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  Dear Delegates, 

It is an honor to be serving as the Executive Board of the United Nations Security Council at GDMUN’19. 

Please consider that the aim of this guide, as the name suggests, is to provide you with the background of the 

agenda solely. Your real research lies beyond this guide and we hope to see strong content and debate in the 

conference. 

The topic under discussion is, “Demilitarization of the Arctic”. 

The agenda at hand is a highly sensitive and relevant issue, and a successful discussion on it would entail the 

collective participation of all of you. As far as the direction of the committee is concerned, it shall be entirely 

your prerogative. 

Also apart from simple knowledge of facts and figures that you gain while researching, analysing and 

connecting to the same on a more intellectual and emotional level is necessary while approaching a crisis like 

this. 

Lastly, put your best foot forward as you research into the varied aspects of the agenda and display the best 

of your diplomatic courtesy. Feel free to revert back to the executive board for any queries or for any form of 

assistance that you may require. Wishing you luck for the conference. 

Looking forward to meet you all! 

   Regards 

  Mayank Singhal 

  President  

  +919716143676 



Introduction 

With the rapid melting of ice in the Arctic region, the long-isolated region is becoming a more 

accessible zone for commercial fishing, fresh water, minerals, coal, iron, copper, oil, gas, and 

shipping. Thus, the region is increasingly catching the world powers’ attention. 

Arctic states – Canada, Denmark (via Greenland), Russia, Norway and the U.S. – are in rush to 

exploit all these opportunities from the region, which is believed to hold huge oil and natural gas 

resources. With such lust for resources, there is the likelihood that the slow militarization, which 

has already been initiated by the stake-holding states, will be intensified, jeopardizing the peace 

and stability of the region and the globe. 

As of yet, the Arctic region is largely untouched by mankind. However, with the ice caps 

melting, access to the Arctic oil and gas reserves, which is estimated to be worth hundreds of 

billions of dollars, will become easier – a prediction that has already sparked a military 

competition in the region. Such militarization of the region is likely to increase with almost all 

the countries urging for increasing their military deployments and exercises, and there appears 

little hope & opportunity for any diplomatic resolution (or political agreement) regarding the 

disputes. It can be well presumed that without any diplomatic resolution (or political agreement), 

the current non-hostile debate over the Arctic could turn into a violent confrontation. 

It seems our globe does not lack reasons to engage in chaos. The two world wars began as 

European conflicts, only to turn gradually into world wars. Likewise, if the disputes over the 

control of the Arctic resources are not resolved quickly, it could turn into a larger military 

conflict that would not just involve the Arctic countries, but would also drag a larger part of the 

world into this conflict. And for sure, the start of such war would mean the cold, yet beautiful, 

Arctic region would become the targets of war machines– destroying the environment and the 

stability of the region and the globe. 

Resources 

An assessment conducted by the United States Geological Survey (USGS), in 2008, revealed 



that about 22% of the world’s undiscovered conventional oil and natural gas resources 

(equivalent to about 412 billion barrels oil) are stored in the Arctic seabed. This estimate 

reportedly contains 15% of the world’s remaining oil, 30% of its natural gas deposits and 20% 

of its liquefied gas. The survey further states that approximately 87% of these untapped 

resources are located in the seven Arctic basin provinces; East Greenland Rift Basin, West 

Siberian Basin, Yenisey-Khatanga Basin, Amerasian Basin, Arctic Alaska Basin, East Barents 

Basin, and West Greenland-East Canada Basin. 

Recent expeditions also have discovered more than 400 oil and gas field in the north of Arctic, 

about 500 of them in the Khanty-Mansiysk Autonomous Region (KMAR) and also in other areas 

of the Arctic Circle. However, the biggest oil field region was discovered in the coastal areas of 

Alaska and Siberia. 

The Arctic Circle is also flush with minerals. The Russian Arctic is known for having abundant 

deposits of copper, coal, gold, nickel, tungsten, and diamond, the North American Arctic for: 

uranium, copper, nickel, iron, natural gas and oil, Canada’s Yukon province for quartz, coal and 

gold and finally Greenland has deposits of cryolite, coal, marble, zinc, lead and silver. The total 

approximate value for the discovered Arctic minerals is around 1.5 to 2 trillion dollars. A large 

amount of the Arctic minerals are concentrated in Russia. About 20,000 of mineral deposits 

have been discovered and 30% are being presently mined by the country. For Russia, the export 

of these minerals stood at 37 billion dollars in 2005 and for the United States 3.9 billion dollars 

in 2008.Canada’s mining industry contributed 3.4% to the national GDP in 2007. Last but not the 

least, in 2007 Norway produced 80 million tons of various minerals valued at 1.5 billion dollars. 

However, many regions of the Arctic have yet to be deeply explored and it is likely that a huge 

quantity of oil resources or minerals are present there. This has further encouraged these seven 

countries to lay down their claims over parts of the Arctic Circle. Lomonosov Ridge and 

Beaufort Sea are two such areas which are being hotly contested especially because they may 

hold hydrocarbon reserves. Hence, why it has become more necessary to diplomatically solve 

the situation as quickly as possible. 

Shipping Routes 



As the ice melts, shipping routes for vessels to transit the Arctic are opening up. The main trans-

Arctic routes are the Northeast Passage, the Northwest Passage, the Transpolar Sea Route, the 

Northern Sea Route and the Arctic Bridge. If developed successfully, each of these routes have 

the potential to alter world trade and greatly boost the global economy. The Northeast Passage, 

also known as the Northern Sea Route, lies in the economic exclusive zone of Russia and 

connects the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. Being just one-third of the total distance through the 

Suez Canal, it can reduce transit time by 12 to 15 days. Moreover, it is expected to save at least 

$180,000 in fuel costs. 

The Northwest Passage, connects the Pacific and Atlantic Ocean through the Canadian Arctic 

Archipelago and is 7000 km shorter than the current route through the Panama Canal. It offers 

numerous benefits from reducing the ship routes from Europe to Eastern Asia by 2,500 miles to 

granting Canada the opportunity to easily and economically set up its mineral market. Moreover, 

it also has the capability to allow much larger ships to transit through it which can’t be done 

through the Panama or Suez canals. 

The Transpolar route, lies completely in international waters as determined by the UNCLOS. It 

links the Strait of Bering and the Atlantic Ocean of Murmansk through the Arctic’s central part 

and is considered the shortest route as compared to the Northwest and Northeast Passage. 

However, due to the presence of multi-year ice it has still yet to attract the attention of the global 

players. 

Lastly, the Artic Bridge links Murmansk in Norther Russia with Churchill in Canada. It was 

proposed by the Canadians in the 1900s with the intent of linking the two seaports. The route 

will give Russia an easier access to Northern American and give Canada access to the Northern 

Sea Route from Murmansk. The global marine sector is also expected to fare better since it’ll 

provide Asian nations the opportunity to trade with the Western Countries and vice versa. 

expected to fare better since it’ll provide Asian nations the opportunity to trade with the Western 

Countries and vice versa. 

MILITIRIZATION 



In the prevailing scenario, all the Arctic countries, which are involved in the territorial and 

maritime disputes among themselves, have been moving towards militarizing the region in 

order to acquire each of their respective objectives in the region. Norwegian foreign secretary 

Jonas Gahr Stoere already expressed that the presence of “military, navy and coastguard” in 

the region is necessary. Canada planned deep water “naval facility” at Nanisivik, which lies at 

the entrance to the disputed Northwest Passage. 

Canada promised (under former PM Stephen Harper’s administration) to build armed ice-

breakers, several patrol ships and several vessels in order to proceed towards gripping the 

Arctic. In 2011, Canada conducted large-scale “military exercises” in the region. 

In August 2015, the U.S. permitted Shell to drill for oil in the Chukchi Sea, which falls within 

the periphery of Alaskan Arctic. The U.S. “Coast Guard” has already deployed “sophisticated 

ships, aircrafts and other maritime assets” in the Alaskan Arctic for the duration of Shell’s 

drilling in the Arctic. Through such presence, the U.S. is not only trying to exploit energy 

resources of the Arctic region, but also trying to keep its “military presence” deep inside the 

region. 

On the otherside, in 2007, Russian scientists dived to the seabed in the Arctic Ocean and planted 

a titanium Russian flag (Russia claimed that it was flag of Russia’s ruling party) in order to beef 

up their claims. Russia has already moved to restore a Soviet-era “military base” and other 

“military outposts” in the Arctic. In early 2015, Russia exercised Arctic “military patrols” from 

its Northern Fleet, involving “38,000 servicemen, more than 50 surface ships and submarines and 

110 aircrafts”. More interestingly, Russia is currently planning to jointly explore for oil in 

Russia’s Arctic fields with China, which is increasingly becoming a strong “military power” 

besides being an economic giant. 

Through such move, Russia is trying to make sure that Russia has a “rising military power” 

like China involved into its stake in the Arctic region so that such cooperation favours Russia 

at the time of escalation of any “military conflict”. 

DISPUTES AND TERRITORIAL CLAIMS 
The Arctic region is located around the North Pole and surrounded by landmasses of the 

aforementioned five countries. Since the Arctic region was “inaccessible” until the end of 20th 



century because of the layers of thick ice, there were less territorial disputes until the beginning 

of this (21st) century. However, ice are melting rapidly in the Arctic region because of the global 

warming, clearing this ice-covered region from ice. The ice of the region is already reduced by 

as much as 50% from 1950s. The region is warming faster than other areas across the globe. 

Such rapid melting of ice is making the region a more “accessible” zone. The melting of the sea 

ice has been opening up trade routes (during the summers) between Asia and Europe through the 

Arctic Ocean; the same region where such trades routes were unimaginable even couple of 

decades ago. In 2007, the Northwest Passage between the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans opened 

for the first time in memory. 

The constant change in the climate and the increasing accessibility to the region would make the 

extraction of oil and gas from the region much easier. Estimations from different corners reveal 

that the region is speculated to hold oil reserves of upto 13% of the global total of undiscovered 

oil, upto 30% of natural gas, and also other precious metals. Such ‘speculations’ and 

‘accessibility' have given rise to plenty of disputes that have emerged among the 

aforementioned five countries surrounding the region. 

However, among those disputes, the most intensified ones are: (i) regarding boundaries in the 

Beaufort Sea and the status of the Northwest Passage between the U.S. and Canada, (ii) 

regarding Hans Island between Canada and Denmark (via Greenland), (iii) regarding the 

Lomonosov Ridge – a mountain range across the region — among Canada, Denmark and 

Russia, (iv) and regarding the maritime border from the Bering Sea into the region between the 

U.S. and Russia. Following are brief details on each of these disputes. 

(i) Boundaries in the Beautfort Sea and the status of Northwest Passage: 

Canada supports an extension into the sea of the land boundary between Yukon and Alaska. The 

U.S. does not, but instead supports an extended sea boundary into the Canadian portion of the 

Beaufort Sea. Such a demarcation means that a minor portion of Northwest Territories EEZ in 

the polar region is claimed by Alaska, because the EEZ boundary between Northwest Territories 

and Yukon follows a straight north-south line into the sea. The U.S. claims would create a 

triangular shaped EEZ for Yukon/Canada. The disputed area is about 21,440 km
2 

(8,280 sq mi) 



in size. The precise translation of a phrase in the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1825, which was 

written in French, is part of the issue. The convention makes reference to the 141st Meridian "in 

its prolongation as far as the Frozen ocean." 

Canada claims the passage as part of its "internal waters" belonging to Canada, while the United 

States regards it as an "international strait" (a strait accommodating open international traffic). 

The Canadian Coast Guard and Royal Canadian Navy have commissioned a new ice breaker 

along with multiple offshore patrol ships to guard and patrol the waters.  

(i)Hans Island between Canada and Denmark (via Greenland): 

The Danish "Celebration Expedition" of 1920 to 1923 accurately mapped the whole region of 

the Northern Greenland coast from Cape York (Kap York) to Denmark Sound (Danmark fjord). 

In 1933, the Permanent Court of International Justice declared the legal status of Greenland in 

favour of Denmark. Denmark claims that geological evidence points to Hans Island being part 

of Greenland, and therefore that it belongs to Denmark by extension of the Court's ruling. In 

1972, a team consisting of personnel from the Canadian Hydrographic Service and Danish 

personnel working in the Nares Strait determined the geographic coordinates for Hans Island. 

During negotiations between Canada and Denmark on their maritime boundary in 1973, both 

states claimed that Hans Island was part of their territory. No agreement was reached between 

the two governments on the issue. The maritime boundary immediately north and south of 

Hans Island was established in the continental shelf treaty ratified by Greenland and Canada 

and then submitted to the United Nations on December 17, 1973, in force since March 13, 

1974. 

“The Government of the Kingdom of Denmark and the Government of Canada, Having decided 

to establish in the area between Greenland and the Canadian Arctic Islands a dividing line 

beyond which neither Party exercising its rights under the Convention on the Continental Shelf 

of April/29/1958 will extend its sovereign rights for the purpose of exploration and exploitation 

of the natural resources of the continental shelf…” 

(ii) Lomonosov Ridge (among Canada, Denmark and Russia): 



In the 2000s, the geological structure of the ridge attracted international attention due to a 20 

December 2001 official submission by the Russian Federation to the UN Commission on the 

Limits of the Continental Shelf in accordance with the United Nations Convention on the Law of 

the Sea (article 76, paragraph 8). The document proposed establishing new outer limits for the 

Russian continental shelf, beyond the previous 200-nautical-mile (370 km; 230 mi) zone, but 

within the Russian Arctic sector. The territory claimed by Russia in the submission is a large 

portion of the Arctic reaching the North Pole. One of the arguments was a statement that the 

underwater Lomonosov Ridge and Mendeleev Ridge are extensions of the Eurasian continent. In 

2002 the UN Commission neither rejected nor accepted the Russian proposal, recommending 

additional research. 

Danish scientists hope to prove that the ridge is an extension of Greenland, and Denmark 

became another claimant to the area in 2014. Canada, also a claimant, asserts that the ridge is an 

extension of its continental shelf. In April 2007, Canadian and Russian scientists were sent to 

map the ridge as a possible precedent for determining sovereignty over the area. In late June 

2007, Russian scientists claimed that the ridge is an extension of Russia's territory, and in 2011 a 

Russian scientist said that Russia and Denmark claim different parts of the ridge and the claims 

are not conflicting. Other sources indicate that some areas are disputed. 

Canada is expected to make further claims. Denmark and Russia have agreed to follow certain 

procedures when making claims. If the Danish claims are accepted by the Commission in 

summer 2015, the distribution of areas may still be a matter of negotiation between claiming 

countries - a process which can take several years. The rhetoric used in making claims is also 

subject to discussion. 

A 21-member UN arbitration panel is considering the competing claims, with the focus on the 

Lomonosov Ridge. 

(iii) The Maritime Border From The Bering Sea into the region between the U.S. and 

Russia: 

The need for the maritime boundary arose after the United States purchased Alaska from the 



Russian Empire. At the time, national maritime interests were restricted only to the three-mile 

limit. The purchase treaty did mention a boundary across the Bering Sea; however, with the 

introduction of the 200-mile limit by the Law of the Sea, the border issue became pressing, since 

neither side could produce the maps used during the original purchase negotiations. Furthermore, 

the two sides agreed that the boundary was intended to be a straight line on a map, but they did 

not agree which map projection was used: Mercator or conformal. This resulted in about 15,000 

square nautical miles of disputed area. The 1990 line split the difference between the two lines 

and introduced several "special areas", which were beyond the 200-mile zone, but in which the 

sides ceded their rights to the opponent. The larger portion of the disputed area in the Bering Sea 

was agreed to belong to the United States; the United States Congress quickly ratified the 

agreement, but the Soviet Union failed to ratify the agreement before its collapse in 1991. Many 

in Russia have criticized Mikhail Gorbachev and Edvard Shevardnadze for rushing the deal, 

ceding the Russian fishing rights and other maritime benefits, and insist on renegotiation. The 

United States continues efforts to enforce the boundary line against the encroaching Russian 

fishing vessels, in order to build up the evidence of "general state practice" that the 1990 

agreement is indeed the marine border between the two countries. 

The United States Senate gave its advice and consent to ratification as early as on September 

16, 1991, and has no intentions to reopen the issue. In its turn, the US– USSR agreement is 

the confirmation of the earlier United States – Russia Convention of March 18 (O.S.)/March 

30 (N.S.), 1867. This sea border is also known as the Baker- Shevardnadze line or Baker-

Shevardnadze agreement 

Therefore, all countries surrounding the region are involved in disputes regarding the 

ownership and control over different parts of the region. Along with these five Arctic 

countries, China and the UK are also involved in the dispute through their claims over the 

Svalbard archipelago, which happens to be within the region. 

Some of the Arctic countries that are claimant to the disputes have been attempting to come to a 

solution through the Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf (CLCS) and the United 

Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). 

However, a constructive solution, which would bind all the claimants to the Arctic disputes to 



abide by it, could not be reached through these CLCS and UNCLOS. This is because, both 

CLCS and UNCLOS lack the appropriate mandate from countries across the world, including the 

aforesaid five Arctic countries, to impose “legally binding” decisions or provisions for any 

maritime disputes. Therefore, the absence of a binding legal regime creates scopes for intense 

territorial and maritime disputes concerning the control, exploration and exploitation of the 

energy resources in such a region that is becoming increasingly accessible for such purpose (i.e. 

purpose of energy exploration and exploitation). 

It seems our globe does not lack reasons to engage in chaos. The two world wars began as 

European conflicts, only to turn gradually into world wars. Likewise, if the disputes over the 

control of the Arctic resources are not resolved quickly, it could turn into a larger military 

conflict that would not just involve the Arctic countries, but would also drag a larger part of the 

world into this conflict. And for sure, the start of such war would mean the cold, yet beautiful, 

Arctic region would become the targets of war machines– destroying the environment and the 

stability of the region and the globe. 

Efforts towards Peace And Cooperation In The Arctic 

Murmansk Initiative 

The Murmansk Initiative was put forward on the 1
st 

of October, in 1987, by Mikhail 

Gorbachev, the General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. It proposed: 

A). Coordination on Resource Extraction. B). A 

Nuclear Free Zone in Northern Europe C). 

Limitations on Military Activity 

D. Organization for Arctic Scientific Research Coordination 

E. Joint Plan for Environmental Protection and Management of the Arctic Circle. F). 

Putting the Northern Sea Route into Operation 

To point out a few things in this regards, the USSR was more than willing to deconstruct its 



nuclear test facility on the Novaya Zemlya island in its Arctic region given that the United States 

either stop their nuclear tests or reduce the stockpiles. Not to mention, in 1974, the USSR had 

already agreed to provide guarantees for a Nordic NWFP and once again, in 1981, reaffirmed the 

commitment. 

Moreover, Mikhail Gorbachev suggested negotiations and talks between the Warsaw Pact and 

NATO with the focus on reducing military activity in the Baltic, Norwegian, Northern and 

Greenland seas. He also proposed a conference to be held that would discuss banning military 

activity in international straits and on shipping routes. Lastly, he floated the idea of a joint energy 

program for Northern Europe and share of resources in the Kola Peninsula. 

The Murmansk Initiative was welcomed by the Western government. Many of the present 

actions taken with the aim of ensuring peace and cooperation in the Arctic Circle are said to 

be a fruit of this initiative. 

Artic Council 

The Arctic Council is composed of Canada, United States, Russia, Demark (Via Greenland), 

Norway, Iceland, Sweden and Finland. Permanent participant status is held by Arctic indigenous 

groups which are Aleut International Association, Arctic 

Athabaskan Council, Gwich’in Council International, Inuit Circumpolar Council, Russian 

Association of Indigenous People of the North and the Saami Council. Observer status has been 

granted to China, India, South Korea, Singapore, Italy and Japan. 

The forum aims to encourage and provides a platform for the member states to cooperate 

together in order to protect the environment and the indigenous people residing in the Arctic 

region. For this purpose, the Council has six different bodies. Not to mention, to date the 

Council has successfully managed to pass three legally binding agreements, the latest in 2017. 

However, it is important to mention that the Council does not deal with military disputes. 

The Arctic Council came into being on 19
th 

September 1996 when all eight of the Arctic states 

ratified the Ottawa Declaration as per which, the Council was now declared as a high-level 

intergovernmental forum. The following Ottawa Declaration announces the formation of the 



council and states its responsibilities. 

DECLARATION ON THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE ARCTIC COUNCIL 

THE REPRESENTATIVES of the Governments of Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, 

the Russian Federation, Sweden and the United States of America (hereinafter referred to as the 

Arctic States) meeting in Ottawa; 

AFFIRMING our commitment to the well-being of the inhabitants of the Arctic, including 

recognition of the special relationship and unique contributions to the Arctic of indigenous 

people and their communities. 

AFFIRMING our commitment to sustainable development in the Arctic region, including 

economic and social development, improved health conditions and cultural wellbeing; 

AFFlRMING concurrently our commitment to the protection of the Arctic environment, 

including the health of Arctic ecosystems, maintenance or biodiversity in the Arctic region and 

conservation and sustainable use of natural resources. 

RECOGNIZING the contributions of the Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy to these 

commitments; 

RECOGNIZING the traditional knowledge of the indigenous people of the Arctic and their 

communities and taking note of its importance and that of Arctic science and research to the 

collective understanding of the circumpolar Arctic; 

DESIRING further to provide a means for promoting cooperative activities to address Arctic 

issues requiring circumpolar cooperation, and to ensure full consultation with and the full 

involvement of indigenous people and their communities and other inhabitants of the Arctic in 

such activities; 

RECOGNIZING the valuable contribution and support of the lnuit Circumpolar Conference, 

Saami Council, and the Association of the Indigenous Minorities of the North, Siberia, and 

the Far East of the Russian Federation in the development of the Arctic Council; 

DES l RING Lo provide for regular intergovernmental consideration of and consultation on 



Arctic issue. 

HEREBY DECLARE: 

1) The Arctic Council is established as a high level forum to: 

2) provide a means for promoting cooperation, coordination and interaction among the 

Arctic States, with the involvement of the Arctic indigenous communities and other Arctic 

inhabitants on common Arctic issues 1 , in panicular issues of sustainable development and 

environmental protection in the Arctic 

3) oversee and coordinate the programs established under the AEPS on the Arctic 

Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP); Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna 

(CAFF); Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME); and Emergency Prevention, 

Preparedness and Response (EPPR). 

4) adopt terms of reference for, and oversee and coordinate a sustainable 

development program. 

2.Members of the Arctic Council are: Canada, Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, the 

Russian Federation, Sweden and the United States of America (the Arctic States). 

The Inuit Circumpolar Conference, the Saami Council and the Association of Indigenous 

Minorities of the North, Siberia and the Far East of the Russian Federation are Permanent 

Participants in the Arctic Council. Permanent participation equally is open to other Arctic 

organizations of indigenous peoples*2 with majority Arctic indigenous constituency, 

representing: 

1) a single indigenous people resident in more than one Arctic State; or 

2) More than one Arctic indigenous people resident in a single Arctic state. 

The determination that such an organization has met this criterion is to be made by decision of 

the Council. The number of Permanent Participants should at any time be less than the 

number of members. 

The category of Permanent Participation is created to provide for active participation and full 



consultation with the Arctic indigenous representatives within the Arctic Council. 

3. Observer status in the Arctic Council is open to: 
(a) Non-Arctic states; 

(b) Inter-governmental and inter-parliamentary organizations, global and regional; and 

(c) Non-governmental organizations 

That the Council determines can contribute to its work. 

4. The Council should normally meet on a biennial basis, with meetings of senior officials 

taking place more frequently, to provide for liaison and co-ordination. Each Arctic State 

should designate a focal point on matters related to the Arctic Council. 

5. Responsibility for hosting meetings of the Arctic Council, including provision of 

secretariat support functions, should rotate sequentially among the Arctic States. 

6. The Arctic Council, as its first order of business, should adopt rules of procedure for its 

meetings and those of its working groups. 

7. Decisions of the Arctic Council are to be by consensus of the Members. 

8. The Indigenous Peoples' Secretariat established under AEPS is to continue under the 

framework of the Arctic Council. 

9. The Arctic Council should regularly review the priorities and financing of its programs and 

associated structures. 

THEREFORE, we the undersigned representatives of our respective Governments, 

recognizing the Arctic Council's political significance and intending to promote its results, 

have signed this Declaration. 

SIGNED by the representatives of the Arctic States in Ottawa, this 19th day of September 

1996. 

United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) 



Before UNCLOS came into existence, there was no body that had established an international 

piece of legislation according to which the rights and duties of states regarding the seas and 

oceans could be governed. It was in the middle of 20
th 

century 

when there was overexploitation of resources and missile pads started being placed in the 

oceanic beds that states began to feel the need for such a charter. Hence, after World War 2, in 

1949, the United Nations International Law began formulating draft resolutions. 

From 24
th 

February till 29
th 

April 1958, the first conference was held by the United Nations. 

Though the international community adopted the four resolutions that the UN had begun 

formulating in 1949, they failed to determine the territorial sea of a nation. These four 

resolutions were: The Convention On The Territorial and Contiguous zone, The 

Convention on the High Seas, The Convention on Fishing and Conversation of Living 

Resources of the High Seas, and The Convention On The Continental Shelf. A second 

conference (UNCLOS II) was held starting from 17
th 

March in 1960 but that also failed. It was 

the third conference that bore fruits. 

UNCLOS III, also known as the constitution of oceans, was signed in 1982 and came into effect 

in 1994. Up to date, 158 countries have ratified this convention including the Arctic countries 

except the US. According to Article 56(1a) of UNCLOS, the territorial sea of a country is 12 

miles or 22km beyond its coast, its economic exclusive zone is up till 200 nautical miles and the 

contagious zone of a country is until 24 nautical miles. 

However, if a state has made claims for regions above the 200nm to be included in its economic 

exclusive zone, the UN convention requires that it submit scientific evidence to the Commission 

on the Limits of the Continental Shelf. The CLRS shall then analyze the submitted evidence 

and make the final recommendation to the UNCLOS in accordance with Article 76 and the 

Statement of Understanding adopted on 29
th 

August 1980. The final decision undertaken by the 

UN Convention of the Law of the Sea shall be binding. 

Illulssiat Declaration 



On 28
th 

May 2008, the Illulssiat Declaration was announced by the five coastal cities of the 

Arctic Ocean, namely United States, Canada, Denmark, Russia and Norway. The Declaration 

reaffirms the sovereignty and the legal ownership of the five Arctic states. It recommits the 

Arctic states to the United Nations Conventions on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) and in doing 

so, rejects the need for a local regime to govern the Arctic Ocean. In the light of this statement, 

it also calls for any overlapping territorial claims to be quickly and efficiently settled. The 

Declaration reasserts that the Arctic states are responsible for the development and protection of 

both the environment of the Arctic region and the indigenous people living there. To that end, 

they have taken several measures such as deciding to share data among themselves and other 

non-Arctic states. 

BLOC Positions 

Canada 

To Canada, the Arctic is an important asset. About fourth of the Canada’s region consists of 

Arctic and is home to man clay of the indigenous people there. The Canadian government has 

again and again stressed the importance of protecting both the environment and particularly, the 

natives of the area. As also obvious, when Canada tasked the Arctic Environmental Protection 

Agency with to first and foremost protect and serve the interest of those residing there. 

Canada has also been aggressive in its Arctic Defense Policy. To reaffirm its sovereignty, the 

state has developed two military bases in the region and there is also high military activity there. 

The latest defense policy review identifies three key areas for the government to focus on: 

surveillance, communications and tactical movement. It also further recognizes the threat posed 

by Russia and so, encourages the development of military. 

Denmark 

The Kingdom of Denmark is composed of Demark, Faroe Islands and Greenland. It is due 

Greenland that the Kingdom has a claim over the Arctic islands. 



Denmark’s Arctic policy revolves around cooperation and coordination with the other Arctic 

states. In 2011, the Kingdom published its strategic policy which is divided into four different 

chapters. The first chapter is called, “A Peaceful, Secure and Safe Arctic”. It stresses that the 

Arctic states must resolutely follow the UNCLOS and must 



cooperate together for the sake of Arctic’s environment and its indigenous people. The second 

chapter is called, “Self-Sustaining growth and development”. It calls for exploitation of 

resources in the Arctic to be done under the international law, within the Economic Exclusive 

Zone of a state and advocates the use of renewable sources of energy in the interest of the 

planet. The third chapter,” Development with Respect for the Arctic’s Vulnerable Climate, 

Environment and Nature” requests scientific expeditions to be taken over the Arctic in order 

to produce a better understanding of its climate and the impact of global warming on the Circle. 

The last chapter, “Close 

Cooperation with International Partners” requests coordination with the international 

community in order to preserve the environment and protect the natives and so, also lists 

worldwide organizations. 

Though it seems that the Kingdom is committed to taking steps in coordination with the global 

community, yet it holds a strong military presence in the Arctic Ocean. It is still prepared to 

invest millions of kroners in order to increase its military presence in the Arctic and plans to 

invest 360 million kroner initially and an additional 120 million kroner in order to enhance its 

military capabilities. Just recently, Denmark has also been in talks with Canada, U.S and 

Norway in order to determine whether a satellite program can be established in order to carry 

out surveillance over the Far North of the Arctic. 

FINLAND 

Finland is one of the members of the Arctic Council and will be chairing the organization for the 

next two years. Though, Finland doesn’t share a coast in the Arctic ocean it still intends to be an 

active player in the Council and is especially focused towards economic prosperity gained from 

the Arctic Circle. 

Finland released its revised Arctic strategy policy in 2013. It prioritizes the following seven 

areas: Security and sovereignty, environment protection and management, protection for the 

indigenous people, inclusion of EU in the Council, institutionalization of the Arctic Council, 

and infrastructure for the region and economy. Though Finland has also enthusiastically 

supported peaceful talks, it has engaged in joint military activities with its Nordic neighbors 



mainly because it feels threatened by Russia who it has a border with. 

Iceland 

Like Finland, Iceland does not share a coast with the Arctic Ocean and is not included in the 

Arctic 5. Even in formal meetings, Iceland is not recognized as being equal to the Arctic 5. 

However, it does hope to be recognized as a major player in the world. 

Iceland’s Arctic policy was issued in 2011. The policy endorses the Arctic Council and 

emphasizes that all decisions regarding the Arctic Circle be taken by this body and no country 

has the right to make its own independent decisions. It also highlights the importance of 

protecting the environment and the indigenous people and simultaneously, calls that any 

territorial claims be verified on the legal basis provided by the UNCLOS. Given that the 

Economic Exclusive Zone of Iceland extends to the Greenland Sea adjoining the Arctic Ocean, 

the policy specifically encourages cooperation between the two countries. 

Moreover, for non-Arctic states the geostrategic location is extremely important. Iceland has an 

economical breakdown in 2008 and received foreign investment from countries like China. In 

return, it has open possibilities for these countries to profit from the Arctic Ocean. 

Norway 

Norway a member of the Arctic 5. Norway’s Arctic policy came out in 2005 and focuses on 

international cooperation, business development, knowledge development infrastructure, 

environmental protection and emergency preparedness. However, the main focus of Norway 

likes on being able to have its business develop and profit through activities in the Arctic region. 

To quote “the government is proposing to intensify efforts in the areas of business- oriented 

research, infrastructure and emergency preparedness in particular.” 

Norway has also carried out joint military activities with Russia. However, it would seem that its 

recent relations with Russia have been sour. The country is patrolling its borders and is busy in 

keeping an eye on Russian activities in the Arctic. It has also agreed with United States and 

United Kingdom to place Russia under surveillance and plans to send hundred thousands of 

soldiers to the border. 



Russian Federation 

Russia is a prominent member of the Arctic 5. Its Arctic policy was approved in 2009 by the 

Russian President Medvedev and is valid till 2020. The policy adopts a military approach 

towards the Arctic Circle and avoids any mention of Russia’s nuclear policy which clearly 

indicates its unwillingness to holds talks on those grounds. 

According to the document, Russia intends to set up a strategic resource base on the Arctic that 

would then target the socio economic problems in the country. This is a major goal for the 

country because of the present sanctions imposed on it and so, Russia has to fend for itself. The 

Arctic policy also focuses on the Northern Sea Route and hopes to be able to use it to access the 

Arctic’s shelf resources and plans to transform it into a proper route for international vessels to 

transit through. 

The policy also requests peace through cooperation be maintained in the Arctic but also outlines 

that it’s not possible due to hostile attitude adopted by the other Arctic states towards it. It also 

mentions that the present global and security architecture that exists cannot possibly ensure peace 

as it is completely biased towards the NATO and the Western countries. Hence, also why it 

becomes necessary for Russia to tremendously increase its military forces on its Arctic border. In 

the light of this, several military bases have been constructed in the region and it is also being 

daily patrolled. 

United States of America 

U.S is an important member of Arctic 5 and its Arctic policy was released on 2009. U.S has 

acknowledged but has yet to sign the UNCLOS. The document emphasizes the importance of 

Arctic to U.S. It outlines the national altered policies on homeland security and defense, the 

impact of climate change and human activities on the area, endorses the role of Arctic Council 

and points towards utilization of the Arctic resources under international standards. United States 

also has early warning systems, missile defense systems and SSBNs in the Arctic region. The U.S 

is also in conflict with Canada on the Northwest Passage. The latter claims that the area comes 

under Canada’s jurisdiction while the U.S refuses to recognize that and maintains that it is 

international water. 



Questions A Resolution Must Answer (QARMA) 

1) How have the past actions failed to resolve the issue at hand? 

2) What diplomatic regulations must be in place to contain the issue at hand? 

3) What measures need to be taken to resolve the dispute and induce peace in the region? 

4) How will these measures be executed for long term sustainability?  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