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Abstract

The paper examines the dynamics of regional security in Norway as a part of Northern Europe.
Being a political and geographical part of the Euro-Atlantic security system. Northern Europe, in its
turn, is experiencing the impact of the confrontation between Russia and NATO. Norway's security
policy analyzed from the perspective of a regional leader, as a NATO member country participating
in the operations of the North Atlantic Alliance and as NATQO's northern wing. Accordingly, the
escalation of the conflict between Russia and the West pushes Norway to maintain internal political
security, which concerns the issues of protecting territorial sovereignty and exclusive economic
zones, and responsibilities within NATO. Russia's action in the east of Ukraine and in Crimea has
led to a significant increase in the strategic security of Northern Europe and the Far North. The
main strategic characteristics of the Alliance in the Arctic were analyzed.
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COHFbI ©3TEPICTEPTE BAWJIAHBICTBI COJITYCTIK EYPOIIAIAFbI
ANMAKTBIK KAYIIICI3AIK JUHAMUKACBI (HOPBETHSI MBICAJIBIH/JIA)

Axoamna

Kymoicra Contycrik Eyponansiy Oip Geiri O6ombin TabbutaTeiH HOpBErusHBIH aiiMaKThIK
Kayinci3aik auHamukachl Kapactelpsutrad. Conryctik Eypomna e3 keserinie, eypoaTiaHTHUKAaIbIK
Kayinci3aik xKyheciHig cascu-reorpadusuibik Oeiri Oonranabikrat, Peceit Men HATO apacbinmarst
KapaMma-KalIIbUIBIKTBIH ocepiH OactaH kemripinm oTblp. CoHaplkTaH, HOpBErusHbIH Kayircizaik
casicatbl CONTYCTIK ATJIaHTHKAJIBIK AJBSHCTBIH onepanusiapbiHa KaTeicaTeii HATO-ra my1e en
xoHe HATO-HBIH CONTYCTIK KaHAThl peTiHAE aWMaKTBIK KOmOacIIbl TYPFBICBIHAH TaJIJaH]Ibl.
Tuicinme, Peceéi meH baTbic apachlHAarbl >KaHXKAIIBIH IHeNeHicyl, HopBerusHbl ayMakKThIK
ereMeHJIIK TeH SKCKIIO3MBTI AKOHOMHKAIBIK aiiMakTapnael Koprayra skoHe HATO menOepingeri
JKayarnKeplIlikKke KaThICThI 1IIKI casicH KayilCi3AiKTI KamMTaMachl3 eTyre urepmeneini. Peceiinin
eirpic Ykpaunamen Kpipeimparsl opeketi Conryctrik Eypoma men Kublp ContycTikTiH
CTpaTETHsUIBIK Kayinci3mikTi OekiTyre okenai. Apkrukagarbl CONTYCTIK aTIaHTUKAIBIK albSHCTHIH
HET13T1 CTPATEeTUSIIBIK CUTIaTTaMallapbl TAJIJaH/IbI.

Kint ce3nep: Contycrik Eypoma, HopBerus, aiiMakThIK KayilCi3miK, KOPFaHBIC CascCaThl,
ConTycTik ATHAaHTHUKANBIK AJbsSHC, ApPKTHKAa, YKpauHa JaFlapbIChl, CTpPATETHSUIBIK cascar,
XaJIBIKApaJIbIK KaTbIHACTAP.
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JTAHAMMKA PETHOHAJIbHOM BE3OIIACHOCTHU B CEBEPHOI EBPOIIE
(HA IPUMEPE HOPBETMM) B CBETE INOCJEIHAX U3MEHEHUI

AnHomayus

B pabore paccmaTpuBaeTcs AMHAMHUKA pErHoHaibHON Oe3omacHocTH HopBeruu, Kak 4acThb
Cesepnoii EBpomnbl. CeBepHast EBponia B CBOIO 04Ye€peb UCIIBITHIBAET BO3IEHCTBUE IPOTUBOCTOSHUS
Poccun u HATO, okazaBHIMCh MOJUTHKO-T€OTpapUUECKON YacThi0 €BPOATIAHTUYECKON CHCTEMBI
6e3onacHoctu. [lonutuka 6e3onacnoct HopBernu npoananu3upoBaHa B acleKTe PErHOHAIBLHOTO
nuzaepa, kak crpaHa-wieH HATO, yuactBytomas B onepanusax CeBepoaTIaHTUUECKOTO aJbsIHCA U
kak cesepHblii ¢umanr HATO. CoorBercTBeHHO, oOocTpeHne KoHQuuKTa Mexnay Poccuedr u
3anagom noaTankuBaeT HopBeruto BeCTH BHYTPUIIOIUTUYECKYIO O€3011acHOCTh, KOTOpasi, KacaeTcs
BOIIPOCOB 3alUTHl TEPPUTOPUATBHOIO CYBEPEHUTETA U MCKIIIOUNUTEIBHBIX YIKOHOMUYECKUX 30H, U
obs3anHOCTH B pamkax HATO. [leiictBue Poccun na Boctoke Ykpauns! u B KpbiMy npuBeno k
3HAYUTEIILHOMY YCHIICHUIO cTparerndeckoi 6ezomacuoctu CeBepHoit EBponsl u Kpaitnero Cesepa.
IIpoaHanu3upoBaHbl OCHOBHBIE CTPATETMUYECKUE XapaKTepUCTUKU CeBepOaTIIaHTUYECKOTO COK03a B
ApKTHKE.

KawueBbie cioBa: CeepHast EBpona, HopBerus, pernonanpHas 6€30macHOCTb, 00OOpPOHHAs
nosutuka, CeBepoaTaHTUUYECKUM albsiHC, ApPKTHKA, YKpPauHCKUN KpHU3UC, CTpaTeruyeckas
MIOJINTUKA, MEXTyHAPOIHbIE OTHOLLIEHHUS.

1. INTRODUCTION

Since the Ukrainian crisis, which split the Euro-Atlantic security system, relations between
Russia and NATO have undergone a significant transformation in the spirit of the Cold War. The
constructive dialogue on maintaining the collective security system of the 2000s was replaced by
the thinking and logic of containment in the confrontation between the two regional subjects of
international relations. Northern Europe, as a natural political and geographic part of the Euro-
Atlantic security system, is also affected by the confrontation between Russia and NATO, which, of
course, affects the dynamics of regional security.

The structure of the Euro-Atlantic security system is experiencing several difficulties in
connection with the disagreement between the parties to adopt a common and compromise vision of
European security.The spirit of strategic partnership and agreement that was achieved in the
previous stages of cooperation between Russia and NATO / the West was undermined by various
strategic aspirations of the participants of European security, where NATO sought to maintain the
status quo, and Russia to geopolitical revisionism. Geopolitical turbulence could not but affect the
dynamics of regional security, in particular Norway. The European regional security system began
to be more military in nature, with a threat or demonstration of military force, which marked a
strategic shift in the European security system, and the end of the principles of the "Founding Act of
Russia and NATO": not the deployment of large conventional forces and nuclear weapons in the
Eastern Europe.NATO forces are conducting a number of major conventional exercises, and the
United States is modernizing its nuclear forces in Europe. Russia is taking similar actions. The
withdrawal of the parties from the INF Treaty and the increasedair and water patrolling spaces in
Europe have become dangerous points of contact between Russia and NATO.

The region of Northern Europe and the Arctic has also become an object of military interaction
between the opposing sides: NATO has stepped up military exercises in the Arctic. Because the
Arctic region is seen as an important component in the military doctrines of Russia and NATO,
andconsequently, combat submarines are again sailing in the Arctic waters. These events reflect
theregionaldynamism in the context of the current strategic situation.The fact that the region of
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Northern Europe and the Arctic plays a key role in determining the strategic dynamics in relations
between Russia and NATO, also in the context of the politics of the countries of the region.

Key regional security aspects of Norway

Norway has been a member of NATO since the founding of the North Atlantic Alliance.
Norway's strategic position makes it - the Alliance member an important partner for the United
States in maintaining an overall security strategy.Norway's security policy is based on multilateral
relations format within the Alliance, and Norway is the only country in the region that does not
adhere to a policy of neutrality, unlike Sweden and Finland.The security policy of Norway can be
divided into two important aspects: first, it is intra-regional, where Norway actively promotes the
idea of military integration of the Nordic countries within the framework of a regional organization
(NORDEFCO) [1]. The second is Oslo's membership in NATO, and, accordingly, the
implementation by Norway of special regional NATO missions, as the northernmost stronghold of
the North Atlantic Alliance. [2].

In general, the Norwegian security cluster can be divided according to the following three main
aspects:

— Norway as a regional leader or central element of the regional security
structure(NORDEFCO);

— Norway as a NATO member country participating in the operations of the North Atlantic
Alliance. (Norway was taking an active part in NATO operations in the Balkans and Afghanistan);

— Norway as NATO's northern wing.

The history of country and its experience are very significant for the North Atlantic Alliance,
and plays an important role in shaping NATO's Arctic strategy. The Arctic is recognized as one of
the most important regions for ensuring the strategic security of the Alliance member states,
therefore the role of Norway here is indisputably important. [3].

Russia, as a regional participant in the Arctic, appears to be a key participant for Norway, and
in its foreign policy strategy the Norwegian government recognizes the importance of cooperation
with Russia at the regional level in the format of multifaceted cooperation: security, energy,
ecology, socio-cultural development, etc. [4]. But, nevertheless, taking into account Norway's
membership in NATO, Norwegian-Russian relations are closely dependent on the conjuncture of
Russian-American relations. Russia has traditionally been and remains a key factor for Norway,
which is taken into account when developing a national security strategy.This position is due to the
fact that the Northern military fleet is based on the Kola Peninsula and most of the Russian arsenals
of strategic nuclear weapons are concentrated there.Now, after the crisis around Ukraine and the
degradation of the Euro-Atlantic security system, a spirit of rivalry prevails in Norwegian-Russian
relations, where the military confrontation between the North Atlantic Alliance and Russia plays an
important role.As it was noted above, Norway's membership in NATO and the country's geographic
location will certainly have an impact on the regional security system. Norway is now again playing
the role of NATO's northern flank, in the confrontation with Russia [5].

The definition of Norway's security policy is based on two pillars: an internal political
definition of security, which primarily concerns the protection of territorial sovereignty and
exclusive economic zones, and responsibilities within NATO. Norway's geographical position gives
it a special meaning in the defense of NATO's northern flank; therefore it is one of the countries of
the alliance that has its own specific tasks.

The strategic outline of Norway's military doctrine was first defined in the Norwegian
government's foreign policy declaration of 4 February 2007.This document noted the following:
"The protection of Norwegian interests in the North in the field of economy, environment and
security should be considered a priority, and the interests themselves should be interconnected",
"The government will seek international recognition of the Norwegian position on Spitsbergen, fish
protection zones, oil and gas production and environmental protection. ". The Norwegian
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government was tasked with “strengthening the Norwegian military presence and sovereignty in the
North, including the continued preparedness of the Norwegian armed forces for environmental
emergencies, as well as strengthening the capacity of the Coast Guard for monitoring natural
resources and preparedness for emergencies” [6].

Another document that regulates the military policy of Norway in the Arctic is the Strategic
Concept of the Armed Forces of Norway. This document reflects the threats that the Norwegian
Armed Forces will have to face in the High North. The document reflects the following strategic
objectives:

— Challenges to sovereignty in the exclusive economic zone (200-mile coastal zone).

— Potential attacks on marine biological resources, such as attacks on oil and gas platforms on
the shelf.

— Technogenicdisasters;

— Norway's commitment to alliance obligations in NATO [7].

The strategic guidelines of Norway above coincide with the general Arctic policy of NATO in
this region of the planet.However, Norway has not yet independently formulated its national
strategy towards Russia, but in fact, as noted above, Norwegian security policy is largely
determined in the wake of NATO's overall defense strategy.The Ukrainian crisis could not but
affect the dynamics of bilateral relations between Russia and Norway, where this resulted in the
curtailment of military cooperation programs with Moscow, the return of Russia to the list of
external threats to national security, an increase in the military budget of 2016 by 9.4%, plans to
allocate additional NOK 30 billion over the next four years [9].

But, nevertheless, it is necessary to note the foreign policy component in the strategic policy of
Norway in the High North: despite the statements of the Norwegian government on the protection
of national sovereignty, the regional security strategy of Norway is largely determined by allied
relations within NATO, and therefore the dynamics of Norwegian-Russian relations, so closely
dependent on the Russian-American strategic dialogue. In the spring of 2014, Norway was one of
the first NATO countries to announce a "freeze" of military cooperation programs with Russia for a
period of at least a year.According to the Norwegian Minister of Defense, cooperation will be
maintained only in areas such as search and rescue operations, maritime transport security,
cooperation between the coast guard and border services. Norwegian experts have a negative but
rather restrained assessment of the consequences of the Ukrainian crisis for the security of NATO's
northern flank. The greatest concern is caused by the possibility of repeating the Crimean
experience in the Baltic region in connection with the increased activity of the Baltic Fleet and
incidents with the violation of the borders of Estonia, Finland and Sweden by Russian military
aircraft. The situation in the Barents Sea is assessed as more stable, and the actions of the Russian
aviation and navy are more predictable and not provoking [9].

During the Warsaw Summit, it was decided to triple the strength of the NATO response forces (up
to 40 thousand people), create their strike force - especially high readiness forces, which are organized
into small headquarters in the six eastern countries of the Alliance, capable of managing exercises and
receiving reinforcements if necessary. Two more such headquarters are next in line [10].

The main decision taken in Warsaw was the previously announced further expansion of
NATO's military presence on the Eastern flank - the deployment of four multinational reinforced
battalions in each of the Baltic states and in Poland on a rotational basis and the establishment of
military depots there in case of crisis reinforcements.The response to NATO's actions could be
increased military activity by Russia, the conduct of large-scale exercises by the Russian military
and sudden checks of troops in the western regions of the country.But, even without the deployment
of four NATO battalions in the Baltic States and Poland, such activity would have been. This is the
logic of the situation that we have after the Crimea and the Ukrainian events. With the help of the
latest S-400 missile systems, Russia has created several “no-go zones”, which partially cover the
territories and waters of NATO countries. Multilevel air defense systems created over Crimea,
Kaliningrad region, Kamchatka and Syria [11].

106




BECTHHK KasHIIY um. Abas, cepus «Coyuoso2uveckue u hoaumudeckue Haykuy, Ne1(73), 2021 a.

The air defense system created in the Kaliningrad region covers a significant part of the Baltic
countries, Poland, as well as the Baltic Sea. A similar zone in the North worries Norway because it
could affect the relationship between European NATO countries and the United States.

Norway's defense policy in the Arctic

The restoration of Russia's long-term military presence in the Arctic began in earnest already in
the 2010s, having acquired an organizational form in 2014 with the formation of a separate area of
the Joint Strategic Command "North", the core of which was the Northern Fleet of the Russian
Navy. During the same period, active construction of new and renovation of some old military
bases began. Work began in almost the entire Russian sector of the Arctic: on the islands of the
archipelagos of Franz Josef Land, Novaya Zemlya, Severnaya Zemlya, Novosibirsk Islands,
Wrangel Island, as well as on the mainland - from the Kola Peninsula to Chukotka [12].

At the same time, due to the deterioration of relations between Russia and NATO, largely (but
still only partly) due to the events in Ukraine in 2014, the Western powers are also increasing their
activity in the region.In 2015, the Arctic Challenge hosted the first major NATO air force exercise,
the Arctic Challenge, with the participation of neutral partner states: Finland, Sweden and
Switzerland. In the fall of 2018, Trident Juncture - 2018, the largest exercise since the collapse of
the USSR, was held in Norway and surrounding waters. The purpose of the maneuvers was to test
the combat capability of NATO's rapid reaction forces and the ability of participating countries to
competently dispose of the support received from the allies.If the American leadership decides to
radically update the icebreaker fleet (including the construction of nuclear icebreakers), this will
dramatically simplify the process of creating and supporting bases on the same islands of the
Canadian Arctic Archipelago, but even now, using mainly air supplies, the Alliance is able to
deploy to In the Arctic, significant air force forces, many times larger than those that are currently
available, have increased the level of permanent presence in the Arctic from tens to hundreds of
combat and auxiliary aircraft. In terms of the naval forces, preparations for a possible build-up are
already underway, and the basis for such a build-up may be, the 2nd Fleet of the US Navy,
recreated in 2018, the operational area of which is the North Atlantic, including the Arctic. [3].

The strategic importance of Northern Europe and the High North has grown significantly since
the Ukrainian crisis. The document of the NATO Parliamentary Assembly and its Political
Committee "NATO and Security in the Arctic" dated 07.10.2017 indicates the following strategic
characteristics of the region:

— The Arctic remains a vital area for Euro-Atlantic security. Five Arctic Council members
from eight countries are also NATO members - Canada, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, and the United
States. Alliance member countries have conflicting interests over Russia's geopolitical aspirations in
the Arctic and the growing military presence in the region, but nevertheless have reached a general
consensus on the importance of the region for NATO security. Moreover, while NATO does not
formally play a significant role in relation to the Arctic region, at the Warsaw Summit in July 2016,
the Alliance reaffirmed its readiness to improve security on all its borders, including in the North
Atlantic. The Warsaw Summit Final Communiqué referred to NATO's commitment to strengthen
its maritime position in the North Atlantic, as well as to raise the Alliance's “comprehensive
situational awareness” in the region to deter and defend against any potential threats, including from
sea, routes of communication and maritime approaches to NATO territory. This is also important
for the Far North. Likewise, all Arctic states have issued national Arctic strategic documents
reflecting increased interest in the region. Significant national investment is being made in ground
surveillance, early warning, and ballistic missile defense - the geography of the region plays a key
role in countering any emerging missile threat [13].

— The 2016 Warsaw Summit communiqué admits the evolving security challenges in the
North Atlantic, especially in relation to NATO-Russia relations. The Alliance condemned "Russia's
aggressive actions, including provocative military actions on the periphery of NATO territory", and
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stressed the need for containment and the need to strengthen NATO's defenses. In Warsaw, NATO
allies also agreed to raise the Alliance's awareness of the situation in the North Atlantic in response
to Russia's military stance.It is important to note that the North Atlantic borders the Arctic;
therefore, any change in the safety of the first is likely to affect the High North as well. Thus, it
would be wise for NATO allies to raise awareness of the situation in the Arctic. This can and should
be done without provocation, that is, without deploying military forces in the Far North.

— The report also indicates Russia's strategic behavior, which will certainly affect the security
of the Arctic NATO states: Russia's violations of the territorial integrity of Ukraine, Georgia and
the Republic of Moldova raise concerns about territorial conflicts between Russia and the rest of the
Arctic statesIn each of these cases, Russia supported separatist movements or incited conflict to
challenge the borders of sovereign territory. This kind of Russian aggression increases regional
instability and is fraught with the expansion of the conflict. Moscow, as the largest Arctic coastal
state, recognizes the geostrategic importance of the Arctic and the vital energy resources of the
Arctic, and is building up its military to defend what it considers Russia's territorial interests in the
region. Russia's disregard for the territorial integrity of its peaceful neighbors cannot be ignored in
the Far North.

— The main security challenge for the Alliance in the Arctic has been the build-up of Russian
military and civilian emergency forces since 2008 as part of a broader military modernization
program. Initially, this modernization was considered neutral by other Arctic states. First, because
Russia has the longest coastline of any Arctic coastal state and it needs to invest in infrastructure to
sustain and develop its energy research. In addition, due to the remoteness of the High North and its
harsh climate, emergency assistance and search or rescue operations are often provided by military
units. However, a certain build-up of Russian military power is clearly not related to the safety of
shipping and commercial activities. For example, the deployment of long-range air and coastal
defense assets along the coast, even to the east of Novaya Zemlya, cannot be attributed to the safety
of navigation and reconnaissance. A possible explanation for Russia's efforts to strengthen its
defenses in the region is that most of the Russian navy, the Northern Fleet, is based in the Arctic.
Moscow is particularly worried about the sea-based nuclear deterrent deployed in the Arctic.

The main task of Norway's military duties in the peace period is to monitor the sea and airspace
of NATO's northern flank, which includes part of the Arctic (primarily the Barents Sea) and the
North Atlantic. But in the course of recent events, in the friction between Russia and NATO, the
military tasks of Norway have increased significantly, the Norwegian military aircraft are
intercepting Russian combat aircraft, and the Royal Air Force and Navy are monitoring Russian
forces in the region. As noted above, NATO is central to the Norwegian security strategy, and at the
diplomatic level, Oslo is actively using this organization to achieve its goals in the Arctic. At the
foreign policy and bureaucratic level, it was Norway, along with the United States and Denmark,
that was one of the main initiators of NATO's involvement in Arctic affairs. Oslo's official position
is that the involvement of NATO is necessary because the countries of the region (both NATO
member states and the Arctic Council) are not able to defend their economic and military-strategic
interests in the Arctic on their own and, accordingly, these countries are not capable to create an
appropriate military potential for the above purposes. In January 2009, this alliance even tried to put
forward some semblance of its Arctic strategy. Later, however, under the influence of Canada,
NATO refused to formulate a full-fledged strategy in the High North [14]. Noteworthy is the fact
that the list of joint activities proposed by NATO in the Arctic almost completely coincides with the
plans of Norway and other Nordic countries both at the national level and within the framework of
NORDEFCO: monitoring the air and sea space, creating unified rescue units, conducting joint
maneuvers, educational exchanges, protection of energy flows, environmental monitoring.

Speaking in Washington in June 2014, Norwegian Defense Minister I. E. Sereide said: “There
is reason to think that changes in the European security landscape will last. NATO finds itself in a
new situation in which we must reassess our understanding of Russia and its intentions. We must
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breathe new life into NATO. We need a strong, effective, and credible alliance ... " [15]“The
initiative to improve interoperability of forces is a good start. Exercises should be based on realistic
scenarios. In maneuvers, we must learn to use the full range of our combat capabilities. Future
exercises should provide mutual support and demonstration of deterrent potential, focus should be
on interaction, ” saidNorwegian Defense Minister at the meeting of the US Atlantic Council [16].

As temperature rises and the region experiences significant climatic changes, new economic,
scientific, maritime and political opportunities are gradually militarizing the region and its potential
as a new theater for strategic rivalry between the United States and Russia. The once closed areas,
bound by eternal ice, now, due to the melting of glaciers, are becoming open for navigation and
transport and economic exploitation due to the reduction of the ice shelf, the opening of commercial
routes through the Arctic Ocean, which can shorten the travel time between Asia and Europe.

Russia has devoted significant resources to energy production and the militarization of the
Arctic through the reactivation of military installations during the Cold War, the modernization of
submarines and missiles, and the reorganization of its regional assets under a single command in the
Northern Joint Strategic Command. Russia in general poses a significant threat to NATO. Still,
given its limited resources, it would be a bad idea for the US to overreact and focus more on the
Arctic, where its interests are limited and the interaction between the US and Russia is largely based
on cooperation. Compared to Russia, which relies on Arctic resource extraction for 15-20 percent of
its annual economy and expects the region to provide $ 500 billion in annual GDP by 2030, or 30
percent of its current GDP, is the United States. strategic interests in the Arctic are minimal (less
than one third of one percent of US GDP is in the Arctic). While Russia has a significant nuclear
footprint on the Kola Peninsula and attaches great importance to maintaining its maritime nuclear
deterrence in the Arctic, the United States does not deploy its nuclear weapons in the region or
patrol them with any nuclear weapons, armed submarines [17].

Russia's recent efforts to develop the Arctic have moved into near dangerous areas of maritime
rivalry. Western adversaries usefull sovereignty over ocean territory of the Russian navy ideal for
the development and tactics of safe interventions and potentially untraceable capabilities. While
many Soviet-era submarines and icebreakers ought to be decommissioned by the end of 2019, the
Russian Navy is replacing them with new warships delivered in 2020. As the Russian military
moves closer to Norway, the only other country with claims in the Barents Sea, Putin's intentions in
the Arctic seem increasingly hostile. The 2010 “agreed demarcation line” between Russia and
Norway no longer gives the West the same confidence it used to. In October 2019, the Barents
Observer celebrated the launch and testing of submarine weapons in the Norwegian Sea, just a day
after a peaceful meeting between the Russian and Norwegian military leaders. Two Russian Sierra-
class nuclear-powered submarines sailed into the Norwegian Sea to begin deep diving exercises, as
well as the development and testing of underwater weapons.

While Russian submarine exercises and weapon testing are troubling, especially in the
backyard of Norway, cooperation has been the predominant model of US-Russian engagement in
the Arctic since the end of the Cold War. It is important not to exaggerate Russia's aggression in the
Arctic; Norwegian Prime Minister Erna Solberg said the Arctic does not pose a serious security
problem today, and other Norwegian analysts said that they "do not consider a conflict likely". [18]
The same cannot be said about Europe or the Indo-Pacific region, where US interests are much
stronger. In practice, the change in the strategic goals of the United States and NATO, which would
be required to match Russian capabilities and really compete with Moscow in the Arctic, is
impossible. While Russia has twenty-two fully operational military icebreakers, the United States
has only two. There is also no consensus within NATO as to whether the Arctic is an area of
military concern; Canada, a coastal state of the Arctic Five, has repeatedly stated that it does not
believe that NATO should play any role in Arctic affairs.

Aggressive rebalancing of Russia in the Arctic is also undesirable. There are many possible
scenarios. To name just a few of it, in which a military confrontation could erupt - over resource
competition, territorial disputes, and unauthorized passage along the Northern Sea Route, But the
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most likely scenario that could provoke a military conflict and a rise of Russian military exercises is
an increase of NATO's military presence. Considering Moscow's sensitivity to the strategic
encirclement, the concerns that have spread to the Arctic and the increase of NATO operations are
likely to exacerbate security dilemmas and increase the likelihood of misperceptions and
miscalculations, undermining strategic stability in a rapidly changing region where there is
currently no mechanism for dialogue on security issues.

Conclusion

Thus, Norway will continue to remain in the wake of NATO's strategic policy, but,
nevertheless, its policy will be limited to formal actions. The main line of confrontation between
Russia and NATO will run mainly at the diplomatic level, which will be limited to the build-up, as
well as military maneuvers, these actions include NATO exercises in the states bordering with
Russia, as well as issues of strategic arms control. The Arctic will remain a place of relative
cooperation and cooperation between regional actors in international relations. Despite some
alarmist statements from both sides, there will be no nuclear confrontation between NATO and
Russia, therefore even a military "confrontation" will be formal in nature, which is influenced by a
number of factors.
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JK.CIKamanxapaes ', JK.K.Cummuros’
I Abaii amvinoazer Kazax ynmmolx nedazo2uxanvik yHUEEpCUmemi

KA3IPI'I KESEHJEI'T CAACU-O9KOHOMHUKAJIBIK CAHKIIUAJIAP/bBIH
M9OHI MEH MA3ZMYHBI

Axoamna

Makanaga XanbIKapallbIK CasiCH KOHE SKOHOMHKAIBIK CAHKIMSIIAPIBIH Ka3ipri acmekTiiepi
KAapacTBIPBUIAbI, OJNEMIIIK CascaTThIH Ka3ipri JKaFdalblH eCKepe OTBIPBIN, XaTbIKAPAJIBIK
CaHKIMAJIAp YFBIMBIHA aBTOPJIBIK AaHbIKTamMa Oepiieli, XalbIKapajblK CAHKIMUIAPIbl Tajgay
MeXaHu3Mi cunarTanaabl. FeulbiMIa XanbIKapaiblK CaHKIMsIap KeOiHece ereMeHJi MEeMJIEKETKe,
OHBIH WHCTHUTYTTapbIHA, YITTHIK KOMIIAHUSIAPFa HEMECE XKEeKe a3aMarTapra OarbITTalFaH, OJIapIbIH
KbI3METIH MXKOYpJey, WIeKTey, TeKey HeMece allJblH-ally MaKcaThlHJa OipKaKThl Hemece
YKBIMIBIK CasiCH, DKOHOMHUKAJIBIK HEMece KYKBIKTHIK Iapanap KemieHiH Ounmipeni. backarma
aiiTkanga, CaHKOUSUIap OCKEpPU €MeC JKOHEe KYIICI3 MoKOypliey InapajapblH  KaMTHIBL
XanblKapadblK CAaHKIFSUIAD POJNIiHIH MYHAAl TpaHCPOpMAIMAICHl, €H aJJbIMEH, OJEeMIIIK
HSKOHOMHKAHBIH  JkahaHJaHyBIHBIH  KYIICIOIMEH,  JKEKeJIereH  MEMIIEKEeTTepAiH,  cayja
KayBbIMJACTBIKTaphl MEH TPAHCYJITTHIK KOPIOPALMIAPABIH QJIEMIIK SKOHOMHUKAIIBIK MPOLECTEepre
TapThUTYbIH KylIeiTymMeH OaitnansicTel. COHbIMEH KaTap, 0yi1 BY ¥ perniHiH aicipeyiHe, 0cbl YbIM
KBI3METIHIH THUIMALUIITIHIH TOMEHJACYiHe, KOFaMHBIH KaObUIAaFraH IIeUIiMAepiHe JETeH CEHIMiH
KOFanTyra, conpai-ak BYY pedopmacel Typanbl y3aKKa CO3bUIFaH MiKipTanacka OailIaHBICTHI
XanbIKapaJblK CAaHKIMSIAPAbIH TaOUFAThIH TaNail OTHIPHII, OJIAPBIH Ka3ipri XaJbIKapalblK CasiCH
KOHBEKTypara OailTaHbICTBI T3 ©3repy KaOiJeTiH epekile atan oTKeH koeH. CaHKIHsIap aJIeMIiK
yCTeM JiepKaBallaplblH MYZJelepiMeH Tikeneld OaillaHBICTBI JKOHE OJIApABbIH CHIPTKBI CasiCH
OarbITHIHBIH BEKTOPBbIHA OAMIIaHBICTHI ©3Trepei.

Tyiiin ce3aep: cascarTaHy, JIeMIIK cascaT, casCH BIKIAN, YCTeM Jep)kKaBa, XaJlbIKapaslbIK
CaHKIMAJIAP, CAsACH JKOHE SKOHOMUKAJIBIK CAaHKIMAJIAP, CAHKLIUIAP, CAHKIUSIIAP CTPATETUSACHL.
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