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preserve. Above all, there is the potential for non-Arctic actors with highly focused objectives
not only to skew the priorities of circumpolar institutions, but to accentuate the development side
of the sustainable development equation. Nevertheless, the Arctic is not and cannot be regarded
as a region apart. On the contrary, it is linked in countless ways with its extra-regional and
global surround. And its problems will not properly be addressed without reference to the

surrounding environment.

The privileged status of the Arctic states and permanent participants in the Council’s
structure, combined with an informal and possibly an explicit understanding of basic principles
of sustainable development in the region, will serve to ensure the prevalence of a circumpolar
perspective that is attuned to the particular ecological, cultural, and socio-economic conditions of
the Arctic. Accordingly, for Canada to offer leadership to the Arctic Council in associating non-
Arctic actors with the institution would be not only to generate downstream resources for
collective action on sustainable development, but to integrate the handling of Arctic issues into
the wider world which so heavily affects the physical and human processes of the region..

Recommendation 3: for Canada to provide leadership in associating interested and -
capable non-Arctic states and the European Union with the sustainable development programme

of the Arctic Council.

Just as the Minister finds it necessary to act on the political level to advance the Arctic
Council’s agenda, within Canada there is also a need for more active political involvement in
circumpolar affairs if Canada’s participation in the Arctic Council is to match its potential to
make a contribution. As matters stand, the office of the Circumpolar Ambassador and the
Interdepartmental Committee on Circumpolar Affairs are Canada’s prime means for priority-
setting on Arctic international matters. Both are in need of support, particularly but by no means
solely from DFAIT where, as is the case with the U.S. State Department, the Arctic is generally
viewed as “remote for many” (Russell 1996: 8). The Standing Committee’s report comes as a
breath of fresh air'in its offering of many new and useful recommendations for increased
participation and activation in Canadian policy-making for Arctic international relations.
Granted the resources required to act on the Standing Committee’s suggestions, it could

_Devertheless take considerable time to put them into effect. All the while, we may expect a
continued deficit of substance and backing in Canada’s participation in the Arctic Council. After
all, the Minister can provide political energy and a sense of direction only so many times. A
greater measure of boost and substance can however be had fairly simply and inexpensively by
practising in the Interdepartmental Committee on Circumpolar Affairs what we preach for the

Arctic Council.

Canada’s vision for the Arctic Council has been utterly consistent in its commitment to
the empowerment of northern residents, first and foremost the aboriginal peoples of the region.
Stirred by the belief that collective action in an Arctic setting may be made more sustainable if
those closest to and most knowledgeable of the scene are enabled to take part in the framing and
resolution of Arctic issues, Canada has persisted in championing the role of permanent



