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Welcome to the Regional Group, the Arctic Council!  
 
Welcome delegates! This year, we bring to you an exciting new committee, the regional bloc of the Arctic Council. 
Considering the increasing danger of climate change, rising sea levels, lack of recognition of indigenous sovereignty, 
and growing unease on an international level regarding the resources found in the Arctic, it is imperative that delegates 
work collaboratively in the face of increasing global tensions. The Arctic region opens an area of opportunity 
previously untouchable due to the melting polar ice caps, but the challenge in dividing and sharing these resources 
will prove to be fraught with diplomatic difficulty. Delegates will have to balance their own country’s goals with global 
needs while trying to maintain peace between arctic neighbours. 
 
We wish you the best of luck in your preparations.  
 

Introduction 

The Arctic Council’s primary role is as “the leading intergovernmental forum promoting cooperation, coordination 
and interaction among the Arctic States, Arctic indigenous communities and other Arctic inhabitants on common 
Arctic issues, in particular on issues of sustainable development and environmental protection in the Arctic”. 
 
The Arctic Council was first established with the following 14 member states:  
 
Canada, the Kingdom of Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russian Federation, Sweden, United States of America, 
Aleut International Association (AIA), Arctic Athabaskan Council (AAC), Gwich'in Council International (GCI), 
Inuit Circumpolar Council (ICC), Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North (RAIPON), Saami Council 
(SC). 
 
The Arctic Council divides itself into six functional groups as follows: 
 
1. The Arctic Contaminants Action Program (ACAP) acts as a strengthening and supporting mechanism to encourage 
national actions to reduce emissions and other releases of pollutants. 
 
2. The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) monitors the Arctic environment, ecosystems and 
human populations, and provides scientific advice to support governments as they tackle pollution and adverse effects 
of climate change. 
 
3. The Conservation of Arctic Flora and Fauna Working Group (CAFF) addresses the conservation of Arctic 
biodiversity, working to ensure the sustainability of the Arctic’s living resources. 
 
4. The Emergency Prevention, Preparedness and Response Working Group (EPPR) works to protect the Arctic 
environment from the threat or impact of an accidental release of pollutants or radionuclides. 
 
5. The Protection of the Arctic Marine Environment (PAME) Working Group is the focal point of the Arctic 
Council’s activities related to the protection and sustainable use of the Arctic marine environment. 
 
6. The Sustainable Development Working Group (SDWG) works to advance sustainable development in the Arctic 
and to improve the conditions of Arctic communities. 
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It is important to note that the Arctic Council does not have a programming budget; they function primarily as a 
forum. All projects or initiatives are sponsored by one or more Arctic States. Some projects also receive support from 
other entities. The Arctic Council therefore does not and cannot implement or enforce its guidelines, assessments or 
recommendations; that responsibility is given to each individual Arctic State. The Arctic Council’s mandate, as 
articulated in the Ottawa Declaration, also explicitly excludes military security. 
 
There are 13 non-arctic states approved to be observers to the Arctic Council:  
 
France, Germany, Italian Republic, Japan, The Netherlands, People’s Republic of China, Poland, Republic of India, 
Republic of Korea, Republic of Singapore, Spain, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.  

 
 
There are 14 intergovernmental and inter-parliamentary organizations with observer status:  
 
International Council for the Exploration of the Sea (ICES), International Federation of Red Cross & Red Crescent 
Societies (IFRC), International Maritime Organization (IMO), International Union for the Conservation of Nature 
(IUCN), Nordic Council of Ministers (NCM), Nordic Environment Finance Corporation (NEFCO), North Atlantic 
Marine Mammal Commission (NAMMCO), OSPAR Commission, Standing Committee of the Parliamentarians of 
the Arctic Region (SCPAR), United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UN-ECE), United Nations 
Development Programme (UNDP), United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), World Meteorological 
Organization (WMO), West Nordic Council (WNC). 
 
Additionally, there are 12 NGOs with observer status:  
 
Advisory Committee on Protection of the Sea (ACOPS), Arctic Institute of North America (AINA) (Formerly Arctic 
Cultural Gateway (ACG)), Association of World Reindeer Herders (AWRH), Circumpolar Conservation Union 
(CCU), International Arctic Science Committee (IASC), International Arctic Social Sciences Association (IASSA), 
International Union for Circumpolar Health (IUCH), International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA), 
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Northern Forum (NF), Oceana, University of the Arctic (UArctic), World Wide Fund for Nature-Global Arctic 
Program (WWF)  
 
For the purpose of this stimulation of the Arctic Council, countries, organizations, and other groups who are typically 
given observer status will be given voting rights equal to that given to the real members of the council. Delegates 
should keep this in mind when caucusing for votes as appealing directly to those that typically only have observer 
status will be key in ensuring resolutions are able to pass. Furthermore, when the funding of initiatives is in question, 
it may prove critical to lobby NGOs for their financial support. This is traditionally done in reverse in most UN 
committees but as a result of the unique nature of what this committee is charged with, the precedent is different.  
 
If/when the council deems it necessary, task forces or expert groups may be called in to carry out specific work. 
Delegates are encouraged to pick a few blocs that interest them and dedicate more of their research through the lenses 
of these specific working groups, with a focus on tackling the two topics at hand. It may be in the best interest of 
delegates to focus on gaining the support of NGOs that are stationed or operate in delegates home country.  
 

History 

The formation of the Arctic Council occurred in 1991 when the eight Arctic countries signed the Arctic 
Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS), marking the signing as a benchmark for future agreements on and about 
the arctic landscape. The 1996 Ottawa Declaration established the Arctic Council as a forum for promoting 
cooperation, coordination, and interaction among the Arctic states, with the involvement of the Arctic Indigenous 
communities and other Arctic inhabitants on issues such as sustainable development and environmental protection. 
The Arctic Council has conducted studies on climate change, oil and gas, and Arctic shipping. Each of these issues 
has taken on a new light today as the plant continues to warm as a result of human climate change. In 2011, the 
Council member states concluded the Arctic Search and Rescue Agreement, the first binding treaty concluded under 
the Council's auspices. 

 

Topic 1: Militarization of the Arctic 

The Arctic is an area of intense geopolitical rivalry. The situation there is undeservedly kept out of the media spotlight. 
Meanwhile, 2018 has brought new record lows in the extent of sea ice in the region. 

As the northern ice-cap melts and critical sea-routes become navigable, Arctic nations will not be able to resist the 
impulse of militarizing the region. In the past few years, as vast spaces in the Arctic have opened, a scramble has 
ensued for the region’s undiscovered natural resources (estimated to be 30% of the world’s undiscovered natural gas 
and 13% of its undiscovered oil). This has, in turn, resulted in increasingly assertive territorial postures being adopted 
by regional stakeholders, and the gradual dominance of a security-driven discourse. 
 
With the climate warming at unprecedented levels, it is inevitable that further ice melting will occur and result in 
previously inaccessible areas being made possible to traverse. The temptation of powers to establish their presence 
on this newly reachable terrain can be justified through three main schools of thought. The first feigns their 
movements as research based and maintain that their purpose is purely peaceful. The second uses previously 
recognized treaties to attempt to increase territory in order to access the trove of resources the arctic holds. The third 
is simply a matter of protecting a nation’s northern reaches from attack; whether that attack comes from a missile that 
is positioned closer to a nation then otherwise possible or a land incursion is of little relevance.  
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Russia has presented a 1.2 million square kilometres Arctic claim to the UN. Under the UN Convention on the Law 
of the Sea (UNCLOS), a Coastal state may claim rights to the continental shelf beyond 200 nautical miles by presenting 
scientific proof that it is a natural prolongation of its continental margin. The Russian Coastal exclusive economic 
zone can be extended, giving the state exclusive rights to exploit natural resources in the seabed and the ocean. Of 
particular interest to the committee may be the $8.5 trillion in oil reserves that lie under Russian control.  

Moscow considers the Northern Sea Route (NSR) lying east of Novaya Zemlya and specifically running along the 
Russian Arctic coast from the Kara Sea, along Siberia, the Bering Strait as the water area within Russia's exclusive 
economic zone (EEZ) in accordance with Article 234 of the 1982 UN Convention on the Law of the Sea. This article 
grants all littoral states the right, within their exclusive economic zones (200 nautical miles), to pass non-discriminatory 
laws and regulations concerning navigation in ice-field areas. The US is a signatory, but Congress has not ratified the 
document. Washington does not recognize the Russia’s claims and seeks to internationalize the region. 

The US, Canada, Denmark and Norway have their own claims. The Arctic is believed to hold more than $22 trillion 
worth of resources hidden beneath the ice, including 90 billion barrels of oil and 47 trillion cubic meters of natural 
gas. It’s only natural for states to have disputes if they are addressed on the basis of international law through 
negotiations. But the gradual escalation of tensions in the Arctic is a fact. 

Delegates should keep in mind the consequences of military engagement on the Arctic shelf. Any conflict or skirmish 
that begins there will more than likely escalate into other theatres of engagement. All nations that have vested interests 
in the region are prepared to defend their borders with Russia and the United States especially frightening prospects. 
It has been said that all the military posturing currently ongoing in the region has the potential to ignite a pseudo-cold 
war between the two superpowers. While the United States is typically more reserved when it comes to dealing with 
Russian aggression, the somewhat recent change in US leadership has changed the plight of the military as well.  

According to the Danish government’s 2018-2023 defense guidelines, there will be an impressive 20 percent increase 
in defence spending in the next six years; the Arctic is mentioned as an area of increased activity and military presence. 
During the summer, Norway recommitted itself to their NATO defence spending target of at least 2% of GDP with 
its new long-term plan for 2021-2024 having this commitment as a key premise. Oslo is to invest in "strategic 
capabilities", such as the new F-35 stealth fighter, submarines and P-8 maritime patrol aircraft. Last year, Ottawa 
unveiled a plan to boost its defence spending by 70 percent (or more than $30-billion) over the next decade – much 
of it going to new warships and fighter jets. Canada is set to deploy an Arctic naval flotilla. The Lomonosov Ridge is 
the main object of territorial dispute between Russia and Canada. It stretches 1,800 km from the New Siberian Islands 
cross the Arctic Ocean to the Canadian Ellesmere Island. Canada conducts military exercises in the area.  

US green berets are also training to fight Russia in the region, so US attack submarines are also holding drills. In 
March, more than 1,500 US military personnel from 20-plus units were brought together for the Arctic Edge 2018 
military exercise. The US Coast Guard is also currently looking to “weaponize” its icebreaker ships used to clear paths 
through the frozen seas and the US has stationed F-22 and F-35 stealth fighters in Alaska. The deployment provides 
the US with air superiority across the entire northern hemisphere.  

Russia is implementing the State Policy in the Arctic Till 2020 and for a Future Perspective, largely because possession 
of the Arctic poses a territorial threat to their country. US submarine-launched ballistic missiles fired from the waters 
near Norway would leave the Russian military less than 15 minutes to decide if an incoming object was a threat of 
not, where it was coming from, and how to respond. The Arctic is the only location to enable submarine-launched 
Tomahawks to strike the Russian intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) bases in the Orenburg and Krasnoyarsk 
regions, as well as the Urals. 
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The Russian Northern Fleet is a joint force comprising 38 large surface ships, over 40 submarines, and an Army Corps 
including two infantry brigades. The 61st Naval Infantry Brigade is under the Northern Fleet Joint Strategic 
Command. 7 of 10 combat ready fleet ballistic submarines are based there. About 60% of the operational fleet’s 
inventory falls on new weapons. 

The militarization of the region has become a reality that can no longer be ignored and put aside to deal with seemingly 
more significant issues. Five of the Arctic Council’s eight members are part of NATO with Sweden and Finland being 
the privileged partners of the Alliance. It makes the issue part of the Russia-NATO relationship.  

 
There are several important questions delegates should consider when dealing with this issue: 

1. Is it possible to completely demilitarize the region if world powers are willing to grant certain concessions to 
the nations that are spearheading the activity? 

2. Is there a reasonable number of regulated and observed military bases or deployments that the council with 
be amenable to?  Or will the council push for a total ban on the military? How enforceable is this initiative? 

3. Is a policy of limiting military spending in the area achievable and if so how would that be regulated?  
4. Is the creation of a joint Arctic force something worth consideration? 

 

Topic 2: Regional sovereignty within the Arctic circle 

Regional sovereignty is a recurring issue with no clear solution; with so many powerful and resourceful countries vying 
for the control of a largely unexplored part of the world with many valuable resources. Because of the confusing 
history and overlapping territories originally identified by and ruled by colonists, the borders within the Arctic circle 
are often largely indeterminate. The plausible arctic transportation routes (ie. waterways, railroads) also make the 
Arctic circle an even larger asset to whichever nation has the largest share of the region.  
 
Under international law, the high seas including the North Pole and the region of the Arctic Ocean surrounding it, 
are not owned by any country. The surrounding Arctic countries are limited to an exclusive economic zone of 200 
nautical miles adjacent to their coasts. The waters beyond the EEZs of the coastal states are considered international 
waters. The sea bottom beyond the exclusive economic zones and confirmed extended continental shelf claims are 
the "heritage of all mankind" where exploration and exploitation of mineral resources is administered by the UN 
International Seabed Authority. 

Upon ratification of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS), a country has a ten-year 
period to make claims to an extended continental shelf which, if validated, gives it exclusive rights to resources on or 
below the seabed of that extended shelf area. Norway, Russia, Canada, and Denmark launched projects to provide a 
basis for seabed claims on extended continental shelves beyond their exclusive economic zones. The United States 
has signed, but not yet ratified the UNCLOS. The lack of the United States ratifying the treaty complicates any 
decision making when it comes to right extended territory.  

The status of certain portions of the Arctic sea region is in dispute for various reasons. Canada, Denmark, Norway, 
Russia, and the United States all regard parts of the Arctic seas as national waters (territorial waters out to 12 nautical 
miles (22 km)) or internal waters. There also are disputes regarding what passages constitute international seaways and 
rights to passage along them. 
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Indigenous peoples have inhabited the Arctic for thousands of years. The proportion indigenous people is estimated 
to be about 10 percent of total population living in arctic areas. There are over 40 different ethnic groups living in the 
Arctic, but they are collectively known as the circumpolar peoples or the Arctic peoples.  

The Sámi people of Northern Europe, estimated to total around 100,000, are politically represented by three Sámi 
parliaments in Sweden, Norway and Finland. In 2000, these three Sámi Parliaments established a council of 
representatives between them, called the Sámi Parliamentary Council. In Norway, the status of the Sámi as a people 
is officially recognized by a constitutional amendment. In contrast, Finland considers its approximately 7,000 Sámi a 
linguistic minority rather than an indigenous people. 

Although officially Russia only recognizes some 50,000 indigenous persons, it is estimated that a total of 44 indigenous 
peoples – or around 250,000 individuals – currently live in Russia, ranging from large groups such as the Evenk and 
Nenets to small groups such as the Enets and Orok. 

Approximately half of the 42,000 people living in Canada’s Northwest Territories (NWT) are indigenous and, over 
the last 25 years, land claims and self-government negotiations have recognized indigenous rights. In 1999, the 
territory of Nunavut was carved out of the NWT, following a land claim by the Inuit. 

Arctic indigenous peoples include for example Saami in circumpolar areas of Finland, Sweden, Norway and Northwest 
Russia, Nenets, Khanty, Evenk and Chukchi in Russia, Aleut, Yupik and Inuit (Iñupiat) in Alaska, Inuit (Inuvialuit) 
in Canada and Inuit (Kalaallit) in Greenland. All of the above-mentioned countries except Iceland have indigenous 
peoples living within their Arctic territory. Official statistics do not necessarily recognize indigenous populations 
separately, although differences occur. The number of indigenous people is not accurate because of the definition of  
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indigenousness. However, in the discussion of territorial disputes, particularly in the Arctic where the indigenous 
peoples had lived prior to any colonization or establishment of territorial boundaries, it is important to determine 
their portion of the stake to the increasing resources but also the lifestyle changes they will experience as a by-product 
of the melting of the ice shelves. 

Important questions delegates should consider are as followed. 

1. Is there a framework that can be created and agreed upon by all nations that will lead to the fair division of 
Arctic territory? Should nations control arctic territory in the first place? 

2. Should indigenousness people have their land left under their control? If so how would this be enforced? 
3. Is there a way to divide natural resources in the arctic equally? If so how would nations extract said resources 

without damaging the environment? 
4. Are there any measures nations can take to slow down the melting of the Arctic? 

 

 


