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Who Challenges the West? 

 

Dr Andrew Stephen Campion 

ACUK Head of Research 

 

Alongside a shared sense of grief, loss, and alarm, in the wake of last month’s attacks in Paris we 

have witnessed a wholesale re-evaluation of our security context. A sense of vulnerability to random 

attack, which is becoming uncomfortably common, has again pervaded the cultural consciousness of 

the transatlantic community, but there is also a sense that something has changed. Fourteen years 

after 9/11, the scale and destructiveness of the Paris attacks, as well as those in San Bernardino, 

suggest that rather than outliers, extremist attacks have become unquestionably entrenched as the 



 
 

 
 

2 
 

primary threat which we in the West face. The West, however, is a highly contentious term and this 

article strives to demonstrate how while we Westerners may be able to enjoy a shared sense of 

being, we also cannot simply paint those who challenge our values or interests as constituting similar 

challenges. Most importantly, although we cannot diminish or ignore the barbarism of these events, 

we must assiduously ensure that we avoid becoming ensnared and blinded by our own fury as 

reactive and ill-conceived responses will not only serve to heighten the extremist threats which face 

us, but will also render us increasingly vulnerable to other very real challenges which might become 

overlooked. 

 

Far removed from a time when our security 

was defined in terms of a comparatively 

straightforward binary, our contemporary 

security context is multipolar, complex, and 

deep. A corollary of the increased complexity 

is that we are forced to navigate an 

environment which is rife with uncertainty and 

unpredictability and it is proving difficult to 

formulate robust yet precise responses to the 

challenges which face us. A primary difficulty is that the fundamental image of our adversaries has 

changed. Where NATO members were mobilized in collective defence against the clearly-defined 

Warsaw Pact during the Cold War, this clarity of purpose dissipated along with the Soviet threat in 

the early-1990s. Where we could, with relative comfort, contrast the ‘West’ against the ‘East’ when 

the USSR loomed large in our security calculus, we can no longer locate where ‘we’ are relative to 

our antagonistic ‘others’ with nearly as much clarity. Problematically, however, a crude and 

outdated notion of an us/them dichotomy has persisted and we refer to ourselves in the ‘West’ 

without articulating what we mean when we deploy the term. Fukuyama’s disdain of postmodernist 

thought is illustrative of how desire for pragmatism can lead to implied and ill-defined contrasts. 

Rather than assume that we represent a cohesive group against a clearly defined Other we must 

explore the nature of all players involved. If we are the West, can we comfortably paint our 

adversaries simply as members of the East? 
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Certainly, there is no harm in making self-reference to ourselves as the West. If we agree that as a 

group we have shared values including the pursuit of individual and collective freedoms, the 

protection of human rights, promotion of tolerance within our societies, and a sincere desire to 

achieve peace, then surely the Western mantle should be proudly recognized. Indeed, doing so is 

highly constructive as it allows us to signal who we are as a group. However, if we project and 

subvert this rationale to paint our adversaries in an over simplistic way we risk convoluting a very 

complex environment. Those who oppose our shared values are not members of a single camp, and 

we would do well by openly and regularly recognizing this. 

 

Our competitors are varied, and while some may pose a very real threat to us, others, if properly 

engaged with, may very well represent great opportunities instead. Although by no means an 

exhaustive list, at the end of 2015 three potential and actual challenges to our security loom large. 

Not only have the threats which face us multiplied, but the threats themselves have changed so that 

our traditional state-centric responses have been sometimes rendered ineffective. The purpose of 

this article is not to offer any prescriptive account of concrete policy choices we can make, but 

instead it merely illustrates the complexity of the challenges we face. We will now explore these 

challenges in turn. 

 

The West and IS 

First, the emergence of the so-called Islamic 

State poses a direct threat to NATO and other 

Western nations. Not only is it eroding the 

shaky political realities of an already unstable 

region, but it has undertaken direct attacks on 

NATO countries in Europe and North America 

and other Western nations beyond. Thus, it not 

only poses an opaque threat to our security, but it has bled us, and in so doing IS has upended our 

security paradigm. It has exacerbated a migrant crisis which is challenging the freedom of movement 
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in Europe and the EU itself, and has, more importantly, devastated the lives of millions who simply 

seek peace.  

 

Formed in the mid-2000s as an offshoot of al-Qaeda in Iraq, IS has become a unified organization 

with geographic control of large swathes of Syria and Iraq. Its desire for a world-wide Caliphate has 

so far prompted moves across the Arab world as well as incursions into Persian nations. Despite its 

footprint near the centre of the Islamic world, our response cannot be simply aimed at Islam and we 

cannot construct the Oriental Muslim of the East, in the Saidian sense, in opposition to the 

Occidental West. IS has been given no mandate of pan-Islamic representation. Indeed, many of its 

bitterest enemies are Islamic groups within the region. IS’s Salafi jihadist objective is nowhere near 

universally shared amongst Muslim populations, and this is well evidenced by the fact that it is 

fighting Islamic groups in all its areas of operation – including, importantly, the Taliban in 

Afghanistan. This latter point illustrates that IS is not only positioned as a threat to the West, but 

also a threat to those who oppose Western objectives. It would therefore be folly for us to construct 

our responses to this threat with the assumption that the threat is more widespread than it is. We 

must not position the struggle as one of a clash of civilizations but must instead recognize that an 

essential virtue of ‘the West’ is the fact that it not only accommodates, but is strengthened by its 

heterogeneity. Thus, our response to IS must be surgical rather than blunt or we risk intensifying the 

dangers which face us. 

 

The West and Russia 

Second, the return of a belligerent Russia has 

awakened previously dormant security 

concerns amongst NATO powers, especially 

those new members in Eastern Europe. At a 

time when leading Western states were 

recalibrating their focus from the Atlantic to 

the Pacific, Russia’s annexation of Crimea and 

its further destabilization of Ukraine in the 
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east have forced the world to seriously contemplate the advent of another Cold War.  

 

The relatively obsolete materiel Russian forces deployed in the 2008 war with Georgia masked the 

determination and ability of the Russian military to reform. As a result, the West comprehensively 

underestimated the threat posed by an increasingly autocratic Russia. In the years which followed 

the Russo-Georgian War, significant improvements in training and modernization allowed Russia to 

surprise the global community with its 

brash yet effective actions against 

Ukraine. The professionalism of its 

forces and brazenness of its foreign 

policy, coupled with Putin’s strongman 

rhetoric, has allowed Russia to resurface 

as a major security concern to Europe 

and North America. However, the East-

West rivalry which characterised the 

latter-half of the 20th century is not 

recurring in the same fashion it had done previously. While it poses a significant challenge to our 

security, Russia no longer primarily populates the East to our West. There is a dynamic between us 

which Cold Warriors might be relatively comfortable with, but the new security climate has resulted 

in a strange situation where the threat Russia poses to peace in Europe may well be rivalled by its 

ability to help the West secure it.  

 

Although it may be willing to assert itself and subvert the sovereignty of its neighbours in order to 

reinforce its self-perception as a restored superpower, the downing of the A321 Metrojet over Sinai 

has forced Russia to confront the IS threat. While the deployment of Russian forces to Syria, the 

largest external deployment since the fall of the Soviet Union, has been criticised by those in NATO 

who accuse it of targeting rebel groups in order to support the Assad regime, Russia’s presence in 

the region means that is now a serious player in the conflict. Moreover, the diplomatic crisis which 

followed the downing of a Russian warplane by Turkey has served to heighten tensions between 



 
 

 
 

6 
 

NATO and Russia. However, despite the seeming disjuncture, the possibility for cooperation 

between Western powers and Russia in order to destroy IS in Iraq and Syria should not be 

disregarded.  

 

Following the Paris attacks in November, Alexander Grushko, Russia’s permanent representative to 

NATO, suggested at the Berlin Security Conference that Russia should work with the West to defeat 

IS despite divergence over Ukraine. This call of support for France by Russia comes only a year after 

France cancelled its high-profile delivery of Mistral-class helicopter carriers to Russia due to the crisis 

in Ukraine. This all begs the question as to whether or not an alliance between the West and Russia, 

not entirely dissimilar to that which existed between the Allies and the Soviet Union during the 

Second World War, is a tenable strategy to dealing with the mutual threat faced by IS. Even if such a 

strategy is foolhardy, the fact that it can be considered at all indicates that positioning Russia as a 

clearly-defined opponent to the West is no simple matter. The current security climate simply 

renders our relations too complex to merely be defined by hostility. 

 

The West and the Pacific 

Third, while it has slowed, the continued 

development of China as an increasingly assertive 

world player has caused discomfort for some 

NATO members. Most notably, the United States, 

as a Pacific power, has devoted great energies to 

its refocus from the Atlantic to the Pacific. The 

rate of China’s growth is unprecedented and there 

is no doubt that it significantly impacts the West in 

a myriad of ways. However, there is great disagreement about what China’s re-emergence means 

and how it will impact our security.  
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Some powers, including the UK, are keen to engage with China as a major stakeholder in 

international affairs. Indeed, during President Xi Jinping’s state visit to the UK in October he received 

nothing less than a royal welcome and red carpet treatments throughout. China’s currency, the 

renminbi, has been approved by the IMF as a main world currency, it is leading the development of 

the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, and is central to the Trans-Pacific Partnership. However, 

while it is becoming increasingly integrated 

into various international partnerships, other 

Western powers, including the United States 

(also a participant of the TPP), are 

increasingly concerned about PRC actions in 

the South China Sea. The Chinese 

government’s claim to disparate and far-

flung islands in the region is highly 

contentious and is maligned by regional 

powers. However, while there is strong 

consensus amongst its opponents that 

Chinese claims are too broad and are, in fact, illegal, the breakneck speed at which China is 

undertaking its land reclamation in the South China Sea is rendering arguments based on the rule of 

law rather feckless. Rather than debating the legal merits of its claims the Chinese government has 

simply bypassed the problem and is instead constructing a new political reality. Australian forces are 

now performing freedom of navigation sorties along with the US who angered Chinese authorities by 

sending B-52 bombers to overfly the Spratly Islands earlier in the month. However, no amount of 

overflight will change the new reality that the construction of PLA-controlled airfields continues 

unabated on these newly-built islands. While this might seem like a regional issue largely divorced 

from concerns of most NATO members, the assertiveness China is demonstrating here must make us 

seriously consider how it might act with regard to its other contentious claims to the Arctic and 

beyond – claims which directly impact the security of NATO.  

 

Of paramount importance, however, is the fact that China is not at present an enemy. Certainly, it 

poses challenges to the status quo, and continued Chinese development clearly causes discomfort 

for some, but there still exist many ways for the West to constructively engage with China in order to 
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ensure absolute gains for all. While Russia’s aggression in Eastern Europe has caused echoes of the 

Cold War for some, others feel that the greatest challenge is posed by Chinese growth. This growth, 

however, clouds the picture and the divergent strategies employed by the UK and the US towards 

China demonstrates that there is no real Western consensus about China’s rise. While some in the 

West may be wary of China’s militarization of the Pacific region, others are keen to develop 

partnerships to explore future economic gains. Simply put, it is clear that there is no consistent idea 

of what China means for the West. 

 

Next Steps 

Ensuring that Western goals and objectives are met, and ensuring that our safety is secured, will 

require a mix of diplomatic finesse and hard foreign policy choices going forward. Of the three 

challenges discussed in this article, the most pressing is the threat which is posed by IS. Despite the 

complexity of the situation, we do have clarity of purpose with regard to the IS problem as there is 

consensus that it must be routed. At present, there is, however, no consensus of how to tackle the 

crisis. This leads into the second challenge; that which is posed by Russia. Are we to return to a Cold 

War mentality where Russia is constructed as an antagonist in stark contrast to the West, or are we 

to engage Russia as an admittedly troublesome, yet useful stakeholder in our quest to defeat IS? 

Russia’s actions in Ukraine clearly demonstrate that it is content to flout the rules of international 

law and we must decide whether it is in the global interest to prioritize pragmatic partnership over 

antagonism. Finally, while the ‘China threat’ has become a recurring phrase in foreign affairs it is 

balanced by those who instead see a ‘China opportunity’. Chinese actions do not necessarily 

promote or protect Western interests, but nor should we expect them to. This, however, does not 

mean we cannot find common ground where our mutual interests align. Rather than casting China 

as an opponent to the West, we could engage with China as a strategic partner while recognizing 

that there are areas of disagreement between us. A segment from the New York Times during a 

particularly acrimonious period in Sino-American relations in 2005 states that “by repeatedly 

demonizing China, Washington risks creating the hostility it fears”.1 This sentiment could be 

expanded to include wider Sino-Western relations. Although PRC actions in the South China Sea are 

                                                           
1
 “America’s Summer of Discontent.” (2005). The New York Times. 11 August 2005. 



 
 

 
 

9 
 

directly challenging US and other regional powers’ interests, broadly portraying China as an 

opponent to the West may only serve to entrench the disagreements between us. 

 

The purpose of this article was not to prescribe any concrete foreign policy choices Western powers 

can take to ensure our security, but rather to outline some of the challenges we face in order to 

illustrate the complexity of them. We cannot confront these challenges with the assumption that our 

opponents merely serve to undermine the values of the West, and as such we cannot approach 

these threats with a sweeping response to them. Going into 2016 we must understand that securing 

Western interests requires that we avoid painting our challengers with the same brush and instead 

requires that we strive to understand our own identity in relation to the complex makeup of others. 
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Animus in consulendo liber: 

Rethinking NATO’s Arctic geopolitics 

 

Dr Russell Foster (University of Amsterdam) 

ACUK Research Analyst 

 

In recent years NATO’s attention has been drawn to specific geopolitical regions. In the South, the 

consequences of the Arab Spring resulted in NATO military campaigns against the Gaddafi regime, 

and more recently NATO attention in the region has turned towards co-operation with the European 

Union over the increasingly tragic effects of desperate migration. Similarly in the East, a rapid 

sequence of security threats has attracted NATO’s eye. The Maidan Revolution and subsequent 

Russian occupation (or, in the Russian narrative, irredentism) of the Crimea; civil conflict in Luhansk 

and Donetsk; NATO reinforcement of the Baltic States and surveillance of Moldova; the escalating 

conflict against Islamic State; renewed tension between the Allies and Russia over Turkey’s 

destruction of a Russian bomber; and most recently, the Allies’ membership invitation to 

Montenegro. The cumulative effect of these situations has been a diversion of NATO’s attention to 

the South and East (of Europe), and the prioritisation of security threats in Western Asia, Eastern 

Europe, and North Africa. This is understandable and arguably justified, yet continual focus on the 

South and East is perhaps causing a neglect of a geopolitical zone whose significance to the Allies 

cannot be underestimated. 

 

Grim up North? 

Historically the North has been neglected by the Alliance; an 

oversight demonstrated on 2 August 2007 when the Russian 

submarine Mir 1 planted a Russian national flag on the 

Lomonosov Ridge of the Arctic seabed to reinforce Moscow’s 

sweeping claim on Arctic territory and maritory.2 The 

Kremlin’s action not only drew immediate condemnation from 

                                                           
2
 Howard, Arctic Gold Rush, pp.1-5; Laurence Smith, The New North: The World In 2050 (London: Profile, 2012). 
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the other North Pole powers – Canada, the United States, Norway, Iceland, and Denmark-Greenland 

(and hence the European Union, on whom NATO is increasingly economically dependent) – but 

publically highlighted the growing geopoliticisation of one of Earth’s last unclaimed regions: the 

‘Scramble for the Arctic’.3 The geopolitical, geoeconomic, and geostrategic consequences of this for 

NATO are not only significant (and becoming more so), but are being overlooked and misunderstood 

as a result of the Southward and Eastern gaze, and the continuation of Cold War geopolitical 

attitudes. This is a serious error. 

 

With the exception of building isolated military 

installations during the Cold War,4 the Allies 

have historically overlooked the significance of 

the High North.5 Yet in recent years scholars 

have drawn increasing attention to the political 

and commercial development of the Arctic 

Circle as a site of future challenges and risks 

between NATO, Russia, and powerful non-

governmental organisations,6 occasioned by three developments: (i) melting ice revealing new 

merchant shipping lanes and mineral/energy resources,7 (ii) increasing government demands – 

particularly in Russia8 – for new energy sources in the ‘Age of Austerity’,9 and (iii) an uneasy 

relationship between Western Europe and Russia – a tension which, as demonstrated by Russian 

support against IS and reactions to the Turkish jet incident testify, not only waxes and wanes but 

                                                           
3
 Richard Sale and Eugene Potapov, The Scramble for the Arctic: ownership, exploitation and conflict in the far north 

(London: Frances Lincoln Ltd, 2010).  
4
 Mark Nuttal (ed.) Encyclopaedia of the Arctic (Vol. III) (Oxford and New York: Routledge, 2005). 

5
 Nancy Fogelson, Arctic Exploration and International Relations 1900-1932 (Fairbanks, AL: University of Alaska 

Press, 1992) p. 162; Nuttal, Encyclopaedia, p. 1562. 
6
 Geoff Hiscock, Earth Wars: The Battle For Global Resources (London: Wiley, 2012); Michael Klare, The Race For 

What’s Left: The Global Scramble For The World’s Last Resources (London: Picador, 2013); Michael Klare, Rising 
Powers, Shrinking Planet: How Scarce Energy is Creating a New World Order (London: Oneworld, 2008); Michael 
Klare, Resource Wars: The New Landscape of Global Conflict (New York: Owl Books, 2002). 
7
 Charles Emmerson, The Future History of the Arctic: How climate, resources and geopolitics are reshaping the 

North, and why it matters to the world (London: Vintage, 2011). 
8
 ‘Energy as Strategy’ in Janusz Bugajski, Dismantling the West: Russia’s Atlantic Agenda (Washington DC: Potomac 

Books, 2009). 
9
 Thomas Edsall, The Age of Austerity (New York: Doubleday, 2012). 
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reveals sharp divides among the Alliance. The implications of these three simultaneous and ongoing 

developments necessitate not only a critical approach to understanding NATO’s geopoliticisation of 

the High North, but a reflexive connection by which researchers can influence policymaking, to avoid 

future tension between NATO and Russia over Arctic resources. This necessitates a rethinking of 

geoeconomic and geopolitical imperatives. 

 

First, the geoeconomic aspect. NATO’s 

security umbrella remains tied to the 

economic performance of member-states, 

the majority of whom are members of a 

financially floundering European Union whose  

energy security is increasingly dependent on 

an on-again, off-again relationship with the 

Russian Federation. The EU’s traditional 

supply of Russian gas and oil is increasingly 

precarious,10 while Russia has accelerated the integration of the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU).11 

Weaning Europe off Russian energy supplies is an inevitable goal of the Alliance – as demonstrated 

following the occupation of the Crimea – and the region to which Europeans will look is the Arctic. 

Indeed, four of the five Arctic Powers (Norway, Denmark, Canada, and the US) are NATO members, 

who are already carving up the North in order to secure seemingly abundant energy supplies. Most 

Arctic oilfields have not yet been surveyed, yet current estimates suggest great wealth spread across 

contested areas.12 However, due to historical inattention to the Arctic, very few political boundaries 

exist and NATO claims are disputed by the fifth Arctic Power, Russia. This is manifest in the second 

aspect – geopolitics. Yet this is hampered not only by outdated attitudes in which the rhetoric of 

containment is privileged over the geoeconomic realities of , but by the lack of a common policy 

among the Allies.  

                                                           
10

 NATO, ‘Russian-Ukrainian-EU gas conflict: who stands to lose most?’, 1 December 2014, 
http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2014/NATO-Energy-security-running-on-empty/Ukrainian-conflict-Russia-
annexation-of-Crimea/EN/index.htm.  
11

 Euronews, ‘Russia forms “epoch-making” trading bloc with Belarus and Kazakhstan’, 29 May 2014, 
http://www.euronews.com/2014/05/29/russia-forms-epoch-making-trading-bloc-with-belarus-and-
kazakhstan/.  
12

 Nuttal, Encyclopaedia, pp. 1559-1562. 

http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2014/NATO-Energy-security-running-on-empty/Ukrainian-conflict-Russia-annexation-of-Crimea/EN/index.htm
http://www.nato.int/docu/review/2014/NATO-Energy-security-running-on-empty/Ukrainian-conflict-Russia-annexation-of-Crimea/EN/index.htm
http://www.euronews.com/2014/05/29/russia-forms-epoch-making-trading-bloc-with-belarus-and-kazakhstan/
http://www.euronews.com/2014/05/29/russia-forms-epoch-making-trading-bloc-with-belarus-and-kazakhstan/
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A House Divided 

As events in the South and East continue to demonstrate, NATO cannot afford either to ignore the 

North or treat it as an arena in which to isolate Russia. Such an attitude will be deleterious to the 

Alliance, and perhaps nothing short of disastrous. No amount of NATO security and strategic policy 

can counter the cold economic fact that while Europe requires Russia, Russia does not require 

Europe. This was shown in 2014 when, in the absence of a European market in which gas and oil 

could be sold, Russia simply transferred its sales to China. This demonstrates a weakness in NATO. 

While Russia can formulate and pursue single, directed policies, the Allies are hampered by 

conflicting objectives and geopolitical ambitions.  

 

Geoeconomic developments not only reflect a continuation of Russian-European rivalry over energy 

resources, but presage a new phase of Arctic expansion as NATO and Russia seek additional control 

over Arctic oilfields.13 This confirms Russia’s predominant new form of soft power towards Europe as 

control of energy exports, with Russia suspending energy supplies and accepting income losses 

purely to wield power over the EU by renegotiating lucrative energy and transit contracts. In 

response, the EU is set to continue challenging Russia’s ‘reimperialization’14 of the North Pole while 

seeking more energy from its non-EU neighbour and NATO member Norway – which is facing 

depletion of its current North Sea energy reserves15 – and supporting Norwegian ‘High North’ policy 

and historical claims to Arctic territory in the Norwegian-Russian territorial dispute.16 But in spite of 

this façade of unity, the Allies suffer from a severe lack of policy co-ordination.  

 

                                                           
13

 Peter Hough (2014) International Politics of the Arctic: Coming in from the cold. Abingdon: Routledge, pp. 17-
47; 71-117. 
14

 Ibid., also pp. 192-193; Hough, Coming in from the cold, pp. 17-47. 
15

 Howard, Arctic Gold Rush, pp. 200-202. 
16

 Government of the Kingdom of Norway, High North Strategy (Oslo 2006); Howard, Arctic Gold Rush, p. 205; 
Bugajski, Dismantling the West, pp. 192-3; Jeffrey Anderson, John Ikenberry, Thomas Risse, The End of the 
West? Crisis and Change in the Atlantic Order (Ithaca NY: Cornell University Press, 2008). 
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Subsequent consequences of this include increasing tension over competing Russian and Norwegian 

claims to Svalbard, Franz Josef Land, and the Barents Sea, manifested recently in Russia’s refusal to 

participate with NATO under the Partnership for Peace (PfP) framework.17 Additional repercussions 

are visible in increasing tension among the 

Allies. The fragmented and misguided attitude 

of NATO members towards the North is 

evidenced in shows of military force between 

Canada and Denmark over the disputed Hans 

Islands, as Canada seeks new uranium and 

precious metals in the region18 and 

commercial control of the emerging and 

highly lucrative Northwest Passage shipping route, opened up by recent thaws.19 This in turn has led 

to increasing tension between Canada and the United States, as the US seeks to reduce its reliance 

on overseas energy and eliminate radar blindspots,20 manifest in the ongoing renegotiation of 

American and Danish/EU military presences in Greenland.21 Alongside this are tensions between 

Norway, Canada and the US vis-à-vis Denmark and Iceland, exemplified by Danish and Icelandic 

applications to the United Nations to legally increase their control of international waters.22 Closely 

connected to the policies of the Eurasian Arctic Powers is the role of China,23 manifest in a free 

trade agreement between China and Iceland,24 and China’s recent thirty-year energy pact with 

Russia and the imminent EEU.25 The overall consequence is that geopoliticisation, militarisation, and 

commercialisation of the North Pole generates and exacerbates serious tensions between the Arctic 

Powers and the entire international community. But crucially, these geopolitical and diplomatic risks 

                                                           
17

 Bugajski, Dismantling the West, p. 119. 
18

 Ibid., pp. 182-3, 189-192. 
19

 Sale and Potapov, Scramble for the Arctic, pp. 134-136. 
20

 Howard, Arctic Gold Rush, pp. 171-3, 176-7. 
21

 Ibid., pp. 165, 189-192, 193-194. 
22

 Howard, Arctic Gold Rush, pp. 209-210. 
23

 Foreign Ministry of the People’s Republic of China, China’s View on Arctic Co-operation, 30 July 2010, 
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/wjb/zzjg/tyfls/tfsxw/t812046.htm.  
24

 Guardian, ‘China should have a say in future of Arctic – Iceland president’ 16 April 2013, 
http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2013/apr/16/china-future-arctic-iceland; Russia Today, ‘Icelandic 
trade alliance advances Chinese Arctic ambition’, 16 April 2013, http://rt.com/business/chinese-iceland-trade-
arctic-alliance-advances-990/; The Economist, ‘Warming up to Iceland’, 17 April 2013, 
http://www.economist.com/blogs/analects/2013/04/china-and-iceland. 
25

 Euronews, ‘China and Russia sign 30-year gas deal’ 21 May 2014, 
http://www.euronews.com/2014/05/21/china-and-russia-sign-30-year-gas-deal/.  

http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/wjb/zzjg/tyfls/tfsxw/t812046.htm
http://www.euronews.com/2014/05/21/china-and-russia-sign-30-year-gas-deal/
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are not inevitable, as they are the result of a fundamental misinterpretation of the nature and 

significance of Arctic geopolitics. 

 

The consequence is that the geopoliticisation of the 

North Pole exacerbates serious tensions on two 

levels; among the Allies, and between the Allies and 

Russia. But crucially, these geopolitical and 

diplomatic hostilities are not inevitable, as they are 

the result of a fundamental misinterpretation of the 

nature and significance of Arctic geopolitics. It is of 

paramount importance that NATO address this concern, yet the continuing focus of NATO on the 

South and East is causing policymakers and analysts to neglect the increasingly significant North. 

 

Due to the absence of political and economic activity in the region until recent years, and fierce 

dispute over the legal status of what few maritime boundaries exist,26 the Arctic is ‘frequently 

regarded as a region where human activities are sui generis’:27 an apparently empty terra nullius 

both geographically and geopolitically. However, it is precisely this neglect of the North Pole by the 

Allies that renders the Arctic a unique opportunity to reassess NATO’s geopolitical vision.28 Indeed, 

Oran Young argues that the region offers a unique ‘testing ground for varied approaches to 

socioeconomic and political issues’, and ‘a chance to test our ideas about the determinants of 

sustained international cooperation and to reformulate these ideas’.29 The Arctic demonstrates not 

                                                           
26

 Oran Young, Arctic Politics: Conflict and Cooperation in the Circumpolar North (Dartmouth: University Press of 
New England, 1992), pp. ix-xi; Howard, Gold Rush, pp. 3-7, 200-218. 
27

 Young, Arctic Politics, p. ix. 
28

 Robert Kaplan, The Revenge of Geography: What The Map Tells Us About Coming Conflicts And The Battle Against 
Fate (New York: Random House, 2012); Kurt Campbell and Michael O’Hanlon, Hard Power: The New Politics of 
National Security (New York: Basic Books, 2006) Ch. 1. 
29

 Young, Arctic Politics, p. xi. 
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only the necessity, but the possibility, of moving NATO’s Arctic geopolitical vision away from the 

Cold War and towards a framework for co-operation with Russia.30 

 

The continued influence of Cold War geopolitical attitudes is of critical importance as contemporary 

Arctic activities pursued by the United States, Canada, Norway, Denmark (backed by the EU) and 

Russia in particular are based upon a continuation of Cold War principles, while the repeated 

invocation by Norway and the EU of collective NATO action against Russia31 is unchanged from the 

Atlanticism of the Cold War. This remains the core of NATO policy on the Arctic and was 

demonstrated in EU and NATO attitudes and policies towards Russia following the occupation of the 

Crimea, but it is arguably time to scrap this outdated and risky attitude. It is first necessary to 

critically revise the primacy of realist geopolitics in which High North politics are continually 

constructed: attitudes which are ultimately founded in outdated Cold War containment policy.32 

Admittedly ‘geopolitical order is hegemony’ and ‘geography is about power’,33 but the modern 

geopolitics of the Arctic can neither be ignored nor framed by diplomats and policymakers in terms 

of territorially-bounded threats in need of securitisation, which only realist states can provide.34 

This encourages the interpretation of circumpolar geopolitics as the exclusive preserve of nation-

states and their monopolised corporations, seeking – and risking – an exploitative balance of power 

between militarily powerful, resource-hungry governments in an anarchic risk environment.35 

 

While scholars have moved beyond classical geopolitical notions focusing exclusively on the 

relationship between ‘states and their societies, technological networks and their relationship to 

territoriality’,36 NATO policymakers maintain this approach and its realist requirements; to the 
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extent that the North Pole policies of the Arctic Powers is little more than the ‘contemporary 

repackaging’ of Cold War geopolitics based on three flawed interpretations. First, that Russia 

remains a rival in the vein of the USSR. Second, that the North is of secondary significance. And third, 

that the Arctic is inevitably a contest zone between NATO and Russia. These three premises, 

founded in an outdated geopolitical attitude which survived the end of the Cold War, must be 

abandoned.37 

 

Recommendations 

In 2009, the Kremlin publicly announced that Arctic competition will not only determine scrambles 

for energy resources elsewhere in the world, from the West African coast to Central Asia, but that 

such competition may lead to future war(s).38 Avoiding hostility depends upon understanding the 

origins and present circumstances of, and future solutions to, the varied risks at the North Pole: 

understandings which in turn depend upon first identifying policymakers’ (mis)interpretation of 

geopolitics. Ultimately, NATO policymakers and analysts need to make three changes. 

 

The first is to acknowledge the continued and 

growing significance of the North at a time 

when the East and South are gaining more 

attention. It is only a matter of time before 

the North becomes a political issue again – as 

it last did in 2007 – and when that time comes 

NATO will be better served by sober analyses 

and policymaking recommendations than by 

outdated Cold War imaginations. The second change is the need for a unified NATO policy in the 

North which standardises the claims and geopolitical objectives of Norway, Denmark, Canada, and 

the US. Before negotiating with Russia, the Allies must first attend to their own squabbles over Franz 
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Josef Land, Svalbard, and the Lomonosov Ridge; not to mention closer co-operation between 

governments and the cross-border corporations which are responsible for resource development.39 

It would be nothing short of foolish to try and negotiate Arctic policies with Russia when the Allies 

cannot agree on their own stance. The third and arguably most significant change is that NATO must 

cease viewing Russia as an Arctic rival, and instead of isolating Russia we should instead seek to 

reach an accommodation. 

 

Maybe the East and South do deserve more 

attention, and as recent events have 

demonstrated Eastern problems (namely ISIS) 

can only be tackled in co-operation with Russia. 

Yet even if the East and South are more urgent, 

NATO cannot afford to ignore the North. A 

coherent policy between NATO members must 

be formulated, and accommodation with 

Russia over Arctic resources must be reached. 

Geosecurity issues in the East and South do not render geoeconomics and geopolitics in the North 

irrelevant, and NATO must prepare for the inevitable day when the High North can no longer be 

ignored, or approached in fragmented style, or approached according to Cold War theories of 

containment which were outdated and misguided in the 1960s, let alone the twenty-first century. 

There is no sense antagonising the Kremlin over the Arctic when, for better or worse, the Allies 

clearly have to work alongside Russia. NATO-affiliated organisations such as the ACUK can help 

realise these changes through increased focus on the geoeconomics and geopolitics of the High 

North, policymaking strategies, and diplomatic research. In so doing, the Allies can move further 
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towards their objective of animus in consulendo liber – a mind unfettered by deliberation.40 We can 

take small but much-needed steps towards a critical reassessment of a region where, in the age of 

austerity, increasingly resource-dependent and increasingly confrontational states are taking 

increasingly dangerous – and entirely unnecessary – risks. 
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Intervention Against Islamic State in the Wake of Paris Attacks 

 

Ashot Ginosyan 

ACUK Junior Research Analyst 

 

The deadly terrorist attacks in Paris caused a 

major security crisis involving a member of 

North Atlantic Treaty Organization raising a 

fundamental question of collective self-

defense. The main exception to the 

prohibition on the use of force is the right of 

self-defense.41  Article 51 specifies that the 

self-defense is permissible in response to an armed attack. The definition of armed attack is solely 

left to Customary International law leading to a legal debate whether there is a wider application of 

self-defense going beyond the right to respond to an armed attack by states.  

 

The aim of this paper is to examine the scope of the right of self-defense with respect to the armed 

attack by terrorist groups against Paris and the reasons why North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) shall engage in the Middle East against ISIS (Daesh). 

 

The Scope of the Right of Self-Defense 

Before 9/11, the use of force in response to terrorist attacks had not been part of Customary 

International Law and the general interpretation of the UN Charter’s provision only refers to the 

armed attack by a regular army of one State against the territory or against the land, sea or air forces 

of another.42 The attacks by Al Qaida against the Unites States brought a fundamental challenge to 

the doctrine of self-defense. As a consequence, UN Security Council Resolution 1368 condemned the 
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attacks and the subsequent Resolution 1373 concerning the measures against international 

terrorism, recognized the right of self-defense.43 This was the first time that the Security Council had 

implicitly recognized the right to use force in self-defense in the context of a terrorist attack.44 

 

Resultant to this, NATO conducted its Operation 

Enduring Freedom aiming to disrupt the use of 

Afghanistan as a terrorist base and received 

massive support from International Community 

which universally regarded NATO’s action as self-

defense.  Furthermore, the Security Council, in its 

resolution 1566, “condemned in its strongest 

terms all acts of terrorism irrespective of their 

motivation, whenever and by whomsoever committed, as one of the most serious threats to peace 

and security”.45 Thus, based on its legal precedent, the Security Council can authorize the use of 

force against terrorists as long as international peace and security is under threat. 

 

Paris Attacks and Self-Defense 

On the evening of 13 November 2015, a series of coordinated terrorist attacks took place in Paris by 

ISIS killing at least 130 people and injuring 368. As a result, the UN Security Council adopted 

resolution 2249 strongly condemning ISIS terrorist attacks. More specifically, SC determined that 

extremist groups pose unprecedented threat to international peace and security and urged Member 

States to take “all necessary measures” in compliance with International law against ISIS.46  
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In fact, the Security Council authorized the use of force 

against ISIS in Iraq and Syria and in this respect set the 

precedent that all states have the right to take all 

necessary and proportionate measures against actual or 

imminent armed attacks. Operations against ISIS in 

Syria and Iraq are necessary and therefore lawful as 

self-defense because of the close connections of ISIS’s 

ongoing attacks in Iraq and its resources in Syria.47 As a matter of fact, the SC Resolution was an 

attempt to show international unity in the wake of Paris attacks building a global effort in the fight 

against terrorism. What is of particular importance is that immediate military intervention is 

critically important to prevent future possible attacks on the part of terrorists.  

 

The Paris attacks therefore instigated a feeling of collective response at the global level. After having 

received the express authorization of Security Council, this precedent is indispensable to military 

intervention in Syria and Iraq. 

 

Why NATO Should Engage in the Middle East 

There is no doubt that he Paris attacks constitute an “armed attack” on a member of NATO within 

the meaning of Article 5 of North Atlantic Treaty.48  According to Article 5 of said treaty, Member 

States shall assist each other shall an armed attack occurs against one of them. In fact, in response 

to these attacks, France did not invoke Article 5, but rather it relied on the European Union Defense 

Provision, particularly Article 42(7) of the Lisbon Treaty.49  
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First, the general point should be made that NATO’s treaty focuses on collective response, whereas 

EU treaty allows France to ask individual nations for specific help.50 Despite this, NATO is an alliance 

seeking to counter threats of global terror and proliferation of WMD and the Alliance is already 

conducting operation Active Endeaveour in the Mediterranean, the ISAF mission in Afghanistan and 

is involved in the training of Iraqi security forces.51 In addition, the Paris attacks breached the 

security of the North Atlantic area, which certainly requires an appropriate and effective collective 

action from NATO’s Member States to pursue the objectives of Article 5 of the treaty. Furthermore, 

in the case of inaction, the Alliance’s credibility would be undermined.  

 

Recalling that humanitarian intervention has been the primary objective on which NATO carried out 

some of its operations to prevent gross violations of human rights and fundamental freedoms52, in 

compliance with the fundamental purposes of the United Nations, it is therefore necessary to 

establish safe-havens for endangered populations in the region. After all, to comprehensively 

confront the Islamic State terrorist attacks, the most appropriate way to do so is through Article 5, 

calling for a collective self-defense within the legal mandate of an SC Resolution. 

 

Conclusion 

The terrorist attacks against the United States brought a fundamental change to the doctrine of self-

defense giving birth to the wider interpretation of Article 51 of UN Charter, recognizing the exercise 

of the right of self-defense against terrorists. The legal precedent established by the Security Council 

forming part of Customary international law as well as Security Council Resolution with respect to 

Syria and Iraq constitute the necessary legal mandate upon which, NATO can take collective action 

pursuant to Article 51 of the UN Charter. The Collective response on the part of NATO is essentially 

important to achieve the Alliance’s objectives and ensure peace and security of its Member States. 
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The Public Policy Process in the UK: Balancing Intelligence with Civil Liberties 

and National Security 

 

Dean Klovens  

ACUK Research Analyst 

 

“In a world of startling change, the first duty of the Government remains: the security of our 

country.” – National Security Strategy (2013) 

 

The United Kingdom’s National Security Strategy (NSS) of 2013 indicates how maintaining the 

security of the British public is an intrinsic and primary governmental service. That said, spawned by 

episodes including the Manning and Snowden leaks, there are growing civil libertarian concerns 

about methods in collecting intelligence. This article aims to clarify how the balance between 

ensuring security versus safeguarding civil liberties may be hard to accomplish given the current risk 

factors states face. With a background as a lecturer in public policy and Director of Strategic 

Intelligence Research and Resourcing, I hope to bring to light a particular perspective on government 

process and matters of country culture, history, transparency and an adherence to civil liberties that 

UK policy makers try to achieve in a balanced intelligence policy. 

 

An Outside Looking In Viewpoint 

 The basic premise of this article is that despite 

arguments to the contrary, the gathering and use 

of intelligence on the one hand, and the 

protection of privacy on the other, might not be 

as incompatible as some critics state. Instead, 

these may be compatible as two practical 

applications of statecraft which together work to 

protect civil liberties in the UK. While the UK is a 

free and open society, the competing interests of security and liberty remain contentious. Civil 
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liberties, as will be described in this article, are considered basic rights and freedoms that are 

guaranteed either explicitly in a Constitution, or interpreted through the years by courts and 

lawmakers. Examples of civil liberties include freedom of speech and the right to privacy. 

Furthermore, intelligence, in the context of this article, is the collection and analysis of information 

that has been refined so that it is useful to policymakers in making decisions - specifically decisions 

about potential threats to national security. So as one looking from the “outside-in”, I clearly 

understand that there needs to be some transparency when it comes to the use of intelligence 

methods as Britain is an open society where liberties are essential to civic wellbeing. However, what 

we all should take into account is the complexity in accomplishing these balances given the changing 

dynamics of threats and risks in our world. With the recent terrorist attacks in France and the United 

States and concern that the UK may be next, governments must take necessary measures to protect 

their populaces. 

 

According to some UK groups critical of the 

government’s use of intelligence-gathering 

methods, the government has too much 

power and should not use methods that 

infringe on those liberties. Isabella Sankey, 

Liberty’s director of policy and a critic of some 

recent intelligence processes, said it was 

better to let “some things happen” than to 

give security services “privacy-infringing 

measures” designed to catch extremists 

plotting attacks in the UK. She added that, “Living in a free society is the price one pays regardless of 

the potential for terror attacks”. Moreover, Ken Roth, executive director of Human Rights Watch 

proposed that “all governments should acknowledge a global obligation to protect everyone’s 

human right of privacy”. According to these groups, some of the surveillance measures which 

intelligence services use are not acceptable given their impact on individuals’ ways of life. In light of 

recent events, one might suggest that their views, and those of the organizations they represent, are 

perhaps extreme and need to be re-examined. Those who criticize the manner in which our 

governments gather and use intelligence have also suggested that comprehensive oversight of our 
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intelligence agencies is the only way to protect citizenry.  However, it is argued here that placing 

such limits on intelligence services would leave the UK, and other powers, susceptible to attack. 

 

While necessary, oversight does make the 

gathering of intelligence more difficult. 

Parliamentary oversight in the form of the 

Intelligence and Security Committee is a prime 

example of oversight that can adversely impact 

the effectiveness of intelligence services.  The 

Investigatory Powers Bill and the Freedom Act 

are legislative mechanisms used to prevent governmental abuse of intelligence powers, particularly 

in bulk data storage and the right to privacy. However, when one considers the complexity of the 

contemporary security context, a democratic country like Britain may face difficulties always 

achieving such a balance. 

 

Civil Liberties: Balancing the Right to National Security 

As John Stuart Mill once said “the struggle between Liberty and Authority is the most conspicuous 

feature in the politics of history with which we are earliest familiar.” He was suggesting that the 

balancing of authority and individual right has been and always will be a point of contention. 

Nothing has changed since he was writing in the 1800s.  It is never easy protecting the public from 

harm and British intelligence organizations will use every means possible to prevent attacks.  Despite 

criticisms of the intelligence services, very few groups within the country would actually argue 

against a UK intelligence service conducting an operation if a known terrorist attack were imminent.  

Regardless of a conservative or liberal stance, the need for action would not be questioned when it 

comes to collective security versus individual freedoms at times of emergency.  Reactions to the 

terrorist attacks on July 7 2005 are case in point. According to Ian Cobain of the Guardian, “The 

whole atmosphere in which the police, MI5, and MI6 operated changed; police stop-and-searches 

increased dramatically; and, there was also talk of armed "marshals" being deployed on trains. Also, 

the government and the security services began to introduce a wide-ranging series of reforms. Some 
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MPs proposed measures they believed could 

mark a turning point in post-war liberalism and 

civil rights, including plans to deport foreign 

religious leaders, shut down places of worship, 

extend the control order regime to British 

nationals and amend the Human Rights Act. In 

addition, there were also changes in the 

organizational structure amongst the security 

services, MI6, MI5, and GCHQ. Parliament increased budgets to improve information technology 

coupled with increases in staff.  As an example, MI5 staffing levels jumped from 2,000 before the 

London bombings to 4,000 today. Moreover, instead of being primarily based in London, more MI5 

regional offices were created which sought to infiltrate suspect groups, establishing an extensive 

network of agents and informers, officially known as covert human intelligence sources. 

 

Debates rage about intelligence during peaceful times when attacks do not seem imminent. One 

sees debates on the differences amongst groups in times when both Conservative and Labour 

Parties spar on a balance of public security and liberty when attacks are not imminent. For example, 

according to Labour Party’s Yvette Cooper and Jeremy Corbyn, the government does not do enough 

to keep surveillance powers in check. They worry that laws will “pave the way” for mass surveillance 

of UK citizens. Cooper argues “with growing extremism and radicalization, strong powers are needed 

to tackle terrorism, these powers always need to be balanced with strong checks on state power. 

Too often they aren’t. The introduction of new powers should always be proportionate and follow 

the evidence”. In stating this, Cooper was referring to Labour’s attempt to argue against extending 

the 42-day pre-charge detention 28 more days to individuals who are held. Furthermore, Corbyn’s 

claims that government is unwilling to rein in Britain’s security services is an area of concern for his 

opponents including Michael Fallon, the Defence Secretary, who recently claimed that Mr. Corbyn is 

“a serious risk to our nation’s security”. Corbyn dismissed intelligence advice that IS was using its 

territory in Syria to prepare attacks against Britain and argued against the UK engaging in bombing 

runs onto ISIL camps. Yet one could reasonably argue that if the government had placed more of a 

check on British intelligence apparatuses, several plots might not have been thwarted during the 

year.   
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The question remains, what constitutes peaceful times? This is an increasingly difficult question to 

answer in 2015. From a practical standpoint most people are not directly affected by terrorist 

activities within their lifetime, yet, most, if not all, are potential targets from, say, extremists seeking 

to cause harm in the UK and elsewhere. This high risk and possibility of an attack is precisely what 

makes terrorism so effective, and this is especially acute given the advent of social media and 24/7 

news. This effectiveness is what makes the public uncomfortable. Unlike other forms of conflict, 

there are no appropriate “rules of the road” when dealing with issues of terrorism. Like intelligence 

planning, terrorist planning is conducted in secrecy. 

 

Intelligence policy formulation must take into account the protection of civil liberties as a core 

component of the British way of life. The government is also tasked with planning ahead to develop 

strategies to avert attacks aimed at disrupting the British psyche, lives, and economic interests.  The 

question is whether planning ahead requires that our intelligence services use tactics which 

necessarily impact individual liberties. I think not. As a sovereign nation, the UK’s primary role to 

defend and protect the well-being of its people from groups who advocate the disruption of 

economic stability while promoting the killing of British citizens are reasons why legislation must be 

used to ensure domestic security. As stated by David Frum, former speechwriter to President George 

W. Bush and current senior editor for the Atlantic Magazine, “The security measures adopted by the 

British government to protect its people from terrorism are reasonable, minimally intrusive, and 

appropriate to the scale of the threat. They are not sacrifices of liberty. They are bulwarks for 

liberty—bulwarks against the would-be totalitarians of our time”.   

  

There should be no dissent that there needs to be a constant check on Britain’s national security 

policies, but with recent events in Egypt and now France, the UK may need to now adjust to a more 

strategic security paradigm. Members of Parliament and the security services more likely will again 

struggle to find a plan to sift through massive amounts of data in order to prevent the next attack, 

and do it legally. But there are no easy answers. 
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Like any democratically governed entity, HMG 

must secure its’ peoples’ safety while following 

the tenets of a constitution, which in itself is a 

juggling act. A unique aspect of British politics 

which does not tend to stymie other 

democracies is the fact that Britain does not 

have a codified constitution but an unwritten 

one formed of Acts of Parliament, court 

judgments and conventions. From an historical perspective, the concept of civil liberties in the UK 

has evolved over several centuries, its genesis being the Magna Carta, the first piece of legislation to 

guarantee certain liberties and rights. It is well known the UK has a tradition of civil rights and civil 

liberties dating back at least to the Great Charter of Liberties in the 13th century. Successive 

governments have repealed most of the document while its guarantee of due process of law 

remains in effect. Other old statutes, such as the Bill of Rights of 1689, contain civil liberties 

provisions that continue to apply today. 

 

National Security: Balancing the Right to Civil Liberties 

Most basically, protecting private citizens implicitly implies the protection of their civil liberties. In 

the post-Snowden era and the intense ramp up of recent terrorist activities, finding middle ground 

might mean that we look to find a balance more toward security and less towards privacy. American 

Intelligence agencies have argued that bulk collection programs including data about Americans are 

crucial to its national security efforts. Snowden’s revelations of NSA and GCHQ intercepts have now 

complicated matters at a time when the need for increased counterintelligence and surveillance 

activities are essential in the wake of Paris and San Bernardino. It is inevitable then that many 

activist groups will argue too much secrecy brings a decline in public confidence in government, so; 

again, the debate continues. 
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Despite the importance of liberties, the security problems states face and the pre-emptive responses 

the United Kingdom, in particular, may undertake to protect its people may take precedent. Yet 

there will be a constant hard balance between one’s liberties and a state’s right to protect its 

citizenry.
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Upcoming Event 

Trident Workshop 

  

Date:         9-10 January 2016                                 
Venue:      TBC York  
Host:         ACUK  
Open to:   ACUK Members only 
Cost:          £20 
Contact:    info@atlanticcounciluk.co.uk 
 
 

Following the hugely successful Trident Workshop last year, 
the Atlantic Council of the United Kingdom is pleased to 
announce that it will be hosting this year's event in York. The 
event is open to ACUK members only, and will focus on the 
strategic implications of not only Trident renewal, but also 
the building political opposition to the UK's nuclear 
deterrent. In November 2015, the Chancellor George 
Osborne announced his intention to remove responsibility for 
the renewal from the Ministry of Defence, arguing that HM 
Treasury would be better placed and more competent to 
handle the process. When taken in the context of recent 
comments by General Sir Nick Houghton about his opposition 
to Jeremy Corbyn's stance on Trident, it exposes the depth of 
division within Government on the issue. 

 

With the nuclear deterrent and indeed defence in general no 
longer publicly perceived to be the preserve of politicians, 
officials and the military to decide upon, Trident renewal has 
become inextricably linked to wider issues. Scottish 
nationalism has at its heart a reconsideration of the merits of 
the deterrent on home soil. Austerity and the consequential 
reduction in real terms of the funding for our armed forces 
has likewise forced a reappraisal of the need for Trident 
renewal. The very fact that society is divided over a question 
that was once thought to be part of a discrete discource 
among defence professionals shows the extent to which NATO 
Allies need to be prepared to engage with the public and Civil 
Society spaces. Reasons, logics and assumptions must now be 
set out, or governments risk losing traction with the very 
publics they set out to serve altogether. 

The event is restricted to ACUK Members only, though those wishing to attend may contact the Council in order to process 
their membership application at the same time.  

Please contact info@atlanticcounciluk.co.uk to book your place or for more information. 


