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“bargain” between public servants and elected officials, suggesting that increased government—cit-
izen engagement led by public servants could reinforce bureaucratic independence and challenge
public servant neutrality (223). The book thus moves beyond building a strong case for digital
governance in Canada, to explain why this might not have been happening as quickly as some
would like and how challenges to digital government might be overcome.

As the booK’s title indicates, there is a significant focus on the role of the bureaucracy in open-
ing and digitizing the government. When considering why these processes have lagged, Clarke
outlines the reality that there is a significant digital skills gap in the bureaucracy (154-55). She
also notes that there are more reasons not to innovate digitally (that is, culture, risk aversion,
accountability, pressure from elected officials) than to undertake innovation within the public ser-
vice and that building a culture that encourages innovation must also tolerate failure (219). This
conclusion has implications both for educational opportunities for current public servants and
for the recruitment of “digital natives” (159). However, Clarke also emphasizes that the bureauc-
racy cannot do this work on its own: “Without direct support from the political masters to whom
bureaucrats must answer, public servant-led reform can go only so far, especially when one of the
reform goals demands that the public service become more open to sharing information . . . and
treading the potentially failure-ridden territory of policy innovation, each of which might invite
politically costly scrutiny of the minister in Question Period or unwelcome departmental coverage
in a national newspaper” (151-52). These kinds of changes rely on trust between bureaucrats and
politicians and may require a renegotiation of the public service bargain (223). Further, she
argues that nongovernmental actors, the political Opposition and others have crucial roles in
shaping the conditions for innovation within the bureaucracy (219). Clarke identifies a role
for public administration educators and programs to ensure that their curriculum reflects the
skills and approaches needed to prepare future public servants for a digital world.

Clarke’s assessment of the urgent requirement for digital transformation is even more
important given the impacts of COVID-19. While remote work during a pandemic may not
be what Clarke imagined would trigger digital transformation, it does suggest that governments
can make changes to how the bureaucracy works when given the right incentives. It does not
necessarily mean that the changes we have seen during the pandemic will remain, or even
should remain, but they do show that system-wide change is possible. Clarke intends this
book to “strengthen ongoing efforts to build a more effective and accountable federal public
service, a longstanding project that endures and gains new urgency in the digital age” (xi),
including highlighting areas for future research. Policy makers, bureaucrats, public administra-
tion students and those with an interest in government reform ought to read this book as part
of the thinking about how to move forward.

Diplomacy and the Arctic Council

Danita Catherine Burke, Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2019, pp. 216.

Rob Huebert, University of Calgary (rhuebert@ucalgary.ca)

In an era of increasing attention to issues related to the Arctic, Danita Catherine Burke has pro-
vided an interesting study of the functioning of the Arctic Council. It illustrates the complexity
of polar politics and its role in the international system. The book proposes a novel theorization
of the dynamics of politics and diplomacy in the most important multilateral structure of Arctic
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governance. This theorization is grounded in the hypothesis of club diplomacy. Similar in many
ways to regime theory, club diplomacy suggests that state parties will come together to create a
“club” that provides for a forum for cooperation, within which there will be a “pecking order”
(or hierarchy) that determines what issues are examined and what is done about them. Burke
argues that much of the success of the Arctic Council can be explained by examining how it
functions as such a club.

To test this hypothesis, Burke relies primarily on 36 anonymous interviews from active and
retired state and Indigenous representatives to the Arctic Council. She uses these interviews to
isolate six issue areas, which she discusses in separate chapters. The first involves the funding of
the Arctic Council and the challenges that it has faced operating without a dedicated budget for
much of its existence. She then examines the lack of institutional memory and the challenges
that has created. Third, and most important to her examination, she addresses the role of
national politics in the functioning of the club and how that has disrupted cooperation.
Fourth, she studies the role of language and how the use of English as the primary language
affects the relations with Russia. The fifth issue area is the involvement and treatment of
observers on the council. Finally, Burke focuses on the relationship between the Arctic
Council and individual member states that have coastal interests on the Arctic Ocean.

While the interview data presented in the book yields some important observations, Burke’s
study would have benefited from a broader information base—such as better use of the existing
documents of the Arctic Council, as well as the academic literature on the subject. Burke’s
heavy reliance on interviews means she gets some things wrong. In the second half of the
book, for example, she repeatedly notes that the Northern Indigenous Peoples organizations
that are given the title Permanent Participants are not allowed to participate in consensus deci-
sion making (see, for example, page 166). This is not accurate. Permanent Participants are
involved both in the shaping of the agenda and in all council discussions. While it is true
that only the state parties can make a formal decision, all decisions must be consensual, and
Permanent Participants are fully engaged in all consensually made decisions. Burke thus misses
the opportunity to show how the only international body that has allowed Indigenous repre-
sentation in its “pecking order” actually operates.

The book also misses key literature on the Arctic Council and polar politics in general. Even
though Oran Young endorses the book on the back cover, the book does not engage with his
work on Arctic region regime formation. It does not use any of Franklyn Griffiths’ materials
(even though he was one of the founders of the idea of the Arctic Council), all of Michael
Byers’ works on the development of the Arctic international legal and political order are
ignored, Jessica Shadian’s book on the Permanent Participants is excluded, and all of
Whitney Lackenbauer’s work on the observers is left out. Even my work on the creation of
the Arctic Council is not included. The book thus omits much existing literature—and in par-
ticular North American studies of the creation and functioning of the Arctic Council. Burke
does include documents from the Arctic Council in her analysis, but the overwhelming major-
ity are from 2013 to 2015 and therefore focus on only a brief period.

These omissions seriously limit the book’s account of the creation and maintenance of the
Arctic Council. The Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS)—the direct precursor of
the Artic Council—is not even mentioned in the first half of the book. Yet much of the orga-
nization of the Arctic Council flowed directly from the AEPS. The story of how Finland and
Canada worked together would have clearly supported her hypothesis on how lesser powers
can cooperate to achieve results that greater powers do not favour. The manner in which the
United States attempted to slow the development of this body and the manner in which the
Indigenous Organizations moved from observer to Permanent Participant status could all
yield important insights about how a pecking order affected the creation and functioning of
first the AEPS and then the Arctic Council. But this part of the story is totally missing from

https://doi.org/10.1017/50008423920001249 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0008423920001249

Canadian Journal of Political Science 245

the book. Burke also misses the diplomatic efforts by Canada to turn the AEPS into a more
formal body that would consider all issues, not just environmentally focused ones. Once
again, the negotiations between Canada and the United States should have been a critical ele-
ment of the book but are not included. The focus on 2013-2015 leaves the reader with a sense
that the only important developments take place during that time, which is not correct.

One of the most important findings of the book concerns how national politics interact with
the effort to develop a collaborative club. A major subtheme is that Canada’s opposition to
Russian intervention in Crimea and eastern Ukraine, which emerged from the domestic dynam-
ics of Canadian politics, critically wounded the prospects for cooperation on the Arctic Council. It
is clear that Burke sees this one act as a major—or to use her term, “harsh”—mistake. Her exclu-
sive focus on this example, however, means that she disregards other instances of national policy
influencing the functioning of the Arctic Council. For instance, American national policy on cli-
mate change led it to oppose the conclusions of the Arctic Council’s 2004 report on climate
change—the Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA)—even though the report was very influ-
ential in shaping the international narrative on climate change. The ongoing refusal of the
European Union to back down from its ban on seal products in the face of the opposition of
the Inuit Circumpolar Council (one of the Permanent Participants) is another example. In
light of these cases, Canada’s boycott of meetings with Russia seems less significant and isolated.
Again, the omission of key evidence amounts to a lost opportunity to develop a stronger argument
about how national politics affects the functioning council.

In short, this is a book with a very interesting thesis, but it does not achieve its objective.
The Arctic Council is indeed a fascinating case study of how different agents (state parties,
Indigenous bodies and nongovernment organizations) can organize themselves and function
in an innovative and generally cooperative manner. However, the study lacks the necessary his-
torical documentation and related literature to fully explain how such diplomacy actually
works.

Response to Rob Huebert’s review of Diplomacy and the Arctic Council

Danita Catherine Burke, University of Southern Denmark (burke@sam.sdu.dk)

In Diplomacy and the Arctic Council, 1 offer insight into the way the council addresses daily
internal and external challenges/pressures and international political events involving its core
members, particularly the fallout of the Crimea conflict. I demonstrate that Russia has main-
tained a high status in the Arctic Council (105-16) and is viewed as essential to the forum’s
existence and success (44). As such, some interviewees spoken to during the primary research
for the book perceived the Government of Canada’s stance against Russia while Canada chaired
the forum in 2014 as harsh, in the Arctic Council context, because the chair role meant Canada
was supposed to help maintain unity between the forum members. Instead, the Government
of Canada broke the key forum rule to not discuss military issues (94-100). As a result,
Canada’s actions were perceived as undermining its civil servants (96), its status as chair
and the forum’s cohesion (103).

The book is grounded in the international scholarship on Arctic cooperation and does note
contextual factors like the legacy of the anti-sealing movement for potential observer member-
ship (144-45) and the impact of American policy in the 1990s on the forum’s budget (52) and
secretariat (73). The book references leading Arctic scholars such as John English, Heather
Exner-Pirot, Douglas Nord, Oran Young and Rob Huebert. The Arctic Council digital archive
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