. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(5), 684–713. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14631377.2021.1943928

Nazarov, Z., & Obydenkova, A. (2022). Environmental challenges and political regime transition: The role of
historical legacies and the European Union in Eurasia. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 396–409.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1995437

Obydenkova, A. (2022a). Environmental regionalism and international organizations: Implications for post‐
Communism. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 293–303. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2022.
2044353

Obydenkova, A. (2022b). Global environmental politics and international organizations: The Eurasian and
European experience. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(5), 565–576. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.
2022.2028477

Obydenkova, A. (2022c). Sustainable development and actors of regional environmental governance: Eurasia
at the crossroads. Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 436–443. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.
2022.2109116

Obydenkova, A. (2022d). Strategies and challenges of sustainable development in Eurasia. Post‐Communist
Economies, 34(7), 835–846. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028478

Obydenkova, A., & Libman, A. (2019). Authoritarian regionalism in the world of international organizations: Global
perspective and the Eurasian enigma. Oxford University Press.

Obydenkova, A., Rodrigues Vieira, V. G., & Tosun, J. (2022). The impact of new actors in global environmental
politics: The European Bank for Reconstruction andDevelopmentmeets China. Post‐Communist Economies,
34(5), 603–623. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954825

Pedersen, T., & Steinveg, B. (2024). Russia’s clashing ambitions: Arctic status quo and world‐order revision.
Politics and Governance, 12, Article 7311.

Rodrigues, C. (2024). Human security of Inuit and Sámi in the 21st century: The Canadian and Finnish cases.
Politics and Governance, 12, Article 7254.

Selin, H., & VanDeveer, S. D. (2015). Broader, deeper and greener: European Union environmental politics,
policies, and outcomes. Annual Review of Environment and Resources, 40(1), 309–335.

Simmons, B. A., Dobbin, F., & Garrett, G. (2006). Introduction: The International Diffusion of Liberalism.
International Organization, 60(4), 781–810.

Simpson, B. (2023, May 31). The rise and sudden fall of the Arctic Council. Foreign Policy. https://
foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/31/arctic‐council‐russia‐norway/#:~:text=The%20council%E2%80%
94suspended%20since%20Russia%E2%80%99s,far%20from%20a%20foregone%20conclusion

Politics and Governance • 2024 • Volume 12 • Editorial 7714 7

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-012-9160-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11558-012-9160-y
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjt065
https://doi.org/10.1093/publius/pjt065
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiy147
https://doi.org/10.1093/ia/iiy147
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03511-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943928
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943928
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1995437
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2022.2044353
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2022.2044353
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028477
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028477
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2022.2109116
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2022.2109116
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2022.2028478
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1954825
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/31/arctic-council-russia-norway/#:~:text=The%20council%E2%80%94suspended%20since%20Russia%E2%80%99s,far%20from%20a%20foregone%20conclusion
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/31/arctic-council-russia-norway/#:~:text=The%20council%E2%80%94suspended%20since%20Russia%E2%80%99s,far%20from%20a%20foregone%20conclusion
https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/05/31/arctic-council-russia-norway/#:~:text=The%20council%E2%80%94suspended%20since%20Russia%E2%80%99s,far%20from%20a%20foregone%20conclusion


Stepanov, I., & Makarov, I. A. (2022). Greenhouse gas emissions regulation in fossil fuels exporting countries:
Opportunities and challenges for Russia. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(7), 916–943. https://doi.org/
10.1080/14631377.2021.1943918

Stepanov, I., Makarov, I., Makarova, E., & Smolovic, E. (2023). Climate change and challenges to sustainable
development in the Russian Arctic.Climatic Change, 176, Article 39. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐
03512‐5

Stokke, O. S. (2024). Climate change and institutional resilience in Arctic environmental governance. Politics
and Governance, 12, Article 7369.

Tansey, O. (2016). International politics of authoritarian rule. Oxford University Press.
Tosun, J., & Mišić, M. (2022). Post‐communist countries’ participation in global forums on climate action.

Problems of Post‐Communism, 69(4/5), 380–395. https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994423
Tosun, J., & Shyrokykh, K. (2022). Leadership in high‐level forums on energy governance: China and

Russia compared. Post‐Communist Economies, 34(7), 847–870. https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.
1964742

Victor, D. G., Raustiala, K., & Skolnikoff, E. B. (Eds.). (1998). The implementation and effectiveness of international
environmental commitments: Theory and practice. MIT Press.

Vladimirova, V. (2023). Regional environmental governance of protected natural territories in the European
North: Russia, Finland, and Norway, and the case of Pasvik‐Inari Trilateral Park. Climatic Change, 176,
Article 85. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐023‐03559‐4

Vladimirova, V. (2024). Continuous militarization as a mode of governance of Indigenous people in the Russian
Arctic. Politics and Governance, 12, Article 7505.

Wang, Y. (2023). A blessing or a curse? China’s Arctic involvement and its environmental policy to prevent
further climatic change and pollution. Climatic Change, 176, Article 117. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584‐
023‐03600‐6

Wang, Y., & Ma, Y. (2024). Costly signaling and China’s strategic engagement in Arctic regional governance.
Politics and Governance, 12, Article 7222.

About the Author

Anastassia Obydenkova is a research scientist at the Institute for Economic Analysis—
Spanish National Research Council (IAE—CSIC) and affiliated professor at the Barcelona
School of Economics (Spain). Previously, she was an associated professor at Uppsala
University (Sweden), and was awarded research fellowships at Yale, Harvard, and
Princeton Univerities. She specializes in the studies of political institutions and
regimes, sustainable development, environmental politics, international organizations, and
comparative regionalism with an area focus on Central Europe, the European Union,
and Eurasia.

Politics and Governance • 2024 • Volume 12 • Editorial 7714 8

https://www.cogitatiopress.com
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943918
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1943918
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03512-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03512-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/10758216.2021.1994423
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1964742
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2021.1964742
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03559-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03600-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10584-023-03600-6

	1 Introduction
	2 Perspectives on Arctic Regional Governance
	2.1 Challenges in Environmental Governance
	2.2 Nation States as Actors
	2.3 Challenges for IP

	3 Conclusion

