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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION
Distinguished Delegates,
I would like to warmly welcome you to the NATO committee of PragueMUN 2022. In this Study Guide
you will find a general overview of the committee, as well as an introduction to the topic, which will be
that of the Militarization of the Arctic. Be mindful of the fact that due to the limited amount of space this
document is not meant to give any extremely in-depth knowledge: this is merely a starting point, a
place from which you will be able to absorb drops of information about a topic that may be foreign to
you. What lies on your shoulders is the duty to go and look for more detailed information. Moreover,
while you will find a brief list of perspectives and positions of some countries, but nothing actually
sufficient to tackle the debate that awaits you.
In addition to the background knowledge, you will find same (admittedly quite vague) suggestions on
how to solve the issue at hand. This is to give some ideas without spoiling the fun of MUNing itself,
which is exactly that of debating trying to reach a common ground, something that will be exceedingly
important in this situation, considering the committee that you are in.
But enough about the committee and your future experience! I am Raoul Cardellini, as some of you
may have seen somewhere already, I am 25 years old and come from Perugia, Italy. I am half German
and half Italian, and am currently residing in Berlin, where I am doing research for my master’s thesis.
I am a law student, and my passions, besides MUNing, which I am sure will be one thing we all will
have in common, are writing and reading -although, I will admit, University has really reduced my spare
time to do both things- as well as working out.
The field of law that interests me the most is that of Space Law, which I coincidentally first entered into
contact with at the 2021 edition of PragueMUN through a panel of speakers precisely on such topic.
As you may have gathered by now, I attended the last edition of this conference, and had the pleasure
of representing the Kingdom of Spain in this same committee.

When it comes to my expectation for this committee, the only thing I hope for is for all of you to have
the best time possible. While MUNing is a great tool to gather new knowledge and unlock new skills,
the first thing to keep in mind is that, at the end of the day, we are essentially roleplaying as
diplomats, and hence should aim at having fun. I will try my best to be available to you for any
queries you may have, so do not hesitate to reach out at any given moment with any doubt!
Warmest regards,
Raoul Cardellini
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Dear Delegates,
I am pleased to welcome you all to this year's NATO committee. Like you, I was a Delegate
representing different countries - and viewpoints - in various committees, pressing and agitating
fellow Delegates to adapt, or at least to compromise on several issues that needed an urgent
solution and action. Last year, I represented China in the Security Council in PragueMUN 2021 –
a demanding yet intriguing challenge – after which I acquired new friends and knowledge.
However, this year, it is my turn to introduce and assist you in your joyful journey as a Delegate.
Do not hesitate to ask for help - speak up and express yourself. We are all assembling for a
specific purpose: to preserve global peace and cooperation.
NATO relations with Ukraine have caught significant attention at the political stage since the illegal
annexation of Crimea (2014). Moreover, there is an urgent need to review and reconsider the
approach taken, considering recent security threats by Russia. As an organisation for collective
security in the Euro-Atlantic area, NATO cannot fail even its close partners - otherwise, it will lose
its essence. Of course, there are different stances regarding the issue, and it might be challenging
to find common ground, especially when unanimous support is required to pass any Resolution.
However, this shall not discourage you from bringing your position, ideas, and concepts - new
propositions can make a breakthrough even in the most challenging situation.
To make this experience as fruitful as possible, I strongly encourage you to prepare before the
actual Session. As your Chairperson, I must support you in any way possible - on the issue or
technically.
I look forward to a constructive and respectful debate, decisiveness and leadership that will make
this experience unique.
Kind regards,
Romanos Orfeas Tofis
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ABOUT THE COMMITTEE
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), is a military alliance that dates its foundation back
to 1949. Despite this, the real roots of this alliance can be tracked down until 1947, specifically
when the United Kingdom and France signed the Treaty of Dunkirk, which would ensure mutual
assistance against potential German aggression. This duo was soon joined by a few other
countries (Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands to be exact), which created the Western
Union, establishing the Treaty of Brussels. What signed the birth of NATO as we know it was the
adhesion of Canada, Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Portugal, and the United States. The NATO alliance
was hence born, with its 12 original members. That number grew quickly and got to the current
30 Member States.

One of the most relevant articles of NATO, which is also the pillar for the principle of collective
defense of the Alliance, is Article 5. This Article states that an armed attack against any one of its
members is considered an attack against them all. This mechanism has only been invoked once
before, by the United States of America after the terror attacks that took place on September 11th,
2001. On this occasion, this procedure was used to better organize the actions of the Member
States in the monitoring of the Mediterranean and NATO airspace.

As made evident by its development process, NATO is not a satellite of the United Nations (UN),
nor it is one of its multiple committees. This is made evident in the way decisions are taken: the
main see of NATO is located in Brussels, Belgium, where the North Atlantic Council resides. This
Council can gather in several compositions, such as the Heads of Government, the Ministers of
Defense, or at a Permanent Representative Level. Another stark difference between bodies that
belong to the orbit of the UN and NATO, is the name of the outcome documents that are adopted
by NATO, as well as the way such documents have to be supported by the Member States. The
“Communiqué” -such is the name of the outcome document that will be adopted by NATO- have
to be voted upon by consensus, which can make the workings of this committee quite tricky, as
even one vote against can flunk a whole resolution.
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TOPIC A: MILITARIZATION OF THE ARCTIC
INTRODUCTION

When referring to the Arctic Region, the area that we are usually talking about is that of the Arctic
Ocean, the seas that surround it (namely the Barents Sea, the Kara Sea, the Laptev Sea, the
East Siberian Sea, the Chukchi Sea, the Beaufort Sea, the Greenland Sea, and the Norwegian
Sea), and parts of Canada, Denmark, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and of the United States
of America. The aforementioned countries are the so-called eight “Arctic States”, which are the
main members of the Arctic Council, which was officially instituted in 1996 and acts as a tool to
promote peaceful dialogue between the aforementioned states as well as several other
stakeholders, such as Arctic Indigenous populations.

Geographically speaking, this region can be identified as that north of the Arctic Circle, which
while not fixed, is as of right now identified as running 66°33′48.8″ north of the Equator. According
to the U.S. Geological Survey, the Arctic Region has 30% of the world’s undiscovered gas and
up to 15% of undiscovered oil, and plenty of further resources, such as copper, diamonds, gold,
iron, manganese, nickel and titanium ((in alphabetical order) Kenneth J. Bird, Ronald R.
Charpentier, Donald L. Gautier (CARA Project Chief), David W. Houseknecht, Timothy R. Klett,
Janet K. Pitman, Thomas E. Moore, Christopher J. Schenk, Marilyn E. Tennyson, and Craig R.
Wandrey, 2008).

In addition to this, which would already be reason enough to make this area a perfect spot to raise
tensions amongst stakeholders -and non-stakeholders as well- in the international community,
there are more things at play that worsen the situation, making the stakes even higher. Of these
actors at play, surely the biggest one is climate change. As everyone knows, this event is causing
the progressive melting of polar ice caps, which consequently is both making pre-existing marine
paths around the region in question more accessible as well as causing new ones to appear. This
is extremely important when it comes to international trade, as access to such routes could speed
travel from Europe to China up to 40% (Cargo-partner, 2019).
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The climate in this zone is classified as polar, meaning that during winter, temperatures can drop
even below -50C. Despite these conditions that may seem extreme, the Arctic is home to
numerous species, both creatures that inhabit the marine depths and others that have adapted
for life in such a region. These species include both creatures that are endemic to this area as
well as migrating species, that are only passersby.

This Region has been inhabited by humans for several thousands of years, but little to nothing is
known about the folks that lived there approximately 30,000 years ago (Potapov and Sale, 2010).
Apart from them, the first population of which we have deeper knowledge are the Eskimos -a term
that is quite broad and refers to several smaller ethnic groups, such as the Inuit and the Yupik(Sale and Michelsen, 2008). This populace took advantage of the Bering Strait, moving from Asia
to modern-day Alaska around 5,000 years ago. Of the current population, the Arctic hosts four
million indigenous individuals that are descended from those first Eskimos.

The Arctic Region is extremely rich in natural resources, that means both minerals and fish, as
well as hydrocarbons, and this extreme wealth is one of the reasons for which this area is such a
contended spot on an international level: with the progressive disappearance of the ice, both
countries and private entities are starting to organize themselves to exploit natural resources in
the area. Despite the impending and concrete possibility, regulations are still sparse and limited,
both in number and in application.

While climate change on one end has made travel much faster through the emergence of new
routes previously blocked by ice, it has also put the aforementioned biodiversity into much peril.
An ulterior consequence that should be taken quite seriously is that of CO2. The permafrost -any
ground that remains frozen all year round- in the Arctic Region holds over twice the amount of
carbon that is in the atmosphere. If nothing were to be done in this regard, we could end up with
over two-thirds of the permafrost melting by 2100, which would cause an incredible surge in
carbon (Smedley, 2019).
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Because of all these reasons, the Arctic Region has been recognized as being at risk of a novel
“Cold War”, specifically after 2007, when Russia affirmed its continental shelf to the North Pole.
This is especially relevant as the only other nuclear power in the region, the United States of
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America, has kept increasing its military presence. While military presence in the Arctic is not
exclusive to the Russian Federation and the United States of America, seeing as how other
countries are deploying assets such as military personnel, icebreakers, submarines, and
warships, the final goal should still e to ma e the Arctic a “ one of Peace”, answering to the
1987 call for that by Mikhail Gorbachev (Bandi, 2020).

HISTORY OF THE TOPIC

As mentioned, the Arctic region has piqued the interest of humans more several millennia. The
first recorded explorer from Europe to travel to such an area was Pytheas, a Greek astronomer
who elaborated a way to calculate the latitude through the shadow of a pillar during the solstice,
in 330 BC. It was because of his research that he traveled to modern-day Norway and Iceland
and described both polar ice as well as the Midnight Sun phenomenon (Sale and Michelsen,
2008).
Other individuals that are relevant to mention when talking about the exploration of the Arctic are
without a doubt the Vikings: this Nordic population explored many lands between the 8th and 11th
centuries. Out of the many lands the Vikings settled in was modern-day Alaska, Greenland, and
Canada, exploration fueled by the desire to find new trading routes and lands (Byock, 2001).

In more modern times, that is ever since the 12th century, Europe went through a period of rebirth,
specifically during the Renaissance, which drove many explorers to travel to the Arctic, specifically
to find new travel and trade routes (Almeida, 2018). The first recorded -and failed- of these
attempts was the exploration by John Cabot, authorized by Henry VII of England, travels that led
Cabot to land in Canada instead of China. While several others expeditions took place during the
following ages, such as the

76’s one y

artin ro isher, it was not until the 8th century that

they were successful (Potapov and Sale, 2010). In the last decades of the 18th century, many
expeditions were organized and succeeded, allowing for the Arctic Region to be mapped and
explored.

If the Arctic Region had been already important in older times, its importance peaked during the
20th century, when the need for newer, faster routes for trades boomed. In addition to this, the
theories by Halford Mackinder, an English geographer, further fed into the frenzy for Arctic
8
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exploration: the expert sustained the idea that the Region held extremely vast quantities of natural
resources, so many that whoever were to control them would be able to become a hegemonic
power. In such period we can recall the exploration led by Norwegian Roald Amundsen, dated
1903, that succeeded in crossing the Northwest Passage, or the 1909 voyage by Robert Peary,
a North American explorer who even planted the flag of the United States of America on the North
Pole, and so forth (Sale and Michelsen, 2008).

During World War II, this Region played a very important role once again, through its nature as a
supply route of the Allies, but its importance peaked again after the end of World War II, mainly
due to how polarized the international situation became around the new superpowers -the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) and the United States of America- (Contribution to the
Barents Encyclopedia, n.d.). Through the Arctic, these two powers were essentially bordering
rivals, as it could be argued that the Siberian coastline effectively faces Alaska or allies of the
United States of America, such as the Dominion of Canada and the Kingdom of Denmark. During
the period of the Cold War, the Arctic was used extensively by both superpowers, mostly to
showcase military power and sometimes even to conduct nuclear experiments. It was 1987 when
Mikhail Gorbachev talked about what would be later be known as the Murmansk Initiative: this
project was a first step towards the establishment of a framework to deal with the Arctic Region,
specifically through cooperation in the scientific field, and foreign countries were even invited to
observe military exercises, but those invitations were refused (Exner-Pirot, 2016).

After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, which consequently ended the Cold War and all
confrontations tied to it, the type of activity happening in the Arctic Region went through notable
changes: this was the case especially on the side of the new Russian Federation, that saw -just
as an example- numerous of its submarines being decommissioned (Arms Control Association,
2021). This change in approach to the Arctic Region depended on the fact that the main issues
in the area now, were not military, but more so of commercial nature. As climate change brings
attention to the drastic environmental impacts in the Arctic region, it also attracts interests for
trade and resource extraction, as well as an increased military presence. Some countries want to
secure the trade route within the Arctic areas to obtain the utmost benefits from it. The retreat of
ice not only allows better marine accessibility to the region and its natural resources but also
invites international attention, even if states in the region have a greater presence than others in
that marine space, as a result of a more opened ocean. For these reasons stakeholders in
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countries that had previously not done much on this end of things began showing interest in the
adoption of policies that would allow them to take advantage of the current, mutated situation.

It could be argued that the change in approach to the area has simply been a reversion to what
initially triggered the countries back in the 20th century, that is the idea by Mackinder of vast
resources existing in the Arctic Region, untapped and able to render anyone who would be able
to exploit them a hegemonic power.

DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM

As mentioned in the introduction to the topic, the Arctic Council was established in 1996, and its
members are also known as the Arctic States, as defined by the Ottawa Declaration are the
following:
- The Dominion of Canada
- The Kingdom of Denmark
- The Republic of Finland
- The Republic of Iceland
- The Kingdom of Norway
- The Russian Federation
- The Kingdom of Sweden
- The United States of America

That being said, numerous ulterior nations have been allowed as observer states, meaning that
they do not have any voting rights, but can take part in most of the meetings of the Arctic Council
(the countries in question are China, France, Germany, India, Italy, Japan, South Korea,
Netherlands, Poland, Singapore, Spain, and the United Kingdom).

In addition to the Arctic States and the observer States we just mentioned, other entities are
allowed to attend the meetings, those being the Aleut International Association (AIA), the Arctic
Athabaskan Council (AAC), the Gwich’in Council International GCI , the Inuit Circumpolar
Council (ICC), the Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North (RAIPON) and the
Saami Council. These organizations have the status of Permanent Participants and are a peculiar
10
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feature of the Arctic Council, by having full consultation rights when it comes to any negotiations
and decisions brought forward by the Council (Arctic Council, 2017).

Even though the Arctic Council could seem like the ideal forum to tackle the topic of this study
guide, there are several reasons for which this has not been the case yet. This Council has been
and keeps being a useful platform for the Arctic states, a tool to lead coordination and cooperation
efforts among its members, and its main focus is the protection of the Arctic’s environment and
its sustainable development from an economic and scientific perspective.

To build upon that, the Ottawa Declaration itself established that the Arctic Council would not deal
with matters tied to military security. This stance was further reinstated by the five Arctic coastal
states (The Dominion of Canada, The Kingdom of Denmark, the Kingdom of Norway, the Russian
Federation, and the United States of America) in 2008 through the Ilulissat Declaration, which
stated that the aforementioned countries, also known as A-5 did not see a need for a new legal
regime at the international level to be applied to the Arctic region.

The Arctic Council has, in any case, done much on the front of tackling environmental challenges
and others of its goals. This was the main goal of the Council ever since its establishment as a
high-level forum in 1996, and while some argue that an update of this platform is overdue -one of
the suggested ideas by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) think tank, based
in Washington, D.C., was to reshape the Council into an OSCE-like structure, which would
establish three dimensions that would be in its scope: a human one, an economic one and last
but not least, a security dimension (CSIS, 2016)- despite these arguments it is not certain that
these changes would be beneficial. While it is clear that the geopolitical balances of the world and
the Arctic have changed since the Ottawa Declaration came into existence, security issues were
not left out of the goals of the Council by accident. To ensure the effectiveness of the Council, it
needs to remain a depoliticized forum: bringing military security issues as a topic to discuss could
very well end up damaging the balance in coordination and cooperation that has been attained
after many years of efforts. It has already happened that geopolitical issues have threatened the
delicate balance of the Arctic Council in the past: a clear example of such a moment was the
months following the Ukraine crisis. The Dominion of Canada boycotted a meeting of the Arctic
Council that was held in Moscow, in April 2014, due to the actions of the Russian Federation in
Ukraine. This, however, proved to be an isolated incident, as other meetings of the Council took
place with all members present (World Policy Institute, 2014).
11
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In 2015, the Arctic states established the Arctic Coast Guard Forum (ACGF), which would be
tasked with better dealing with any coast guard missions in the region (emergency responses,
but also searches and rescues, and, more importantly, to make sure regulations are respected
and enforced). While the ACGF is detached from the Arctic Council, their goals and workings will
be complementary, and this kind of cooperation effectively represents the first step towards
coordination on security issues, considering how the workings by the ACGF include military tasks
as well. The reason for which this is relevant is that before the ACGF was founded, its
development had come to a halt after the annexation of Crimea, and representatives from the
Russian Federation were not part of two meetings in 2014 (The Department of National Defence
and the Canadian Armed Forces, 2015).

A recurring theme in the talks on the Arctic situation has been that of the establishment of an
Arctic Security Forum (ASF), which could tackle the trickier issues, such as the militarization of
this area. But these ideas do not seem to be founded upon any reality:

First of all, the main issue is that had something similar to an ASF existed, following certain
moments of crisis its fate could have been that of death, similarly to the NATO-Russian Federation
cooperation when the NATO-Russia Council was suspended in 2014. This is because while
platforms aimed at tackling security issues on the military side can be very efficient, they lack that
same efficiency when active security crises take place (Stephen, 2016). For this exact reason
mechanisms that essentially provide channels to communicate and cooperate even in difficult
times -such as the 2008 Russia-Georgia conflict-, are usually those that tackle non-security
issues. In this sense, the Arctic Council could be seen as a bridge, a tool even, to help keep
contacts from getting completely icy between the Russian Federation and the Arctic States. This
is because even meetings amongst representatives from all Arctic countries on topics that are
unrelated to the crisis in question can help mend strained relationships.

All things considered, despite the clear lack of an ASF in our current world, the regime of
governance that is applied to the Arctic works quite efficiently and has been generally left intact
even through the aforementioned critical moments.

Another aspect that needs to be taken into account when talking about this topic is how much of
what we believe about the Arctic at this point is factual and how much of that has been
12

PRAGUE MUN 2022

NATO

exaggerated. As already explained, the current situation in the Arctic is moving towards a much
more militarized one, but what should be analyzed are the sources, the reasons for said
militarization process. While it cannot be denied that there has been an augmentation of the
deployed forces y the Arctic States, which has led to the term “ ilitari ation of the Arctic” eing
coined, what most individuals do not understand when looking at the region is that the geopolitical
balances of the international community are much more subtle and difficult to grasp than simply
saying that a higher number of troops means a less stable and secure area. Those that affirm that
the situation is indeed dire, oftentimes simply refer to the “spread of military activity in the Arctic
over the past few years” (Stephen, 2016), whereas it has been proved that it is not something of
violent or belligerent nature. Furthermore, even if that was the case, the fact that military resources
were used would not preclude diplomacy and other peaceful means to be used in the future
(Bartsch, 2015).

Truth is that the majority of the activities classified as military acts are conducted within the
national borders of the countries conducting them, and the ability to project power in the region
by the Arctic States is also quite limited. The Arctic remains a key player, especially when it comes
to the chessboard that sees NATO on one end and the Russian Federation on the other: the
relations etween the aforementioned entities have already deteriorated following the 20 4’s
annexation of Crimea operated by the Russian Federation. The problem with this is that such
tensions may cause a butterfly effect and strain any attempt at cooperation in the control and
management of such area and situation, as previously mentioned.

When it comes to the Arctic States, over the last several years all of them have moved toward
adopting strategies that highlight how amongst their goals is that of exercising full sovereignty on
their northern territories or, in general, that to make the Arctic one of their strategic priorities.
While some countries kept those goals as more general ideas to work towards, others, such as
the United States of America and the Russian Federation, have come up with carefully crafted
Arctic-specific defense policies. The Dominion of Canada, in its Northern Strategy, promised to
have “more oots on the Arctic

undra, more ships in the water and a etter eye in the s y”

(Canada, 2013), and the defense policies of the Kingdom of Denmark have focused increasingly
more on the strategic significance of the Arctic Region and promulgated the establishment of an
Arctic military command in Nuuk (Greenland) (SIPRI, 2021). The Kingdom of Norway, in the Soria
Moria Declaration, asserted that the region is a strategic priority when it comes to national defense
(JSTOR, 2011). The Russian Federation, on the other hand, emphasized the relevance of the
13
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area for its natural resources, while highlighting the need for military regional development. The
United States of America, finally, established its intent to become more dynamic and vital in its
capabilities in the area (SIPRI, 2021).

In harmony with what was just mentioned, all A-5 states have intensified their military efforts when
it pertains to this region. These plans are signaling a future -as well as an already ongoingincrease of the military presence in the region, but the countries drafting them have paid much
attention to portraying their goals in non-threatening terms. The Arctic States have indeed
followed up with their stated intentions, and out of these the Russian Federation has without a
doubt been the most active through several activities, such as but not limited to the conduction of
air and naval patrols in 2007-2008 or the planting of its flag on the seabed of the North Pole in
2007, an act that was deemed quite controversial by the international community. More actions
have been undertaken in the following years, such as the 2012 military exercise that involved tens
of thousands of soldiers conducted by the Russian Federation (Jamestown, 2013). The Dominion
of Canada has also been active in this regard, and the perfect example of such involvement could
be the development of the Arctic Offshore Patrol Ships, or further plans for systems to better
monitor any movements in their waters (Huebert, 2010). The kingdom of Denmark, following suit,
has also worked on its capabilities, namely through the increased usage of its vessels capable of
combat, and F-16 fighters have been deployed to Greenland (Wezeman, 2012). Similarly, the
Kingdom of Norway has built numerous vessels capable of being equipped with combat systems,
and Oslo hosts the exercise Cold Response, which is targeted at managing to increase
knowledge in various fields related to existence in the Arctic. Contrary to what some may expect,
the least active of the A-5 states has been the United States of America, but this lack is specific
to the development of capabilities only targeted at the Arctic. This country still has numerous
options when it comes to the region, thanks to other resources such as its class nuclear
submarines, or its F-22 aircraft basing in Alaska.

Despite all of this, the actual abilities of the Arctic States when it comes to acting in the Arctic are
very much limited, and even the aforementioned exercise conducted by the Russian Federation
that saw thousands of individuals mobilized only happened during ideal weather conditions and
close to shore, and similarly, the majority of exercises only took place in the summer months,
hence it is not difficult to understand how these happenings were relatively isolated incidents and
not shows of actual skills that the Arctic States can draw upon at any given time. Apart from the
weather extremes, a major issue is represented by how complicated -and expensive- building and
14
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maintaining forces in the Arctic can be. These budgetary restraints have been acknowledged and
stated y the involved states as well, and the United States’ Arctic

efense Strategy comes to

mind (The Polar Connection, 2016), but lack of funding and affects all A-5 states, whose actions
have been slowed down severely in some cases (Lerhe, 2013).

One ulterior issue with the narrative that has been spun until now is that this militarization is
accompanied by a negative and hostile environment, which is what drives these developments,
essentially framing militarization as something happening only due to the threat of hostilities. This
is simplistic, and ignores the geographical nature of the sta eholders’ countries the ingdom of
Norway and the Russian Federation, for example, have large portions of their territories -and thus
of their resources- in the Arctic, hence it is only natural for them to place military emphasis on
such areas. While there are concerns on the part of the Kingdom of Norway regarding the Russian
Federation, the 2010 agreement between the two settling the dispute over the Barents Sea proves
that diplomatic results are perfectly reachable, even in situations in which suspicions among the
parties exist. This also ignores how military exercises are not always only targeted at
strengthening military capabilities, but they can also be aimed at reinforcing the capabilities of the
government to extend its control in its farthermost parts. An example of that is how operation
Nanook, conducted in 2013 by the Dominion of Canada did not include war scenarios but focused
on emergency training, such as disaster responses, etc., and in this situation, military resources
were used as a support tool to other entities.

The fact that the United States of America and the Russian Federation are stakeholders is a key
element in how exactly this militarization in the Arctic Region has been happening. A perfect
example of this is the placement of resources that are not aimed at being used against other
stakeholder countries, but to address other menaces, such as the interceptor missiles in Alaska,
which are targeted at eing a response to North orea’s e panding arsenal, while on the Russian
ederation’s side, the re uilding of its Northern leet is not done to only achieve targets on the
Arctic level, but it is part of its global aims. To leave the Russian Federation and the United States
of America behind for a second, this can also be applied to the smaller A-5 states: their usage of
multi-role combat naval ships is not tied to their belligerent attitudes, but merely by the lack of
different tools: being relatively small countries, they do not have fleets big enough to have single
purpose vessels, hence why they end up having multi-purpose ones.
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Another relevant aspect of this situation is that of territorial disputes: when talking about this we
are not referring to the maritime zone claims, but the ongoing disputes. The only debate in the
Arctic region when it comes to this is the one over Hans Island between the Dominion of Canada
and the Kingdom of Denmark. The dispute was quite problematic, especially considering the lack
of resources the island had and risked becoming even more so in 2003 when vessels were used
on both sides of the island, as well as national flags and whatnot. This situation highlights how
military resources create tensions, no matter the original goal. For this reason, the ever-increasing
presence of them in the Arctic region means the potential for them to become obstacles in the
quest for cooperation and coordination remains untarnished.

While all involved states must strive to be clear about their plans and goals for the Arctic Region,
it is undeniable that what creates the most unrest in the international community is the stance of
the Russian Federation and its intents. While as mentioned it is quite clear that the Kremlin is
wholly invested in reinforcing its efforts to achieve a stronger grip on the Arctic, it is not clear yet
whether its growing military power will be utilized to better govern its lands or if it will be merely a
tool to exercise geopolitical pressure by strongarming other stakeholders.

While trying to figure out what the real scope of the Russian Federation is relevant to better tackle
future developments in the area, other countries’ stances have to

e analy ed as well, to

understand why the Kremlin may act in a certain way. The main worry of Moscow is partially due
to the increasing interest in the region that NATO has shown in the Arctic: this is also exacerbated
by the fact that the other A-5 states are all members of the alliance, hence any activity they may
undertake, even if done so on their own on a national level and with no grand scheme behind it,
could be read as being part of something bigger and intentional put in motion by NATO to upset
the delicate equilibrium of geopolitical power that has been summoned into existence after
decades of efforts (Chamberlain and Watch, 2013). Considering how attentive to such things
Russia has been, it is therefore wise for all countries involved in the Region to approach any
action with extreme attention, as well as to take into account the fact that the Russian Federation
is in a starkly different position than the rest of the A-5, which is cooperating increasingly. This is
perfectly visible when it comes to the Dominion of Canada and the Kingdom of Denmark that,
after the aforementioned crisis in regards to Hans Island, ended up developing a mutual bond
that saw both of these countries cooperating and coordinating their training. One notable thing,
however, is that despite the closeness amongst the A-5 states that are also part of the alliance,
there are still disagreements amongst them, namely when it comes to the involvement of NATO
16
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in the Arctic. While some countries such as the Kingdom of Norway are strong advocates for the
alliance to be involved more in the Arctic, others, such as the Dominion of Canada think that doing
so would inevitably end up putting at risk the delicate balance of the region, specifically due to the
intrinsic nature of NATO, which requires consensus. In this scenario, countries that have little to
do with the Arctic may hence gain an unprecedented relevance in this question, which could end
up resulting unfair for the rest of the Arctic states, which are directly involved in the matter (Coffey,
2019).

As previously mentioned, spillover from other international events, while it has not yet happened,
it has influenced the stance of the stakeholders. We already analyzed the annexation of Crimea
y the Russian ederation in 20 4 NA

’s indirect response was to have military resources in

Europe, for training reasons, especially aiming to protect members from Eastern Europe from
what is perceived as a looming threat -that is, the Russian Federation- nonetheless actions have
been more or less lukewarm, and that is due to the undeniable dependence of European states
from natural gas and resources from the Russian Federation. Something else that is worth
mentioning is that there is still doubt about what the annexation of Crimea is signaling a direction
of Russia’s foreign policy which may transfer to the Arctic as well. Funnily enough, the tensions
between the Dominion of Canada and the Russian Federation may be what could bring Canada
closer to accepting NATO involvement in the Arctic. While the situation in the region could benefit
from NATO involvement, as we have seen the opposite could very well be true still.

The biggest risk is that of causing an arms race, a peril that has been acknowledged not just on
an academic level but by individual states as well, specifically in Washington’s Arctic

efense

Strategy (Auerswald, 2021). If the steps taken to address future security risks were to be too
aggressive, they may end up causing mistrust and miscommunication, which would consequently
cause the exact opposite of the desired effect -that is, it would end up causing what those steps
were supposed to avoid-.
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PREVIOUS NATO AND UN INVOLVEMENT

The Arctic Region has been a notable hotspot for quite a long period by now, and numerous
frameworks and actions have been undertaken in the past. We already talked about the Arctic
Council, which helps dialogue and cooperation between the eight Arctic states and the
representatives of indigenous individuals.

We also talked briefly about the Ilussisat Declaration, which dates back to 2008 and was signed
by all of the A-5 states, and underlines how the 1982 United Nations Convention on the Law of
the Sea (UNCLOS) is the framework, legally speaking, through which claims will be solved. This
was a necessary decision, considering how especially in the last years access to resources has
been made much easier by climate change. The fact that those previously inaccessible resources
are now much easier to reach and take advantage of has effectively created new space for
competition amongst countries. This is quite the stark difference between the situation that was
perceivable a few decades ago, and the potential ramifications of such new developments are yet
to unfold completely: a perfect example is a newly born competition between close allies, such as
between the Dominion of Canada and the United States of America over the Northwest
Passage.

Another usual forum is the annual meeting of Northern Defense Chiefs, which originated in 2012,
which sees high-ranking individuals of the militaries of the Arctic States meeting. This has been
a way to try and include talks of security matters amongst the Arctic States, but divisive topics are
rarely tackled, to avoid risking upsetting sensitive balances. What needs to happen for such topics
to be tackled is for those behind policy-making to address them, while working on reforming preexisting forums or on creating additional ones to create diplomatic spaces to avoid ruining the
relationship amongst countries involved in the Region.

Whether pre-existing mechanisms should be the ones to be used or if the stakeholders should
pick new ones is still up for discussion, but the one certainty is that the situation is rapidly
changing, and no real actions have been undertaken until now.

Looking at more concrete episodes, we can think back to the 1st United Nations Conference on
the Law of the Sea, held in 1956 in Geneva, Switzerland. This episode is essential, as four
18

PRAGUE MUN 2022

NATO

conventions were discussed, and those were as follows: the Convention on Territorial and
Contiguous Zone -which entered into force in 1964, and worked by setting guidelines on the
sovereignty of coastal States-, the Convention on the Continental Shelf -also entered into force in
1964, it tackled the rights of States over the continental shelf, and everything regarding its
exploration and potential exploitation-, the Convention on the High Seas -which codified the rules
of international law applied to international waters, and entered into force in 1962- and, last but
not least, the Convention on Fishing and Conservation of Living Resources of the High Seas entered into force in 1966 and tackling the way countries can handle resources originated from
the seas-.

Another relevant moment for this topic was the 3rd United Nations Conference on the Law of the
Sea, held in New York in 1973, which gave origin to the United Nations Convention on the Law
of the Sea (UNCLOS).

We have already talked at length about the Arctic Council, hence what is left are actions
undertaken by NATO: in 2017, the alliance put out a document, “NA

and Security in the Arctic”,

which tackled not only the interwoven relationship between the Arctic and Euro-Atlantic Security
but also this area analyzed under the lenses of NATO-Russia relations, as well as the constantly
growing presence of the People’s Repu lic of China in the Arctic.

ne last topic that was tac led

was climate change and its effects on the region.

POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

As anybody can very well imagine, the possibility of a war happening between the Arctic States
in the said region poses far too many risks. Not only because modern-day weapons could befall
victims of such a conflict, but this would affect the environmental aspect of the Arctic as well. It is
hence crucial to find ways of achieving a demilitarization of the Arctic, but what can be done to
achieve such a thing?

One first idea could be to enhance the already present cooperation among the members of the
Arctic Council. This could be done through the organization of more conferences in which
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countries would have the opportunity to suggest ideas and peacefully disagree and try to find
potential guidelines to implement.

Another route that could be undertaken is that of requesting the United Nations to intervene more
intensively, something which should not be that difficult, considering how the UN has little to no
involvement in the Arctic Region at the moment. This could therefore be an ideal forum to try and
tackle the issue of the growing military presence in the region, as well as to address the risks and
threats that global warming poses to the area. Considering what was mentioned earlier in the
study guide about the risks that the melting of the Arctic Ice, as well as of the permafrost inevitably
carry for the whole world, tackling the situation at the UN level could make sense.

A third possible idea could be that granting more authority to the Arctic Council itself. This organ
cannot make binding decisions (such as the United Nations Security Council would). While this
may be quite difficult to achieve, if this Council had more authority, it could potentially reach more
effective decisions. Whether this change would be supported by the Arctic States it is a different
thing.

Reaching the demilitarized Arctic is a key element to protect the area and its future, but achieving
it is extremely complicated. The Non-Proliferation Treaty tried to achieve nuclear and
demilitarization of the area, but more efforts are needed. Countries could try to choose a forum,
which could be either the UN, as mentioned or the Arctic Council itself, to start new negotiations
and discussions to establish new guidelines or a Treaty for the Demilitarization and Sustainable
Disarmament of the Arctic. This would be quite challenging indeed, as it would require several
aspects to be taken into consideration, such as the need for sustainable development as well as
protection of the environment and of the people that live in the area.
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BLOC POSITIONS

When it comes to analyzing the stances of countries on the current topic, two main blocs can be
found: the countries that are directly related to the Arctic, and those that do not have direct ties
with it but may be relevant to the debate due to their regional issues.

The Dominion of Canada: with 40% of its landmass in the Arctic, which accounts for one-fourth
of the whole region, Canadian interests are varied, and mainly pursued through the Arctic Council,
whose first chairmanship was held by Canada itself (NUUK DECLARATION On the occasion of
the Seventh Ministerial Meeting of, n.d.). Its stance is quite complicated and has to take into
account both its desire not to cheapen the role of Arctic States in the Arctic as well as to protect
the region from the influence of the Russian Federation (Summary of Progress Report of the
ACAP Working Group, n.d.).

The Kingdom of Denmark: this country is involved in the Arctic due to Greenland, one of its
three main parts. This country has stated in its strategic policy its intentions to work for a peaceful
and safe resolution to issues in the region. Its priority areas are maritime safety, sustainable
development focusing on the indigenous people, and the peaceful resolution of conflicts
(Denmark, Greenland and the Faroe Islands, n.d.). This country also supports the relevance of
NATO and the cooperation among the A-5.

The Republic of Finland: similarly, to Denmark, has drafted an Arctic Policy Strategy that
focuses on several fields, such as but not limited to security, protection of the environment, and
the indigenous people. Finland focused much of its strategy on the economic sector, as well as
security, mostly due to its peculiar geographic location, that borders the Russian Federation. This
pro imity affects inland’s policies and intentions, which lean towards seeking peaceful resolution
of conflicts as well as regional cooperation. Despite this, Finland has also supported the
strengthening of its military sector, also through cooperation with other Nordic countries. Finland
has also been a strong advocate of the proposition of the European Union (EU) of joining the
Arctic Council (Library, 2011).

The Republic of Iceland: this country affirms its role should be much more relevant than what is
given to it by the Arctic Council itself, which does not recognize Iceland as equal to the Arctic
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Five. Iceland has been focusing on environmental issues, indigenous people, and natural
resources, amongst other things. This country depends on non-Arctic states for many
investments, specifically from countries such as the People’s Repu lic of China, that in return
o tained the chance of ta ing advantage of Iceland’s geographical position (Dodds and Valur
Ingimundarson, 2012).

The Kingdom of Norway: Norway recognizes the Arctic as a main priority, and focuses its efforts
both on natural resources as well as its relationship with the Russian Federation. Another relevant
point for Norway is its merchant fleet as well as its shipbuilding industry. Additionally, Norway is
a strong proponent of the UNCLOS framework to solve disputes and is in a tricky situation when
it comes to bringing NATO to the Arctic, which clashes with its attempts to gain closer relationships
with the Russian Federation. Almost half a million Norwegians live in Arctic territory (Vladimir
Koptelov, 2012).

The Russian Federation: As mentioned previously, this is one of the most active players in the
region, and has established time and again how relevant development in this zone is for its future
policies. Its main regional partner is the Kingdom of Norway, with which the Russian Federation
operates joint naval exercises. The Russian Federation is quite worried and opposed to NATO
presence in the Arctic. Russian Arctic population is nearly 2.5 million (Zysk, 2017).
The Kingdom of Sweden: he main focus of this country’s policies are climate and environment,
economic development, and living conditions for inhabitants of the area. Sweden is a strong
supporter of the need for peaceful resolution of any issues that may emerge as well as the need
for demilitarizing the Arctic. It has, nonetheless, both cooperated with other Nordic countries and
helped the United States of America and NA

in their militaries’ training (Michel and

WASHINGTON, 2012).

The United States of America: Out of the Arctic countries, America is the only one that has not
yet signed the UNCLOS. In addition to what has already been mentioned previously, the
maintenance of the region’s security is an e tremely important point for the USA and it has a very
high priority in its agenda. The USA became an Arctic state in 1867, with the purchase of Alaska
(United States Department of State, 2020).
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The European Union: The EU considers itself a major player in the Arctic Region, and its main
goals are to protect the resources of the area as well as its inhabitants. The EU applied for
membership to the Arctic Council, but its request has been denied (European Union, 2011).

The French Republic: Despite not being an Arctic country, France has been vocal about the
need for the destiny of the region to be decided not only by Arctic states, as the topic is an
international matter, even more so if the debate is on the best way to tackle the environmental
threat to which the world is exposed. France supports the position of the EU (Radio-Canada,
2010).

The Federal Republic of Germany: Is one of the Arctic Council's permanent observers, and has
numerous interests in the region. This is also because the German navy is one of the largest in
the world, hence it is difficult for this country not to look at the prospect of new routes in the Arctic
with interest. Germany supports the position of the EU (German Foreign Policy, 2010).

The United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland: A permanent observer of the
Arctic Council, the UK does not have direct territorial interests in the region, but has many different
interests in the possibility of new trade routes opening up as well as notable scientific and
economic interest in the area (Macalister, 2012).

The Kingdom of the Netherlands: Despite not having direct interests in the Arctic, the
Netherlands has stated how there is the pressing need for internationally binding rules to avoid
environmental damage, but it is also interested in the region from an economic perspective,
specifically oil exploitation (Arctic Council, 2021).

The Italian Republic: Like the rest of the non-Arctic countries from the EU, Italy sustains the
stance of the Union, and has notable interests in the commercial side of the developments in the
Arctic (Myers, 2013).

The Republic of Poland: the main goal of Poland is to cooperate and participate in research
activities in the Arctic, and it mainly sustains the perspective pushed forward by the European
Union on the matter (Szpunara, 2012).
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The Kingdom of Spain: Spain follows the EU’s stance, not having any specific policy for the
Arctic, but it has great skills in research for environmental studies, hence is willing to cooperate
on that side for Arctic matters (Méndez, 2010).

RELEVANT INTERNATIONAL DOCUMENTS AND FURTHER READING
United Nations Charter: the foundation of the United Nations, an intergovernmental
organization. It served to establish this intergovernmental organization. It became effective in
1945.

Washington Treaty: this treaty was signed in Washington DC in 1949 by 12 founding members,
and it gets its authority from the United Nations Charter (specifically article 51). Its most important
article is article 5, which commits members of the alliance to defend each other in case of an
attack on one of the rest.

Convention on the High Seas: Byproduct of UNCLOS 1, this document tackles a series of areas
tied to maritime law, from the definition of high seas to that of landlocked states, pollution, and
pipelines. Became active in 1962.

Convention on the Continental Shelf: one of the four treaties that came from UNCLOS 1, it
entered into force in 1964 and tackled the rights of sovereign states over the continental shelf
surrounding the country in question.

Convention on Territorial Sea and Contiguous Zone: treaty that came into force in 1964, is
one of the four that were agreed upon at UNCLOS 1 (the first United Nations Conference on the
Law of the Sea). The main provision of this document was that states cannot suspend the innocent
passage of ships of foreign countries through straits that are used for international navigation.

Convention on Fishing and Conversation of Living Resources of the High Seas: this
document was supposed to solve issues tied with the conservation of resources found in the high
seas through cooperation and coordination of efforts by the international community. It entered
into force in 1966.
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UNCLOS: United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, signed in 1982, is considered one
of the most important documents when it comes to international law in the high seas, notably, the
United States of America is not a party to this convention. This document codifies the main
principles of international maritime law.

Ottawa Declaration: entered into effect in 1996, served to establish the Arctic Council as a highlevel forum to promote cooperation and coordination, as well as interaction among the Arctic
States.

Ilulissat Declaration: announced in 2008 by the A-5 only, the other members of the Arctic
Council were not involved in this.

NATO and Security in the Arctic: also known as the Connolly Report, authored in 2017, this
document analyses the region from several points of view, specifically focusing on the potential
effects of climate change as well as the re-emergence of competition in the region between NATO
and other regional stakeholders.

QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER

1. What is your country’s stance on the Arctic question? o they have an Arctic policy of their
own? Do they rely on the policy spearheaded by some other entity -such as but not limited
to the European Union for those that are members of it-?
2. What kind of interests, if any, does your country have in the Arctic? Is it tied to the
commercial and trade side of things? Are there numerous industries in your country that
are looking to invest in such an area?
3. Does your country support the idea of involving NATO in the Arctic? What are the
consequences that such an involvement would cause that your country wants to avoid, or
is looking for?
4. What role can non-Arctic countries play, if any at all? Should they have the same relevance
in matters regarding this region as Arctic countries?
5. Is your country in favor of militarizing the Arctic region? If yes, how could a disruption of
the achieved balance amongst countries and consequent escalation of conflict be
avoided? If not, what could be done to move towards reducing militarization in the zone?
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6. Will any solutions suggest being able to easily adapt to the swiftly changing nature of the
Arctic region?
7. Can your country trust other stakeholders in this situation, considering the notable
interests at play in the region?
8. What are the next developments that are most likely to happen in the Arctic Region in the
next future?
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TOPIC B: THE CURRENT RELATIONS BETWEEN NATO AND
UKRAINE AND FUTURE PERSPECTIVE

"We believe that Ukraine's participation and engagement in the North Atlantic
community of democratic peoples will strengthen peace and security on the
European continent. We are ready to make all necessary efforts to achieve this
noble goal. We have already created a strong foundation for our mutual relations
and can extend it."1

Viktor Yushchenko, President of Ukraine (2005 – 2010)

"NATO's relationship with Ukraine is going to be decided by the 30 NATO allies
and Ukraine, no one else."2
Jens Stoltenberg, Secretary-General of NATO

INTRODUCTION

As an aspiring country 3 for over a decade, Ukraine constitutes a critical external partner for
security in the Eastern European region. Ukraine's place and capabilities could enhance the
Bloc's position in the region and offer a sense of protection currently needed to both sides – a
potential that has been rediscovered recently – after years of obscurity regarding the type of
relationship.

1

Quote from the opening statement made by President Yushchenko at the meeting of the NATO-Ukraine Council,

2005. (https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/opinions_21972.htm)
2

Statement by the Secretary-General, Jens Stoltenberg, responding to

oscow’s ultimatum to ‘withhold from any future

enlargement’ in Eastern Europe. (https://www.aljazeera.com/news/2021/12/10/nato-refuses-to-backtrack-on-ukrainegeorgia-membership-promise)
3

States expressing interest in acceding into the bloc are formally invited to the Intensified Dialogue format to set up an

appropriate accession process.
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Despite deep internal divisions over the potential membership status in the past, it seems that the
2014 Annexation of Crimea and the war in Donbas reignited and legitimised the argument for the
country's accession to the Bloc. The 'neutrality' principle was scrapped from the national
Constitution the same year (Radio Free Europe, 2014) while public support for further alignment
and integration with the Bloc has been increasing (Fagan & Poushter, 2020) and annual military
spending constantly increasing (SIPRI, 2020). However, such 'shifts' are often elaborated as a
'reaction' to the continuous violations of Ukraine's territorial integrity by the Russian Federation,
giving way to a degree of reservation among member states regarding the perspectives for the
nation's incorporation into the Bloc (Taylor, 2021). France and Germany deliberately opposed a
Membership Action Plan4 (MAP) for Georgia and Ukraine following Moscow's security warnings
before the 2008 NATO Summit. This dichotomy continues to divide the Bloc: inviting an aspiring
and sovereign country to take its place, risking the already surly relations with Russia, or
reconsidering alternative paths for strategic partnership. Nonetheless, the Allies adequately
recognised Ukraine's military significance and contribution, with regular joint military drills, such
as the Rapid Trident 21 last September.
Contrary to the ever-increasing convergence and mutual backing of the nation's membership
aspirations, the Kremlin repeatedly questions the sovereignty of the post-Soviet states and the
open-door membership policy by demanding the Alliance to withhold from any future
enlargements of post-Soviet states (Pifer, 2021) despite the sovereign right of these states to
request it5. Concurrently, a massive build-up near the Ukraine border seems to be a provocative
and pressuring indicator of another possible act of military aggression against Ukraine.
In that situation, finding an equilibrium for "strong deterrence and dialogue"6 is nearly impossible.
While there is a space for a degree of security compromises, it is doubtful that Allies' will
compromise on its fundamental principle of open doors7 – enshrined in the founding North Atlantic
4

A framework that prepares aspirant countries to finally join NATO. All member States that acquired membership have

participated in the MAP, the most recent – North Macedonia.
5

Article 6 of the proposed “Agreement on measures to ensure the security of The Russian Federation and member

States

of

the

North

Atlantic

reaty

rgani ation”

e plicitly

forbids

Ukraine

from

joining

the

bloc.

(https://mid.ru/print/?id=1790803&lang=en)
6

Press-conference statement by the Secretary-General, Jens Stoltenberg, 2022.

(https://www.nato.int/cps/ru/natohq/opinions_190508.htm?selectedLocale=en)
7

Article 10 of the North Atlantic Treaty ensures future accessions and enlargements: “by unanimous agreement invite

any other European State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the
North Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty”.
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Treaty (1949). Retreating from such commitment will not only mean peripherising an independent
and sovereign state willing to integrate into the Alliance, but member states themselves, notably
Poland and the Baltic states, all expressing concerns for their security (Studemeyer, 2019: 3-9).
This is a significant test for the whole collective security foundation that NATO has been operating
on for decades: and it ought to be protected. On the other hand, proposals have been made to
establish a 'buffer zone' between the Alliance and Russia in exchange for the latter's gradual
military withdrawal from Ukraine and Georgia (O'Hanlon, 2017) – yet such an idea will not fit the
current aspirations of Kyiv and alienate partners in the region.

HISTORY OF THE TOPIC

The commencement of the relations of NATO and Ukraine took place in 1991, when the newly
independent nation was invited to join the North Atlantic Cooperation Council, known today as
the Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council8, reshaping relations with the transitioning regimes in the
post-Cold War era. Eventually, with the latter's inclusion into the Partnership for Peace9 (PfP)
programme in 1994, a permanent representation was established at the Organisation. Again, the
partnership was fruitful – Ukraine expressed its willingness to contribute its peacekeeping forces
to the Implementation Force (IFOR) in Bosnia & Herzegovina the following year.
However, the foundation for the existing relations between the Alliance and Ukraine derives from
the Charter on a Distinctive Partnership between Ukraine and NATO (1997) which included
commitments such as the continuation of the Ukrainian military presence in the Bloc's operations
– on a case-by-case basis, within the framework of the UN Security Council or the North Atlantic
Council – as well as further cooperation and consultation on the defence matters and reforms. In
turn, the Alliance committed its support for Ukraine's independence and territorial integrity under
the Security Assurances of the Budapest Memorandum (1994)10. However, initial progress had

8

An intergovernmental, post-Cold War institution aiming to establish a new forum for security and cooperation in

Europe.
9

An official framework to advance trust and cooperation between the bloc and other European states.

(https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/51288.htm)
10

The Budapest Memorandum (1994) refers to formal agreements enabling the newly independent nations of Belarus,

Kazakhstan, and Ukraine to become parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (1970) by
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stalled until 2004, when a successful electoral revolution in Ukraine reignited the case for
deepening the Euro-Atlantic direction of the country, and its presence in military operations
continued – notably during Operation Active Endeavour. Integration within NATO seemed not
solely to express Ukraine's post factum independence but as a chance to strengthen its
democratic transition, having a linkage with the established and functioning democracies (Petrov
& Serdyuk, 2009). Still, that course seemed in question, especially after the 2006 anti-NATO
protests in Feodosia, Ukraine (RFL/RL, 2006).
Ukraine's application for a MAP in 2008 met fierce internal opposition, notably from the proRussian Party of Regions (UNIAN, 2008), and disagreements over Ukraine's status in the Bloc
did not lead towards an accession process. Nonetheless, the complementary Declaration to
Complement the NATO-Ukraine Charter (2009) introduced further provisions related to the
undergoing military and economic reforms being supervised by the NATO – Ukraine Commission
(NUC)11.
Euromaidan 12 and the subsequent Russian military intervention in Ukraine drastically shifted
Kyiv's ambiguous foreign policy stance from a balancing and a neutral power towards a committed
Euroatlantic integration state. NATO reassured Ukraine of its support and condemnation of the
illegal annexation of Crimea by increasing its military presence in the Black Sea and suspending
all military ties with Moscow. In 2016, the NUC approved a Comprehensive Assistance Package
(CAP) for Ukraine. CAP provides extensive support to the Ukrainian government in institutional
development – particularly by establishing the Military Career Transition Trust Fund to reform the
national personnel management and logistical, scientific, and technical support needed to
minimise possible security threats and improve administrative capabilities. A substantial
contribution to the existing partnership is the mutual commitment to counter hybrid warfare13 –
from which Ukraine suffered – collectively. One year later, Ukraine's parliament, Verkhovna Rada,
officially reinstated membership in the Organisation as a foreign policy priority (Wheeldon, 2017).

yielding their nuclear arsenals in turn for formal assurances for the territorial integrity and sovereignty of the involved
parties.
11

A supervisory, intergovernmental body responsible for developing and overseeing the relations between the Alliance

and Ukraine.
12

Civil unrest that took place in November 2013 – February 2014, after the U rainian government’s decision to

unilaterally suspend the planned signing of the association agreement with the European Union.
13

Hybrid warfare includes conventional and political warfare tactics, such as indirect military interventions and

disinformation.
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Tensions continue to escalate occasionally, and the NUC regularly convenes since the 2018
Kerch Strait incident14 (Hodge & Watson, 2018) and the recent military build-up, which directly
threatens Ukraine's sovereignty (Harris & Sonne, 2021). With an imminent threat of invasion,
NATO's support is crucial in shaping the decisions and future political outcomes – an immense
challenge testing the developed relations. Consequently, as a possible resolution to the potential
invasion, talks about membership saw a revival recently (Williams & Zinets, 2021). However, such
calls seem inconclusive ahead of the NATO-Russia talks this January.

DISCUSSION OF THE PROBLEM

The uncertainty regarding the future relations with Kyiv originated from relatively exogenous than
inner or systemic challenges. Despite acquiring independence, the mindset of a division between
the 'West' and the 'East' froze any perspective for deepening the relations with Kyiv, treating such
perspective as a 'provoking' move that could damage the already hampered relations with the
Kremlin. Yet, the external agency shall not be considered solely responsible in that unclear
situation: until 2014, Ukraine's position regarding future relations with NATO was inconsistent and
subject to change with each incoming government – balancing its interests between that 'East'
and 'West' divide (Shyrokykh, 2018: 832-836). Essentially, Moscow exploited and even
manipulated its economic and cultural leverage on Ukraine, thus holding it back from any
'unnecessary' moves in the western direction (ibid, 2018). Leverage often converted to open
threatening, which explains the Yanukovych' government's spontaneous action to suspend the
Association Agreement with the European Union in 2013, opting instead for a closer association
with the Eurasian Economic Union15. This decision, in turn, triggered a wave of protests across
the country, and observing the downfall of the pro-Russian Yanukovych government, Moscow
illegally intervened in the country, consistently delegitimising the current political regime in
Ukraine. In fact, by delegitimising the regime, Russia effectively disputes the independence of a
whole state – a move unseen in Europe since the end of the Second World War. Russia's reaction
has been interpreted as a sign of distrust towards the Alliance by reinforcing existentialist

14

Incident that took place on 25 November 2018 in the disputed Kerch Strait, during which the Russian attacked and

captured three Ukrainian Navy vessels on their way to the port of Mariupol in the Azov Sea.
15

Initially a customs union, the EEU anchors the existing economic ties of the former Soviet republics with Russia.
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narratives of Russia's geopolitical or ideological 'encirclement' (Dickinson, 2021). Nevertheless,
such a blatant reaction led to the internal consolidation of Ukraine's foreign agenda (Delcour &
Wolczuk, 2015: 470-471), which remains still. Although, breakaway regions and actors in Donbas
stay as an essential source of leverage in Moscow's hands (ibid, 2015), often conducting proxy
warfare and legitimising its presence due to internal instabilities.
Although the perspective for Ukraine's membership is purely a defensive move, as it had been in
the past, Moscow's annoyance over the expansions concerned some Allies – which were
interested in preserving constructive relations with Russia – to not 'undermine' its strategic
interests in the post-Soviet area. On the other hand, of all accessions that took place to this day,
none caused a direct impact or damage to Russian interests and territory – but instead could have
mocked the symbolic dominance Russia endured in the past (Marten, 2020: 404-407). Such was
the viewpoint of the United States, which were supportive of Ukraine's membership in the Alliance
during the 2008 Bucharest Summit. Relations with Russia at that time were prioritised over the
aspirations of the then Ukrainian government. Moreover, security concerns were made by the
Baltic countries – recently acceded into the Bloc (2004) – went unheard of among the Allies,
primarily due to their 'periphery' location near Russia, forcing them to be underestimated by other
Allies, something that has changed only after the 2014 Annexation of Crimea (Studemeyer, 2018:
3-5).
Consequently, Ukraine, as another 'periphery' state between the 'West' and Russia, was
underestimated for years until its territorial integrity was questioned. At the same time, Russia
regarded that 'periphery' as an area of particular interest due to its proximity to the borders –
essentially, re-conceptualising a 'buffer zone' that existed during the Cold War era (ibid, 2018: 9).
Eventually, when security concerns proved right after the 2008 Russo-Georgian and 2014 RussoUkrainian wars, NATO's position became even more complicated because potential membership
for both countries increased the risks for direct conflict with Russia16. Former Secretary-General
Anders Fogh Rasmussen admitted the hesitation to advance further in the post-Soviet area
without the necessary modification of the Collective Defence principle – to avoid a potential
conflict with Moscow (2022). Membership still seems to be a one-side aspiration, while the Bloc's

16

The Collective Defence principle (Article 5) of the North Atlantic Treaty obliges the Allied powers to a collective military

response

in

case

of

an

aggression

by

a

third

party

or

actor.

(https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_17120.htm)
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position proceeds to be negotiable with other parties. In that case, the 'red line' would be the
indefinite invasion of Ukraine, which will risk continental security and force the Bloc to implement
harsh sanctions against Moscow (Crummy, 2021).
Leaving political complexities aside, Ukraine faces institutional challenges as well. Although the
military is not a politically aspirational force or actor, it also lacked defensive capabilities – unable
to combat an incoming threat to its sovereignty in 2014 (Shea & Jaroszewicz, 2021: 167-168). In
addition, the presence of paramilitary units loyal to the presidency also raises questions regarding
the civil control of the military and transparency in which key stakeholders in the country are
operating (Jones & Mychajlyszyn, 2002: 377). Through CAP (2016), NATO intended to assist
Ukraine's effort to reform its military and bring it closer to the agreed operational standards by
establishing trust funds worth 14 million euros by 2020 (ibid, 2021: 167). It is still early to evaluate
the overall progress made after the implementation of CAP. However, regular joint military drills
are not enough to supplement Ukraine's defensive capabilities. Institutional stability is key to
preserving a functioning authority at times of crisis to prevent further escalations and aggressive
acts against its territorial integrity. Ukraine's institutional performance is closely supervised as an
objective indicator of the political will to integrate (ibid, 2021: 168). In June 2020, the NAC
recognised Ukraine as "Enhanced Opportunities Partner", a designated status that enables
further consultation, cooperation, and information exchange as a reward for the previous
assistance and dedication shown by Kyiv (NATO, 2020) with a minor footnote – that such status
will not complement further to the membership efforts. A fair criticism will be the lack of clarity of
the reforms expected from an aspiring state, rather than "institutional reformation" to integrate
within the Alliance, unlike other intergovernmental institutions making the discussion subject to
misinterpretation and speculation.
Internal divisions that brought Ukraine to its current situation are still not fading away. Economic
imbalances between the Western and Eastern parts of the country and the prevalent linkage of
the latter to Russia are thought to be the 'origin' of pro-Russian unrests in 2014 (Davis, 2015:
175). Therefore, the Alliance shall reconsider its approach to Kyiv and focus on the economic and
social factors that led the former divisions to boil and undermine security in the region. Financial
support was provided to the Ukrainian military through the CAP, specifically for the Medical
Rehabilitation services through the Medical Rehabilitation Trust Fund17 (NATO, 2018) and a Trust
17

The Medical Rehabilitation Trust Fund aims to rehabilitate wounded and affected personnel positioned in the region

of Donbas.
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Fund on Counter-Improvised Explosive Devices and Explosive Ordnance Disposal to minimise
security risks during the ongoing conflict in Eastern Ukraine (NATO, 2016). Integrating within
NATO would require extensive cooperation with Kyiv and other intergovernmental financial
institutions to enhance the country's overall performance and capabilities.
To conclude, the Bloc must deal with numerous impediments before a formal membership
invitation be granted. Nevertheless, first, can recent threats by Russia finally shake the Alliance's
stance? That question is open for a more comprehensive discussion, although Allies will insist on
continuing negotiations with both Kyiv and Moscow after the latter's security demands to NATO
(Foy, Chazan, Hall & Milne, 2021).

PREVIOUS NATO AND UN INVOLVEMENT

NATO adheres to the UN General Assembly Resolution 68/262 (2014) regarding Ukraine's
territorial integrity and condemns the illegitimate annexation of Crimea and subsequent human
rights abuses conducted against local ethnic minorities by the occupying authorities (NATO,
2019), suspending any existing cooperation with Moscow. Furthermore, as a part of security
precautions, NATO stepped up its military presence in the Baltic countries by dispatching
multinational military units and its maritime presence in the Black Sea (Gressel, 2019). In addition,
NATO increased the budget for existing programmes, such as the Professional Development
Programme, while continuing its assistance in strengthening military institutions via the Building
Integrity Initiative (NATO, 2022), aiming to provide expertise on efficient management of human
and material resources and education to local military institutions (ibid, 2022). Furthermore, in
September 2015, the official NATO Representation 18 was inaugurated in Kyiv to advance
awareness of NATO's role and goals in Ukraine and promote the mutual benefits that both sides
are acquiring in their cooperation (NATO, 2020). Whereas there was already established public
consensus in favour of NATO's role itself, the presence of the Representation is fruitful for the
enhancement of the cooperation.

18

Also known before as the Information and Documentation Centre (NIDC), established in 1997.
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From the military perspective, NATO invited Ukraine's personnel to participate in more than 30
military exercises each year, including a subsequent military training and exercise (MUNATO,
2021), as a sign of closer cooperation between the Alliance and Ukraine. At the same time, the
Allies' proceeded with their maritime exercises in the Black Sea area, such as the Breeze 2021
exercise, in which multinational naval forces from member States and partners took part (NATO,
2021) and regularly patrols the area in response to the Russian aggressive moves.

POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS

Offer Ukraine membership
This is a preferable solution to Ukraine, especially after the continuous security threats by the
Russian Federation. Moreover, offering Ukraine a MAP will trigger the accession process and
send a direct signal to Moscow of collective security assurances to Kyiv – a pre-emptive action
guaranteeing security in the area. Though politicians in Kyiv are currently not openly arguing for
membership status in the Organisation, they consider the increased military presence of the
Alliance in the Black Sea area as well as precautions in the whole 'eastern flank' as a good move,
according to the Ukrainian Prime Minister Shmyhal (Herszenhorn, 2021). An official invitation will
signify a landmark integration into the existing collective security framework that has been
operating for decades, although significant institutional reforms must be implemented before
Ukraine's accession. Although considered a 'frozen' one, the Donbas conflict still diverts Ukrainian
military resources that ought to be fully registered and provided to the Organisation. On the other
hand, seeing the recent successful accession of North Macedonia in March 2020 still inspires
hopes for a future in the Euroatlantic family.
By conceding to Moscow's security demands and prohibiting membership as a sovereign right of
Ukraine, the Allies risk abandoning their security guarantees to the whole eastern European
region, including the Baltic states and Poland (Giles, 2022); the whole area is of particular interest
to Russia. Therefore, the Alliance risks undergoing an existential crisis where collective security
will lose its importance19, transforming the whole system into a pointless military forum. Moreover,

19

If it fails to guarantee security of all its mem ers and concedes to Russia’s strategic interests that are contrary to the

interests of member States, NATO will lose its core objective and fragmentise further.
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even without formally prohibiting further expansion of the Bloc, there is a lack of decisiveness for
compelling actions while the focus shifts towards other actors and crises (Lutsevych, 2021).
At the same time, Moscow's reaction is still unknown, despite security threats made before. Will
Russia head into a full-scale invasion to secure a 'buffer zone'? Although Russia continuously
warns of 'red lines' regarding Ukraine (Soldatkin & Osborn, 2021). In response, additional
reinforcements to the 'Eastern flank' were promised in case of a full-scale invasion (Forgey, 2021).

Offer Ukraine a Major non-NATO ally status
Although such designation solely applies to the United States, it might be a 'mediocre' solution
between membership and the existing partnership. In addition, such status could send a potential
signal to the Kremlin to halt their aggressive moves towards Ukraine; however, such status is
entirely outside of the NATO partnership framework and requires further institutional and formal
amendments to institutionalise such status. Otherwise, such designation will be completely
unilateral and may confuse the operation of the collective security framework.
MAP without MAP
Alternatively, the MAP support package can be offered to Ukraine informally, or at least without
requesting 'membership' from the Organisation, eliminating Russian concerns over NATO's
expansion while at the same time assisting Kyiv in defence and institutional reform regardless
(Pifer, 2021). This might be a challenging solution, assuming the possible accusation of backdoor practices, although such an arrangement can deal with internal and exogenous issues.
Establishing informal 'neutral' areas
O'Hanlon notices the possibility of establishing 'neutral areas' as it were in the case of some
European countries in the wake of the First World War (2017: 73-74), which thus resolute
conflicting relations with Moscow but preserve a constructive relationship with Kyiv. However,
there are some noticeable impediments: while, for instance, Belgium, a neutral and 'buffering'
power before WWI, exercised complete sovereignty over its territory, unlike Ukraine today. By
avoiding membership, the territorial dispute between Kyiv and Moscow will not 'freeze', and
therefore, regional stability cannot be guaranteed. Moreover, such resolution will, in effect,
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disregard NATO's core Open Door principle and the right of self-determination, guaranteed by the
1975 Helsinki Final Act20 (OSCE, 1975).
Preserving the existing relations
By ignoring Russia's demands and at the same time withholding from any formal commitments to
Ukraine, NATO will be eventually in absentia but at the same time spectating how the events will
unfold or not. Considering the existing institutional problems in Ukraine, probably, it would be an
early call to begin membership talks. Thus, the existing relations will be regulated by the Charter
on a Distinctive Partnership for the foreseeable future, while relations with Moscow will not
deteriorate. That might be a preferable option for Germany, which had shown its hesitation over
Ukraine's membership status before and allegedly blocked NATO weaponry supply to Kyiv
(Olearchyk & Hall, 2021).

BLOC POSITIONS

NATO
Despite all the support given to Kyiv, the Alliance is still unsure regarding its relations approach.
As the 'Eastern' flank members – specifically, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and Poland press for
further integration with Ukraine, even establishing parallel defensive network such as the Lublin
Triangle21 – Germany continue to doubt whether membership will be the appropriate future type
of relationship with Kyiv. Interestingly,
Berlin's stance occasionally provokes outrage in Kyiv, alleging Germany's stance as too
'ambivalent' (Olearchyk & Hall, 2021), furthering internal disagreements.

Ukraine

20

The first clause of the Act obliges signatories to “respect each other s sovereign equality and individuality as well as

all the rights inherent in and encompassed by its sovereignty, including in particular the right of every State to juridical
equality, to territorial integrity and to freedom and political independence.
21

The Lublin Triangle is a regional partnership framework that was created in 2020, consisting of Lithuania, Poland and

U raine aiming to support the latter’s integration into the EU and NA

.
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As mentioned earlier, Ukraine's option towards a Euro-Atlantic integration is a strategic move to
strengthen Ukraine's position as an independent nation able to determine its foreign policy,
notwithstanding the existing close ties with Moscow. The 2014 illegal intervention has led to a
complete breakaway from Moscow's influence, moving
decisively towards the 'West', agitating for deepening the existing partnership with NATO – seeing
the Alliance respond harshly to Russia's actions, unlike after the Russo-Georgian war (2008) and
the Zapad military drill22 in 2013 (Sperling & Webber, 2017). Despite the intention to counter the
seemingly 'collective' threat in the face of
Russia, Ukraine's aspirations for membership are not realised to this moment, but
occasionally supplemented to the partnership, notably with the adoption of CAP in 2016. Kyiv
refers to its right to self-determine its foreign policy and its long record of contributions to joint
military operations with NATO as a sign of determination to join the Bloc.
The United States
Overall, the US exposed its support for Ukraine's membership and pursued deeper relations with
Kyiv, notably during the 2008 Bucharest Summit. However, Washington's stance seems
ambiguous with the recent security threats. First, the United States pledged its overall support but
then clarified that it extends solely to the Allied States (Mason & Soldatkin, 2021). Trying to find
common ground with Russia, the US rejected the ultimatum to abandon membership plans for
Ukraine and guaranteed a strong mobilisation in case of a full-scale invasion of Ukraine (Wintour
& Borger, 2022).
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A joint military drill of Belarusian and Russian armed forces.
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QUESTIONS TO CONSIDER

1. What is your country's stance regarding NATO's expansion? Does it view
favourably future accessions, or it wants to refrain from such moves? How the
public sees NATO in general?
2. What kind of relationship with Ukraine your country opts for?
3. Has NATO accomplished its goals regarding Ukraine? Is it a time to invite it into the Alliance,
or a strategic partnership is sufficient for the time being?
4. Has Ukraine accomplished enough to join NATO finally? Is military support for joint operations
enough to reconsider the Alliance's stance?
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5. What kind of support does your country provide to Kyiv? Is there a particular area of
cooperation/support?
6. How does your country react to Russia's aggressive moves against Ukraine? Has your
country supported a distinctive approach to Moscow?
7. Does your country see as 'legitimate' Russia's security concerns or not? Can membership
hammer relations of your country with Russia?
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