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ABSTRACT | #% | RESUMEN

The Arctic region has drawn attention from around the world due to its
distinct environment and susceptibility to climate change. The need for
an effective system of governance that goes beyond anthropocentric
viewpoints is more pressing than ever as human activities in the region
increase, from resource exploitation and shipping to tourism. The
incorporation of a “planetary approach” into the Arctic Ocean
Governance System is examined in this paper, which represents a
crucial paradigm change for safeguarding the Arctic marine
environment. The paper further explores how the concepts of
“planetary approach” and “planetary justice” can be integrated into the
Arctic Ocean governance system to embrace the role of non-human
nature in protecting the Arctic marine environment. In addition, the
paper analyses how the “planetary approach” with a broader mandate
can implement best practices in Arctic Ocean governance.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In recent decades, there has been an increasing focus on the governance of the oceans, as they are
threatened by anthropogenic activities such as shipping, tourism, illegal, unreported, and unregulated
fishing, ocean acidification, exploitation of deep-sea resources, black carbon emissions, transboundary
pollution from land-based activities, and more.[25] Although the global community has taken numerous
initiatives over the past decade, the global environmental governance system remains anthropocentric.
The targets and goals set under the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and the United Nations
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) have reached the deadline for their achievement by 2020, and the
next targets to be achieved by 2030 and 2050 have also been updated. According to the UN report Global
Biodiversity Outlook 5, none of the Aichi targets have been achieved, but some of the targets, such as
target 11, have been partially achieved.[42] The reports also indicate that the 2030 SDGs cannot be

achieved unless effective measures are taken to protect biodiversity.

As the ocean covers more than 70 percent of the Earth, it is more vulnerable to risks and challenges.
One example is the Arctic Ocean (AO), which is facing serious environmental issues. Climate change and
drastic ice melt over the past 22 years have caused sea levels in the Arctic to rise by an average of 2.2
millimetres per year.[41] Records have shown that the Arctic sea ice area was down to 2.8 million square
miles in July 2020, leaving the Northern Sea Route ice-free earlier than previously recorded.[8] As a result,
climate scientists predict that the Arctic could be ice-free by the summer of 2035, and these predictions
were reinforced by a study published in Nature Climate Change.[23] Due to these changes, the AO has
become an anthropocentric source of economic prospects for shipping, fishing, tourism, etc. In particular,
the Northwest Passage, which is connected to the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, has become a potential sea
route, hence, it is very important to establish a proper governance system for AO [40], that would include
a planetary approach to global and AO governance ascertaining the role of non-human nature in global
and AO governance. Hence, the main goal of this paper is to critically evaluate the current legal
frameworks governing the Arctic and make an argument for the inclusion of a planetary approach. This
approach highlights the need to preserve the fragile equilibrium of the Arctic and the interdependence of
ecosystems by acknowledging the intrinsic value of non-human nature.[7] The scope includes looking at
potential legal implications, governance problems, and reform ideas to strengthen the area against growing

environmental concerns.
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Adopting a “planetary justice” policy could emphasize the importance of protecting the
environment and its resources. Closer application of the concept of “planetary justice” to global and Arctic
marine environmental governance would promote the harmonization of human activities and marine
ecosystems within a system of global cooperation, strike a better balance between conservation and
sustainable use, and consider both economic and environmental interests, with the latter taking precedence
when conflicts arise.[7] In addition, more rigorous and stronger monitoring and governance systems are
needed, for which regional or global cooperation is required, and this paper discusses how these could be
achieved by applying the “planetary approach”. The paper further argues that the approach is not about
having an absolute shift from the current approaches but rather including and understanding the role of
non-human nature within global politics for mitigating the challenges caused by anthropocentric
influences. The planetary approach seeks to bridge the gap between people and nature and perceive them
as interconnected. Thus, it links numerous, extremely disparate disciplines and facilitates communication
among them.[10, 15] Hence, a new view of international relations that is based on post-anthropocentric
theories and empirical research is required [46] for global marine environmental governance and the
conservation and sustainable use of marine biodiversity, harmonious coexistence between humans and

nature must be promoted to embrace the role of non-human nature.[39]

Accordingly, the paper examines Arctic Ocean governance issues through the compilation and
interpretation of relevant international, regional, and national regulatory instruments, reports, and
scientific publications. The research conducted is based on a doctrinal analysis of current laws and policy
instruments with sociological and other considerations. In addition, this paper explores how the concepts
of “planetary approach” and “planetary justice” can be integrated into the Arctic Ocean governance system
to build “planarization,” what the implications would be, and how the “planetary approach” with a broader
mandate can implement best practices in Arctic Ocean governance. Based on the analysis and arguments,
this paper guides the form of recommendations for integrating new approaches and concepts, and how
global cooperation can ensure a balance of interests. This paper not only identifies and analyses the legal
challenges faced by the current Arctic Ocean governance system but also highlights how traditional
practice has caused harm to the global environment. Concluding with the analysis, it makes
recommendations to States, focusing on the Arctic States, as well as the international community, as the

issue concerning any part of the Planet is global in nature and interconnected.
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2. ARCTIC OCEAN GOVERNANCE

The Arctic Ocean is surrounded by five coastal states (Norway, Denmark/Greenland, Russia,
Canada, and the United States of America (USA)), leading coastal states to assume a special role in AO
governance.[38] The Arctic coastal states issued a declaration in 2008, the “Ilulissat Declaration”, through
which they expressed their rights, duties, and stewardship responsibilities for the AO and conceded that
there was no further need for the development of a new international regime.[30] In addition, Arctic coastal
states acknowledge that the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) provides a
“sound foundation for responsible management” (Ilulissat Declaration, 2008). Although UNCLOS sets
guidelines for resource management, environmental protection, and marine boundaries, its effectiveness
in adapting to the Arctic’s rapid changes is limited. The primary focus of UNCLOS is state interests, and
the complex interdependencies that exist within the Arctic ecosystem are not fully addressed. Moreover,
the issues concerning AO are no longer regional in nature, as the rest of the planet is also connected to it.
Concerning the governance claimed by coastal states that the existing legal system is suitable for the
governance of the sea, it can be argued that the “Ilulissat Declaration” has lost some of its legitimacy.[40]
The Arctic Council, which consists of eight Arctic states, is not an international organisation but an
intergovernmental forum to regulate the Arctic Ocean activities; it lacks the legal personality of an
international organisation under international law.[49] In addition, diplomatic issues among Arctic states
and gaps in AO governance laws and regulations have raised concerns about creating an effective

governing system.

The world’s marine areas, which cover more than 70% of the Earth’s surface, need to be properly
governed, but the existing governing system is unable to meet the challenges. Activities in the Arctic are
governed by a complicated web of international treaties, national laws, and agreements. A closer look
reveals that these frameworks frequently place human goals, economic advancement, and geopolitical
considerations ahead of ecological integrity. The Arctic Council, for example, prioritises sustainable
development above a comprehensive global strategy. The Arctic is one of the last pristine ecosystems on
Earth with rich biodiversity that provides stability to its vital ecosystem and marine environment, but is
now threatened due to a variety of factors.[29] There are numerous shortcomings in the current governance
structure. Among the main issues are a lack of procedures acknowledging the intrinsic value of non-human

beings, insufficient emphasis on biodiversity conservation, and inadequate methods to address cumulative
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environmental damage. Ecological balance must be given top priority in government, as evidenced by

recent events like oil spills and migratory route interruptions.

Despite existing international laws and regulations to protect the marine environment and its
resources, countries fail to cooperate, implement existing laws, have tools or measures to monitor marine
activities, and adequately administer and manage MPAs, among others.[26] In this sense, consideration
of an approach that advances goals and objectives for giving equal treatment to non-human nature in
contrast to anthropocentrism within the framework of existing and future regulatory instruments is a sine
qua non.[38, 43] In addition, improved approaches and tools are needed to monitor and quantify
anthropogenic activities for the protection of the Arctic marine environment and its resources and to
provide information to policymakers and people about its value in environmental, social (including
cultural), and economic terms.[6, 22] Hence, this paper examines the importance of the planetary approach
to global and Arctic governance means and how it can contribute to the promotion of meaningful Arctic

Ocean governance, considering the protection of non-human agents such as marine biodiversity.

3. IMPLICATIONS OF A PLANETARY APPROACH IN THE ARCTIC

Based on environmental law and ecological ethics, the planetary approach asserts that nature has
intrinsic value that is apart from human use. Drawing on the writings of environmental philosophers like
Arne Naess and Aldo Leopold,[9] this strategy has developed into a legal framework that questions the
conventional anthropocentric understanding of environmental protection. This strategy goes beyond
human interests in the Arctic and recognises the intrinsic value of non-human nature. Incorporating a
global perspective into Arctic governance is not just a matter of philosophy but also a pragmatic
requirement. The complex interactions between different species that are essential to preserving the fragile
balance are what define the Arctic environment. Maintaining biodiversity and ecosystem services and
protecting the area from permanent environmental harm all depend on acknowledging the fundamental
value of non-human nature.[31] The reason for adopting this method is further supported by the scientific
agreement regarding the interdependence of Arctic ecosystems (The eight Arctic governments signed the
Agreement on Enhancing International Arctic Scientific Cooperation on May 11, 2017, in Fairbanks,

Alaska; the Agreement entered into force on May 23, 2018). Legal systems governing the Arctic must

https://doi.org/10.54934/ijlcw.v4il.127

28



IJLCW 4.1 (2025) Hasan, S..

expressly recognise and protect non-human entities in order to close the current gaps. Changes should

recognise the rights and interests of Arctic wildlife and plants, moving beyond anthropocentric viewpoints.

It is critical to establish explicit measures for the preservation of keystone species and their
habitats, as these are vital to the resilience of ecosystems. Giving non-human elements legal standing is a
novel idea in environmental law that needs to be carefully considered. The paper suggests a legislative
framework that acknowledges the rights of the environment and permits appointed stewards or guardians
to speak on behalf of ecosystems in court. Taking inspiration from global precedents that have awarded
legal status to rivers [38] and ecosystems, the Arctic’s distinct ecological significance demands a

comparable designation.[18]

The planetary approach promotes applying and interpreting the law in a more inclusive way. From
a global perspective, UNCLOS ought to consider state concerns as well as foster a deeper comprehension
of the interdependence of Arctic ecosystems.[3] This entails giving non-human creatures’ rights, like those
of marine organisms and ecosystems, legal weight. Furthermore, the planetary perspective demands that
the exclusive economic zones (EEZs) delineated by UNCLOS be re-evaluated. The fluidity of Arctic
habitats may be better captured by more creative boundary delineation than the conventional method of
using fixed coordinates.[33] Territorial and resource rights require a more flexible and dynamic approach
in order to reflect the evolving circumstances in the area.[33] Article 234 gives Arctic coastal states the
power to create laws designed especially for areas covered in ice inside their EEZs. The purpose of these
entitlements is to prevent, reduce, and manage marine pollution that results from ships travelling through
ice-covered areas when extremely hazardous weather makes navigation extremely dangerous.
Nonetheless, there is disagreement on the application of Article 234, especially when it comes to the US
and other coastal states in the Arctic, such as Russia and Canada.[44] The United States contends that such
exclusions should not obstruct the freedom of the high seas during innocent (or transit) passage, whereas
Canada and Russia defend the right to bar ships from their territorial sea or EEZ based on local restrictions

based on Article 234.[47]

Moving from single-species management to ecosystem-based management is required by the
planetary approach.[45] In order to give the resilience and health of entire ecosystems precedence over
individual species or resources, legal frameworks need to be reorganised. This methodology fosters a more
sustainable equilibrium and is consistent with the interdependent character of Arctic ecosystems.[48]

Traditionally divided between the environmental, economic, and social domains, Arctic governance calls
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for a more coordinated strategy. The creation of legal frameworks that support interdisciplinary
cooperation would guarantee that choices consider the complex effects on both human and non-human
entities.[5] The anthropocentric theory that states that only humans have legal rights is refuted by the
planetary approach. A critical first step towards attaining planetary justice in Arctic governance is the
recognition of the rights of non-human entities, such as ecosystems or particular species, within legal
frameworks.[1] Although the planetary approach has strong theoretical foundations, there are real-world
obstacles that must be overcome before it can be put into practice. The challenges of incorporating a
holistic viewpoint within the confines of current legal frameworks must be addressed by legal scholars

and legislators.

Finding a balance between national interests and the welfare of the planet as a whole is a major
task. States may be reluctant to give up exclusive control over resources due to geopolitical and economic
factors.[21] It isn't easy to negotiate a common ground that balances national interests with global
imperatives. To guarantee adherence to new legal standards, the implementation of the planetary approach
calls for strong enforcement procedures.[11] To discourage environmentally hazardous actions and
promote responsible behaviour, it will be crucial to set up efficient monitoring, reporting, and punishing
systems. Including indigenous perspectives in legal frameworks is a challenge as well as an opportunity.
Indigenous knowledge enhances our understanding of Arctic ecosystems, but its integration into legal
frameworks necessitates redressing historical injustices and guaranteeing fair participation in decision-
making. The current state-centric governance model needs to be re-evaluated in light of the planetary

perspective.

Global collaboration is essential, and in order to support a more inclusive and cooperative approach
to Arctic governance, changes to international institutions might be required.[12] Even though the status
of AO as an enclosed or semi-enclosed sea is debatable,[24] the governance and functioning of the Arctic
Council are similar to such. UNCLOS Article 123 emphasises that coastal States should work together to
manage the confined or semi-enclosed seas in the region. This provision calls for cooperation in the
creation of cooperative scientific research strategies, the execution of environmental protection measures,
and the exploration and exploitation of living resources (Article 123 of UNCLOS). Making an analogy, it
highlights the value of inclusivity and shared responsibility in the context of the Arctic Ocean, promoting

collaboration not just between the Arctic States but also with other interested international organisations.
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In order to meet the particular environmental difficulties and ensure sustainable management of the marine

resources in the Arctic, a cooperative framework is essential.

The planetary approach to Arctic governance is a call to action for stakeholders, policymakers, and
law scholars alike, not just a theoretical concept. The path can be shaped for a more resilient and
sustainable future for the Arctic by reinterpreting current legal frameworks, recognising the ethical aspects
of decision-making, and adopting a dynamic and inclusive approach.[13] The legal community is at the
centre of defining the legal standards that will guide Arctic governance in the future through the challenges
of putting a planetary strategy into practice.

4. NEED FOR PLANETARY JUSTICE IN THE ARCTIC

Fundamentally, planetary justice and the planetary approach are closely related.[16] Planetary
justice in the context of Arctic governance means considering the health of the Earth as a whole, going
beyond anthropocentric viewpoints, and considering the interests of non-human species.[16] The
realisation of the inherent value of Arctic ecosystems emphasises the moral necessity of planetary justice
in Arctic governance.[20] These ecosystems have intrinsic value in addition to being vital for human well-
being, and choices affecting the Arctic must take this ethical aspect into account. The precautionary
principle forms the basis of one defence of planetary justice. As Arctic ecosystems are unpredictable and
complicated, the government must take a cautious approach, putting the preservation of the Arctic
environment ahead of potentially harmful human activity. This principle emphasises the need to safeguard
the global commons for the benefit of both current and future generations, which is in line with the larger
framework of planetary justice.[32] In addition, planetary justice promotes the incorporation of indigenous
viewpoints and knowledge into decision-making procedures. Indigenous groups provide special insights
that enhance scientific methods because of their enduring ties to the Arctic environment.[50] An equitable
and inclusive governance framework must prioritise acknowledging and honouring the rights and

knowledge of indigenous peoples.

The idea of environmental ethics holds that nature is valuable in and of itself, independent of human
needs.[19] This means appreciating the intrinsic value of the Arctic’s varied ecosystems, wildlife, and
vistas. From a legal perspective, recognising the region’s non-instrumental worth is necessary in order to
incorporate environmental ethics within the framework of Arctic governance.[37, 20] Beyond human

interests, the framework for planetary justice calls for legislative measures to protect the Arctic’s inherent
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worth. This entails questioning established cost-benefit calculations and giving priority to laws that protect
the Arctic’s distinctive biodiversity, natural processes, and aesthetic appeal. The ethical basis of planetary
justice affects how legal rules are developed and interpreted.[27] Policymakers need to consider issues of
justice, equity, and fairness in dividing up the advantages and disadvantages of Arctic operations.
Considering historical differences in resource use and environmental effects, the concept of common but

differentiated responsibilities becomes essential.[49]

In Arctic governance, acknowledging and incorporating indigenous knowledge and rights is
essential to planetary justice.[36] With their long history of coexisting with the Arctic environment,
indigenous communities provide a distinctive viewpoint that enhances the moral aspects of decision-
making. Prioritising the rights of indigenous populations and addressing historical injustices are
imperatives for the legal discourse.[21] This involves actively participating in the creation of legal
standards that affect their lives and territories, in addition to consultation and consent. Legal frameworks
become more sensitive to the complex and situation-specific features of Arctic ecosystems by

incorporating indigenous knowledge.

5. LEGAL FRAMEWORKS FOR PLANETARY JUSTICE IN THE ARCTIC

Analysing current international laws governing the Arctic becomes essential as the move from
ethical issues to the practicalities of legal systems takes effect. Although its main focus is on resource
management and maritime boundaries, UNCLOS also establishes the foundation for environmental
protection in the Arctic. The responsibility of states to safeguard and maintain the marine environment is
emphasised in Article 192. However, the paradigm of planetary justice demands that these duties be
interpreted broadly, covering not just the interests of individual states but also the welfare of the planet as
a whole.[28] In light of planetary justice, stakeholders might push for a rereading of UNCLOS provisions
that emphasise the interdependence of Arctic ecosystems and the effects of environmental degradation in
the region on a global scale. Regional accords are essential to Arctic governance in addition to UNCLOS.
For example, the Arctic Council encourages collaboration between Arctic states for sustainable

development and environmental preservation.

https://doi.org/10.54934/ijlcw.v4il.127

32



IJLCW 4.1 (2025) Hasan, S..

Arctic stakeholders can aid in the creation of legally enforceable agreements that prioritise
planetary well-being and handle new concerns. This could entail creating unique environmental protection
rules that surpass the current voluntary recommendations. To guarantee that current agreements remain
relevant in the face of changing environmental conditions, policymakers should look for regular
evaluations and changes in these agreements. This involves thinking about how future legal reforms might
take into account indigenous viewpoints, planetary justice concepts, and non-human rights.[21] A regime
like that might represent a comprehensive strategy that recognises the interconnectedness of both non-
human and human entities in the area. Strong enforcement mechanisms are essential to the efficacy of

legal frameworks.

6. RECOGNIZING THE INTRINSIC VALUE OF THE ROLE OF NON-HUMAN NATURE IN
ARCTIC OCEAN GOVERNANCE

The legal and moral justifications for recognising non-human nature’s influence in Arctic
governance are covered in detail in this section. Legal frameworks can change to better safeguard the
region’s various species, habitats, and biological processes by acknowledging the intrinsic value of Arctic
ecosystems.[50] According to the planetary perspective, non-human entities—such as species and
ecosystems—have inherent value in addition to being useful to humans. This calls into question the
conventional legal theory that says only human actors have legal standing. The idea of giving non-human
elements in the Arctic legal personhood or rights must be considered carefully by legal specialists.[2] The
concept of legal standing as a form of representation serves as the foundation for one legal defence of this
change. Ecosystems and particular species can be granted legal status by the legal system to guarantee
their protection and representation, acknowledging their interests in the process of making legal
decisions.[17] Legal frameworks frequently highlight how important ecosystems are to providing services
that are necessary for human well-being. The planetary approach, however, makes the case for a deeper
understanding of the mutual interdependence that exists between human and non-human entities.[17] This
entails admitting the close relationship between the health of Arctic ecosystems and the well-being of
Arctic communities. Transboundary conservation agreements that put the biological well-being of entire

ecosystems ahead of national interests could be one way this shows itself.[14]
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The case for acknowledging non-human nature in Arctic administration is strong, but putting such
a paradigm shift into practice is fraught with difficulties. Careful thought must go into defining the
standards for giving non-human entities legal standing or rights. Policymakers need to deal with issues of
accountability, representation, and the real-world effects of expanding the scope of legal recognition
beyond human actors. Human interests have historically come first in the legal system; therefore, changing
this foundation presents a balance issue. In order to promote awareness and understanding of the moral
and legal requirements for such a shift, policymakers must participate in public discourse.[4] Altering
legal norms in the Arctic depends on legal arguments that acknowledge the role of non-human nature in
governance. A more comprehensive, moral, and long-lasting legal framework for the Arctic is developed
by policymakers to tackle the difficulties and complexities of granting legal recognition to non-human

entities.

Hence, the incorporation of a planetary approach into the Arctic Ocean Governance System is a
crucial measure in guaranteeing the long-term viability of the Arctic marine environment. The suggested
changes offer a comprehensive framework for a robust and linked future since they are based on changes
in the law, institutions, and society. Accepting these changes and preserving the Arctic as a representation
of the health of the world is our shared duty. One indication of a revolutionary change in environmental
legislation is the incorporation of a global approach into Arctic governance. This method transcends
anthropocentrism and recognises the inherent worth of non-human beings by embracing a holistic view of

ecosystems.[35].

7. CONCLUSIONS

The Arctic becomes a focal point for altering legal paradigms globally, serving as a microcosm of
planetary health. The complex balancing act between commercial interests and environmental
conservation is addressed by the suggested amendments. The livelihoods of individuals who depend on
the region’s resources and its distinctive biodiversity can be protected by Arctic governance through the
recognition of ecosystem interdependence and the promotion of sustainable practices. Navigating various
legal and political settings presents hurdles for the implementation of a planetary approach. Obstacles
could include opposition to non-human entities having legal status and opposition to international

cooperation. In order to overcome these obstacles, diplomatic relations, effective lobbying, and the
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development of a sophisticated comprehension of the suggested reforms are all necessary. Critics claim

that strict environmental laws could impede the Arctic’s economic expansion.

A careful balance can be achieved through incentives for green technologies, sustainable resource
management, and ethical tourism to reconcile economic development with long-term ecological
sustainability. The paper has emphasised the significance of honouring and upholding ethical obligations
towards indigenous communities in light of the ethical aspects of indigenous rights. Not only is it morally
and legally acceptable, but incorporating indigenous perspectives into government also complies with
larger ethical demands for fairness and equity. In summary, a multifaceted strategy that includes corporate
participation, international initiatives, education, lobbying, ethical concerns, monitoring frameworks,
interdisciplinary collaboration, and persistent commitment is needed to navigate the future of Arctic
governance. A planetary approach’s capacity for transformation depends on a thorough and flexible plan
that adjusts to the complexity of environmental issues. The need for a planetary strategy that is based on
planetary justice, environmental ethics, and the understanding of the role of non-human nature becomes

evident as we traverse the challenging terrain of Arctic administration.

The inadequacies of prevailing governance systems, as demonstrated by the examination of
UNCLOS, regional accords, and extant frameworks, emphasise the pressing need for reform. Due to the
Arctic’s susceptibility to abrupt changes in the environment, it is necessary to have legal frameworks that
are both flexible and acknowledge the interdependence of Arctic ecosystems with the larger solar system.
The necessity to transcend anthropocentrism and acknowledge the inherent value of Arctic ecosystems
and their critical role in the well-being of the entire world is highlighted by the ethical issues of planetary
justice. A second way to highlight the significance of inclusive decision-making processes that respect
past ties to the Arctic environment is through the integration of indigenous knowledge and rights. The
legal justifications for adopting a planetary approach to Arctic administration offer a road map for
developing standards that respect non-human rights, recognise ecological interconnectivity, and cut across
political divides. These arguments, which are based on accepted legal doctrines like the precautionary
principle, advocate for taking proactive measures to safeguard the Arctic against harm that cannot be
reversed. But putting such a paradigm change into practice has its share of difficulties. Defining legal
standards for non-human entities, balancing the interests of humans and non-humans, and promoting a
shift in public opinion are difficult undertakings that need cooperation from decision-makers and the larger

community.
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INTEGRACION DEL “ENFOQUE PLANETARIO” Y LA “JUSTICIA PLANETARIA” EN EL
SISTEMA DE GOBERNANZA DEL OCEANO ARTICO PARA ACEPTAR EL PAPEL DE LA
NATURALEZA NO HUMANA EN LA PROTECCION DEL MEDIO MARINO ARTICO

RESUMEN

La region artica ha atraido la atencién mundial debido a su entorno tnico y su susceptibilidad al cambio
climatico. La necesidad de un sistema de gobernanza eficaz que trascienda las perspectivas
antropocéntricas es mas apremiante que nunca ante el aumento de las actividades humanas en la region,
desde la explotacion de recursos y el transporte maritimo hasta el turismo. En este documento se examina
la incorporacién de un “enfoque planetario” en el Sistema de Gobernanza del Océano Artico, lo cual
representa un cambio de paradigma crucial para la salvaguardia del medio marino artico. EI documento
explora ademas cémo los conceptos de “enfoque planetario” y “justicia planetaria” pueden integrarse en
el sistema de gobernanza del Océano Artico para asimilar el papel de la naturaleza no humana en la
proteccion del medio marino artico. Ademas, el documento analiza como el enfoque planetario, con un
mandato més amplio, puede implementar las mejores practicas en la gobernanza del océano Artico.

Palabras clave: medio ambiente marino artico, gobernanza del océano artico, enfoque planetario, justicia
planetaria, papel de la naturaleza no humana
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