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A Proposal for an Arctic Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone 

Executive Summary 
The Arctic has been a place of imagination for centuries. The heroic stories of the explorers trying to 

reach the North Pole, the majestic images of polar bears traversing the ice, and most recently, as a 

central part of the debate regarding climate change. What is often forgotten is that the Arctic has been 

the home of Indigenous peoples since time immemorial and no one knows its vast expanse better than 

them. They also know, as the Inuit Circumpolar Conference has maintained since the 1970s, that the 

Arctic has been the site of numerous nuclear weapons tests, the transit route for nuclear weapons 

carrying bombers and submarines, the home of the world’s two largest nuclear powers (the United 

States and Russia), and even the site of one of the worst nuclear accidents in history in 1968 near Thule, 

Greenland.  

Since nuclear weapons were first used in Hiroshima and Nagasaki, there has been a global movement 

seeking their elimination. This strength of this movement has waxed and waned, but an article in the 

Wall Street Journal, including veterans of the Cold War, such as Sam Nunn, has again renewed global 

interest in working towards the elimination of nuclear weapons. There is now a global movement, 

including heads of state and government, civil society groups, and international commissions working 

towards this goal. However, most recognize that it will not be possible to achieve the total elimination of 

nuclear weapons in one step. Evans and Kawaguchi in their influential Eliminating the Nuclear Threat, 

therefore, propose a two part agenda: minimization, followed by elimination.  

This paper contributes to this debate by putting forth a concrete proposal for an initiative that can be 

included in the medium-term of this process. Its geographic, demographic and strategic character makes 

the Arctic a prime candidate to be the sixth Nuclear Weapon Free Zone (there are already five treaties 

covering the majority of the Southern Hemisphere). The framework for a treaty to establish an Arctic 

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (ANWFZ) is put forth. This includes: setting the geographical limits, defining 

the “nuclear” in nuclear-weapon-free, designing verification procedures, and outlining surveillance 

requirements. 

Like Evans and Kawaguchi, the authors of this report understand that short-term steps need to be taken 

to create the political will necessary to achieve the larger goal, in this case an ANWFZ. It therefore 

proposes an array of confidence-building measures (CBMs) that will help to facilitate the required 

political will. Among the CBMs proposed are: increasing diplomatic resources for the Arctic region, 

including the appointment of Arctic Ambassadors from all zonal states; harmonizing relevant 

regulations, especially those concerning ship requirements; joint operations to secure and safely dispose 

of nuclear waste, in order to keep it out of the hands of terrorists; scientific cooperation; and economic 

integration, so as to make the costs of conflict too high.   
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There are forty-two recommendations made in this report falling under eleven main categories. These 

include: 

1. Geography: An ANWFZ should cover all adjacent seas, sea beds, continental shelves, disputed 

territories, international waters and airspace of Canada, Finland, Greenland, Iceland, Norway 

and Sweden, as well as Northern Russia and Alaska (United States). Along the edges of this zone, 

there should also be a gradual “thinning out” of nuclear weapons.  

2. Non-First Use: All parties to the ANWFZ Treaty should subscribe to a policy of non-first use of 

nuclear weapons both during peacetime and wartime in the Arctic and the non-nuclear weapon 

states of the region should renounce the nuclear umbrella. 

3. Defining “Nuclear”: Nuclear-Weapon-Free should mean all nuclear weapons and armaments, as 

well as the targeting of nuclear facilities and nuclear testing. The peaceful use of nuclear 

technology for civilian purposes should continue.  

4. Verification Procedures: A permanent organization should be established to verify that civilian 

nuclear technology is not being deferred towards weapon-building capabilities, all nuclear 

weapons are removed from the zone, there are no new deployments of nuclear weapons within 

the zone and that the zone is not being transited by vessels carrying nuclear weapons. This 

organization should be given the necessary resources to operate effectively.  

5. Surveillance Systems: Joint aerial patrols should be carried out by all party states. As well, an 

advanced underwater listening system should be accessible to all parties, so that the sharing of 

relevant information will become commonplace.  

6. Search and Rescue (SAR): An Arctic Search and Rescue Agreement should be completed and an 

integrated response management centre should be built to coordinate SAR in the Arctic.  

7. Arctic Rangers: The Canadian Arctic Rangers should receive additional training and equipment 

to be able to be first responders and the program could be expanded to be pan-Arctic in scope.  

8. Non-Nuclear Military Activities: A continued military presence in the Arctic to aid the civilian 

power and protect against security threats is warranted, but to facilitate confidence-building 

among the Arctic states joint military exercises should be carried out and if a state undertakes 

military exercises in the zone it should notify the other states.  

9. Non-Nuclear Weapons of Mass Destruction: The place of nuclear weapons within the military 

strategy of the Arctic states should not be replaced with another equally (or more) destructive 

Weapon of Mass Destruction.  

10. Confidence-Building Measures: There are many confidence-building measures that should be 

undertaken in order to build the political will that it necessary to complete the Arctic Nuclear-

Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. Some actions that should be taken include: 

a. Taking nuclear arsenals off high-alert status.  

b. Appointing Ambassadors for Circumpolar Affairs. 

c. Improving consular services in the Arctic. 

d. Establishing a common code for ship design.  

e. Providing financial and technical support to help Russia safely dispose of its nuclear 

waste. 

f. Instituting common training programs for nuclear experts.  
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g. Encouraging economic integration. 

11. Next Steps : The rules of the Arctic Council should be amended so that it can debate the peace 

and security issues related to this proposal and if it is not possible to get all Arctic states to ratify 

the ANWFZ Treaty then those states which support the initiative should sign on to the treaty 

and continue to lobby non-signatories to sign on.  
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Introduction 
In his April 2009 speech in Prague, Barack Obama gave hope to the world when the US President 
announced that his administration would work toward “a world without nuclear weapons” 1. Obama and 
Russian President Dmitry Medvedev continued the momentum with a joint statement announcing a 
framework for a new reduction in US and Russian arsenals. In September 2009, the United Nations 
Security Council unanimously adopted a resolution calling for the elimination of all nuclear weapons. 
This work resulted in a joint announcement by Russia and the United States of a reduction of about a 
third, from 2,200 nuclear weapons currently to 1,500 each and a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
to be signed on April 8, 2010 in Prague. The United States and Russia’s new commitment to deep 
reductions in existing stockpiles will be a welcome announcement for Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
review progress2. On April 12-13, 2010, 44 heads of state will also meet in Washington for a global 
nuclear security summit to focus efforts on securing nuclear materials and preventing terrorists from 
acquiring weapons of mass destruction. Then in May 2010, in New York, there will a review conference 
on the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. As Malcolm Fraser and his colleagues have declared “there has 
never been a better time to revive total nuclear disarmament”3.  

President Obama, however, is not the first leader of a nuclear power to make overtures sparking hope 
for real progress towards a world in which nuclear threats no longer exist. President Mikhail Gorbachev 
of the Soviet Union vividly remarked in 1987 that “there would be no second Noah’s ark for a nuclear 
deluge”4.  Thus, Gorbachev proposed a “zone of peace”5. In a speech in Murmansk, he introduced the 
idea of an “Arctic Zone of Peace” saying, “let the north of the globe, the Arctic, become a zone of peace. 
Let the North Pole be a pole of peace”6. He set out a six-point program for how this “zone of peace” 
could be achieved, including: the establishment of a Nordic nuclear-free-zone in Northern Europe; 
limiting naval activities in the seas adjacent to that region; peaceful cooperation in exploiting the 
resources of the North and Arctic; scientific research; cooperation in environmental protection; and 
opening up the Northern Sea Route to foreign vessels7. Gorbachev matched his worlds with concrete 

                                                           
1
 President Obama also committed to: maintaining a safe, secure and effective arsenal for deterrence; reduce the 

nuclear arsenal; ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty; conclude a treaty ending the production of fissile 
material for nuclear weapons; and strengthen the Non-Proliferation Treaty’ and secure vulnerable nuclear 
materials to keep them out of the hands of terrorists - Secretary, Office of the Press. Remarks by President Barack 
Obama. April 5, 2009. http://www.whitehouse.gov/The-press-office/Remarks-By-President-Barack-Obama-In-
Prague-As-Delivered/ (accessed January 28, 2010).  
2
 Smith, Mark S. and Robert Burns. “U.S., Russia sign off on nuclear pact”. March 26, 2010. 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/us-russia-sign-off-on-new-nuclear-pact/article1513074/ (accessed: 
March 31, 2010).  
3
 Fraser, Malcolm. "Eliminating Nuclear Weapons: No Longer the Impossible Dream." Wellington: National 

Consulative Committee on Disarmament, May 24, 2009. 
4
 Sakwa, Richard. "Gorbachev and the new Soviet foreign policy." Global Society, 1988: 18-29, p. 22 

5
 Gorbachev used the “zone of peace” notion for a number of regional initiatives including” Asia-Pacific 

(Vladivostok, July 1986), the Arctic and Northern Europe (Murmansk, October 1987), and the Mediterranean 
(Belgrade, March 1988) – Atland, Kristian. "Mikhail Gorbachev, the Murmansk Initiative, and the Descuritization of 
Interstate Relations in the Arctic." Cooperation and Conflict, 2008: 289-306, p. 293.  
6
 Gorbachev, "Mikhail Gorbachev's Speech in Murmansk at the Ceremonial Meeting on the Occasion of the 

Presentation of the Order of Lenin and the Gold Stat to the City of Murmansk" October.  
7
 Vartanov, Raphael V. and, and Alexi Yu Roginko. "New Dimensions of Soveit Arctic Policy: Views from the Soviet 

Union." American Academy of Political and Social Science, 1990: 69-78, p. 70. 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/us-russia-sign-off-on-new-nuclear-pact/article1513074/
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action, leading one commentator to note that, “more has been done by the Soviet Union to develop 
Arctic cooperation since the Murmansk speech than during the previous seventy years”8.  

Reaction in the West to Gorbachev’s Murmansk Speech were mixed as there was both doubt about the 
authenticity of the security aspects of the speech, but positive feedback on the proposals for functional 
cooperation in areas such as science and the environment9. However, with a President now in the White 
House who supports a denuclearization agenda, it is perhaps time for both the “West” (i.e. the United 
States and the other NATO allies of the Arctic region) and Russia to revisit Gorbachev’s idea for an Arctic 
Zone of Peace as a means to advance the greater agenda of getting to a world in which both the threat 
of nuclear war and nuclear attack have been eliminated. Subsequently, this paper proposes that a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone be established in the Arctic region (ANWFZ), in order to forward the goal of 
abolishing nuclear weapons.  

This paper is divided into five sections. The first reviews the arguments for why nuclear weapons should 
be eliminated and endorses the phased “minimization and elimination” framework of the International 
Commission on Non-Proliferation and Disarmament. The second introduces the concept of Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zones as a concrete step in the medium-term to build towards the elimination of nuclear 
weapons. While the third explains why the Arctic should be the next candidate for becoming a NWFZ. A 
framework for the Arctic NWFZ is given in the fourth section. The fifth section seeks to counter those 
who argue that the goal of a NWFZ in the Arctic is utopian and unachievable by demonstrating that 
there is significant support for this concept.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8
 Vartanov and Roginko, p. 71 

9 Archer, Clive. "Arctic Cooperation: A Nordic Model." Security Dialogue, 1990: 165-173, p. 65  
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The Case Against Nuclear Weapons 
Almost as soon as they were used, the world had a moral revulsion against nuclear weapons. 
Disarmament is included in the UN Charter (adopted before the first nuclear test) and in the first 
resolution on January 24, 1946 the UN General Assembly recommended the elimination of all nuclear 
weapons and other “weapons adaptable to mass destruction”. Randy Rydell makes a good distinction 
between disarmament – the physical destruction or elimination of particular types of weaponry – and 
arms control which includes limitations on usage or yield, exclusively on numbers, or confidence-
building measures but a primary goal of the international community since the destruction of Hiroshima 
sixty-five years ago has been to rid human kind of these horrendous weapons with more limited arms 
control measures bing steps toward this goal10.  

In 1962, the world came close to destruction with the Cuban Missile Crisis, threatening nuclear war 
between the United States and the Soviet Union. But John F Kennedy and Nikita Khrushchev took 
advantage of the crisis to agree in 1963 to a limited Test Ban Treaty (long recommended by individuals 
like Andrei Sakharov) which ushered in the first cycle of arms control treaties. In 1968, for example, 
there was agreement on the Non-Proliferation Treaty.  

This subsequent Ost-Politik policy of West Germany reduced tensions further and enabled the 
confidence necessary for critical advances in the early 1970s which led to the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 
in 1972.  

Cold War conflicts returned, however, and the Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan and deployment of 
SS-20 intermediate missiles in Europe led to greatly increased tensions in the early 1980s. Mikhail 
Gorbachev led the way in a second cycle of arms control and disarmament. Gorbachev and Reagan 
declared in Geneva in 1985 that “nuclear war cannot be won and it must never be fought”11. It took 
political will to transcend the old nuclear catechism and articulate a new vision. The two leaders agreed 
on a treaty to eliminate medium and short range missiles in Europe, followed by an agreement on a joint 
reduction in strategic offensive weapons. At Reykjavik, Iceland in October 1986, the two leaders 
returned to the goal first posited by the UN General Assembly in 1946 of eliminating nuclear weapons in 
their entirety.  

Progress, then slowed to a standstill, until January 4, 2007 when the essay A World Free of Nuclear 
Weapons by George Schulz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger and Sam Nunn was published in the Wall 
Street Journal. Because these four gentlemen concerned were “not known for utopian thinking,”12 as 
Gorbachev noted in supporting  the initiative of the former statesmen, and with years of experience in 

                                                           
10

 Rydell, Randy. The Future of Nuclear Arms: A World United and Divided by Zero. April 8, 2009. 
http://www.armscontrol.org/ (accessed February 18, 2010). 
11

 Gorbachev, Mikhail. The Nuclear Threat. January 31, 2007. http://www.gsinstitute.org/docs/WSJgorbachev.pdf 
(accessed January 28, 2010). 
12

 Gorbachev, The Nuclear Threat.  
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shaping the policies of previous administrations, their endorsement “of a world free from nuclear 
weapons” put nuclear disarmament back on the world’s policy agenda13. 

The 2007 essay was supported by similar calls for actions by Malcolm Fraser, former Prime Minister of 
Australia and long-time chairperson of the Interaction Council in an article entitled A World Free of 
Nuclear Weapons is Within Reach14. Four German statesmen – Helmut Schmidt, Richard von Weizacker, 
Egor Bahn and Hans-Dietrich Genschler – joined the American and Australian colleagues in unreservedly 
supporting “the call by Messrs. Kissinger, Schultz, Perry and Nunn for a turn around on nuclear policy, 
not only in their country”15. The Interaction Council Expert Group, in May 2009, chaired by the 
Honourable Jean Chrétien supported the Nunn et al. initiative and added several ideas of their own on 
getting control of the uranium enrichment process, halting the production of fissile material for 
weapons and eliminating short-range nuclear weapons in Europe16. Building on that work Mr. Chrétien 
and three of his colleagues, like their German and Australian counterparts have put forth the argument 
for a world free of nuclear weapons in the Canadian press, writing that, “We believe that the future of 
humanity is as threatened now as it was at the end of the Second World War from proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. There are many good ideas already on the table to begin to tackle the issues, but 
unless action is taken now, the situation could become catastrophic”17. The Interaction Council decided 
too, to meet in Hiroshima in April 2010, on the 65th anniversary of the bombing to continue to lend their 
weight to stimulating public debate on nuclear disarmament.  

International commissions complemented the public advocacy campaign of former statesmen with 
detailed roadmaps on how to achieve the goal of a nuclear-free world. In 2006, the International 
Weapons of Mass Destruction Commission chaired by Hans Blix issued a report with thirty 
recommendations dealing with nuclear weapons and in April 2009, the members of the Commission met 
in Washington to refocus attention on its proposal by issuing a declaration praising the Obama 
administration and the 2007 statement of the bipartisan group of former US statesmen because “they 
succinctly reminded the US public and the world that the Cold War ended nearly 20 years ago, that it 
was high time for the US and Russia to draw the right conclusions from its cause and lead the world 
cooperatively toward real disarmament”. The Blix Commission was followed by the Australian and 
Japanese initiative of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament co-
chaired by Gareth Evans and Yoriko Kawaguchi, which recently issued a report with seventy-six 
recommendations on how to get to a nuclear weapon free world18.  

Malcolm Fraser succinctly summarises the case against nuclear weapons presented in the reports above: 

                                                           
13

 Schultz, George P, Perry J William, Henry A Kissinger, and Nunn Sam. "A World Free of Nuclear Weapons." Wall 
Street Journal, January 4, 2007: A15.; Gorbachev, The Nuclear Threat.  
14

 Fraser, Malcolm et al. "A world free of nuclear weapons is within reach." April 6, 2009. 
15

 Schmidt, Helmut, Richard Von Weizacker, Egon Bahr, and Hans-Dietrich Genscher. Toward a nuclear-free world: 
a German view. January 9, 2009. http://www.ipnw2010.org/fileadmin/user-
upload/pdf_files/Toward_a_nuclear_free_world_Schmidt_Genscher_Bahr_Weizsaecker.pdf (accessed January 28, 
2010). 
16

 Chretien, Jean. How to Prevent a New Cold War. May 6, 2009. http://www.interactioncouncil.org (accessed 
March 22, 2010). 
17

 Chrétien, Jean, Joe Clark, Ed Broadbent and Lloyd Axworthy. “Toward a world without nuclear weapons”. March 
25, 2010, http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/toward-a-world-without-nuclear-
weapons/article1512296/ (accessed: March 31, 2010).  
18

 Blix, Hans. Weapons of Terror: Freeing the World of Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Arms. 2006. 
www.wmdcommission.org (accessed March 23, 2010). 

http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/toward-a-world-without-nuclear-weapons/article1512296/
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/opinions/toward-a-world-without-nuclear-weapons/article1512296/
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Both in the scale of the indiscriminate devastation they cause, and in their uniquely persistent, 
spreading, genetically damaging radioactive fallout, nuclear weapons are unlike any other 
‘weapons’. They cannot be used for any legitimate military purpose. Any use, or threat of use, 
should be a violation of international humanitarian law. The notion that nuclear weapons can 
ensure anyone’s security is fundamentally flawed. Nuclear weapons most threaten those who 
possess them, or claim protection from them, because they become the preferred targets for 
others’ nuclear weapons. Accepting that nuclear weapons can have a legitimate place, even if 
solely for ‘deterrence’, means being willing to accept the incineration of tens of millions of 
fellow humans and radioactive devastation of large areas, and is fundamentally immoral. 
Nuclear weapons cannot be divided into those for use and those for deterrence. Deterrence is 
predicated on having the demonstrated capacity and will to unleash nuclear weapons, and runs 
on fallible systems on high-alert which have already almost failed us more than 5 times19. 

Fraser’s concern about nuclear accidents is dramatically illustrated by a dramatic near-miss in the Arctic, 
which is the geographic focus of this paper. In 1968 a US B-52 bomber carrying four MK28 nuclear 
weapons, each with a yield of 1.5 megatons doing a routine patrol over Greenland crashed. Miraculously 
while the bombs did explode, the nuclear reaction necessary to make it a nuclear explosion did not 
occur.  In the massive clean-up operations that ensued many Greenlandic workers were exposed to high 
levels of radiation, at times as much as three hundred times the US military lower limit. It even became 
necessary to ship to Greenland polar bear skins, so that the Inuit could replace their clothing, which had 
become heavily contaminated20. This is just one example of both how the Arctic has been affected by 
nuclear issues and the damaging effect of nuclear weapons.  

The case against nuclear weapons – militarily, economically, and morally – seems incontrovertible.  But 
how to get to a nuclear-weapon-free world and develop a real roadmap for progress is the rub. The 
Evans-Kawaguchi report Eliminating Nuclear Threats has a very useful strategy of “minimization” and 
“elimination” which is applied to this paper21. Minimization begins with a reduction in the roles and 
strategies of nuclear weapons, though they have not yet completely disappeared. After a period of 
steady progress on reductions and confidence-building measures, the world will be ready for a leap to 
elimination.  

The Commission proposed a short-term action plan to 2012, a medium-term action plan from 2012 to 
2025 and a longer-term plan of getting to zero by 2025.  

Short Term (2010-2012): The goal is move nuclear weapons from the foreground of international affairs 
to the background; to reduce the number of nuclear weapons; to strengthen NPT compliance; bring into 
force the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; and end launch on warning. 

Medium Term (2012-2025): will continue progress on reducing weapons to 2000 compared to 23,000 
now in existence; a declaratory policy of no first use; negotiate an effective Fissile Material Cut-off 
Treaty; remove all American nuclear weapons from Europe; ensure compliance with existing nuclear-
free zone treaties; extend their range to include other weapons of mass destruction and add new non-
nuclear zones, such as the Arctic. 

                                                           
19

 M. Fraser 
20

 Zinglersen, Jens. Speech at the University of Copenhagen. July 2009. 
http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/nwfz_sept09.pdf (accessed March 24, 2010), p. 1-3 
21

 Evans, Gareth, and Yoriko Kawaguchi. Eliminating Nuclear Threats: A Practical Guide for Global Policymakers. 
2009. http://www.icnnd.org/reference/reports/ent/pdf/KNND_Annex_A.pdf (accessed March 17, 2010). 
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Long Term (2025 and beyond): reach the minimization point by 2025 of low numbers of nuclear 
weapons by 2025, and agreed doctrine of no first use; credible force postures and verifiable 
deployments. Then create the conditions necessary to move from minimization to elimination22.  

This paper concentrates on the second phase of this journey – the medium term – and advocates 
creating a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Arctic to add to the existing five treaties that create such a 
condition. It is important to emphasize that the proposal for an ANWFZ presupposes that the first phase 
of minimization has been achieved. Obstacles to an ANWFZ, today for example, include: the problem of 
Russia’s existing nuclear force structure, which relies on missile-firing submarines, which sail under the 
Arctic Ocean; and the dichotomy of NATO partners like Canada and Norway supporting NATO’s current 
declaratory policy and nuclear force structure, with the stringent requirements of a nuclear-free zone, 
but while recognizing and discussing these issues below, we suggest the initiative of an ANWFZ only 
within the context of a three-phased program to eliminate nuclear weapons. If we can move to a 
medium phase, it would be important and useful to meet the long-term demands of those who live in 
the North that their region be nuclear free. Much of the burden of eliminating nuclear weapons, too, 
falls on the United States and Russia and they are equally major players in the Arctic. But, other states 
beyond the superpowers have responsibility to help move the minimization and elimination agenda 
forward, and in the case of the Arctic, Canada, Norway, Sweden, Finland, Denmark, and Iceland can play 
a useful and complementary role to the big steps hopefully taken by the nuclear superpowers in phase 
one and two of the minimization approach.  

As mentioned above, a perspective that is too often forgotten in discussing issues like a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in the Arctic is that it should respond to the demands of those who live there. 
Disarmament and arms control treaties are the stuff of high politics. They involve prime ministers, 
diplomats, generals and physicists. Lost in this deadly game of nuclear accountancy is the voice of the 
people. A tremendous impetuous behind the efforts of President Obama, President Medvedev and 
others to move us to a nuclear free world is the hope of average citizens across the world. Civil society 
has gotten behind the minimization-elimination agenda. Initiatives like the Global Zero campaign, 
Mayors for Peace, and many other notable initiatives is to urge concrete steps to end our reliance on 
nuclear weapons. So too, in the Arctic: as early as 1977 and motivated by the accident at Thule, the Inuit 
Circumpolar Conference issued a resolution on their goal of a nuclear-free-zone in the Arctic. Wishing to 
restrict “the Arctic and sub-Arctic to those uses which are peaceful and environmentally safe” the ICC 
called for no nuclear testing or nuclear devices in the Arctic or sub-Arctic23. The current generation of 
Inuit leaders have not lost any of the farsighted wisdom of their predecessors. In April 2009, the Inuit 
Circumpolar Conference issued a declaration on Arctic sovereignty, which again made the case that 
“Inuit had been living in the Arctic from time immemorial” and therefore “Inuit consent, expertise, and 
perspectives are critical to progress on international issues involving the Arctic”24. Our proposal for an 
ANWFZ is not a southern “do-gooders” idea foisted on the North; it responds in fact, to a deeply and 
long held view of the Inuit Circumpolar Council.  

 

 

                                                           
22

 Evans and Kawaguchi 
23

 Inuit Circumpolar Council. Resolution on a Nuclear Free Zone in the Arctic. 1977. 
http://cwis.org/fwdp/Resolutions/ICC/Inuit.txt (accessed March 23, 2010). 
24

 Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami. Circumpolar Inuit Declaration on Arctic Sovereignty. 2009. 
http://www.itk.ca/circumpolar-inuit-declaration-arctic-sovereignty (accessed March 23, 2010). 
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An Introduction to Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones (NWFZs) 
This section will provide an introduction to the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (NWFZ) concept by 
explaining its goals, outlining the principles that the United Nations has set for NWFZs, presenting the 
arguments for how NWFZs contribute to non-proliferation, introducing the existing NWFZs, and 
providing a history of NWFZ proposals in the Arctic.  

What do NWFZ try to achieve? According to Weerakoon-Gonnewardene, “the aims of the proposal for a 
... Nuclear-Weapon Free Zone ... are to raise the nuclear threshold and reduce the risk of escalation in a 
region where strategic, tactical and conventional weapons are located, and to lessen the danger of a 
surprise attack...”25. It does so through mandating the non-possession, non-deployment and non-use of 
nuclear weapons within the zone26. This has the end goal, as so aptly put by Nobel Prize winning 
Mexican diplomat Alfonso Garcia Robles of gradually increasing the areas “from which nuclear weapons 
are prohibited to a point where the territories of the powers which possess these terrible weapons of 
mass destruction will be something like contaminated islets subject to quarantine”27. By isolating 
nuclear weapon states, NWFZs send the powerful message that there is a consensus against the 
presence of nuclear weapons and that this should be the norm of the entire world. This momentum 
could then be used to create a world free of nuclear weapons28.  

Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zones contribute importantly towards non-proliferation. They do so through 
their verification procedures and control measures, while reducing the capacity and attractiveness of 
having nuclear-capable allies. They do so in a way that is more achievable than general non-proliferation 
efforts by limiting the number of relevant actors to a small enough group, so that the amount of 
competing interests and issues involved is kept to a somewhat more manageable level. Often the 
weakness of disarmament proposals is that they do not address what needs to be done in specific 
states29. A NWFZ does just that by indicating the rights and responsibilities of each state within the zone 
and creates reciprocity of obligations and actions30. Thus it has the potential to make a real contribution 
towards larger non-proliferation goals.  

The first way that a NWFZ contributes to non-proliferation is through their more rigorous verification 
procedures than the International Atomic Agency (IAEA) safeguards. This is because IAEA verification 
procedures are geared towards ensuring that non-Nuclear Weapon States are not diverting nuclear 
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materials that are meant for civilian purposes towards building nuclear devices. NWFZ verification 
procedures extend further to ensure that the sanctity of the NWFZ is not being violated by clandestine 
import of nuclear weapons or the use of territory within the zones for the manufacturing or testing of 
nuclear weapons31. Consequently, the more stringent verification procedures not only ensure that there 
are not nuclear weapons related activities occurring within the zone, but they also seek to build 
confidence that the regime is being respected, something that the IAEA verification procedures cannot 
boost after numerous problems relating to verification in both Iran and North Korea. Moreover, NWFZs 
contribute to non-proliferation, because of their stringent control measures. The existing Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone treaties have opted to set up regional control mechanisms to facilitate the 
verification regime, as well as information exchange, consultations, and even a complaints procedure for 
dealing with perceived abrogations to the treaty requirements32. ‘ 

Most importantly, NWFZs contribute to non-proliferation, because they expand the proportion of the 
globe where nuclear weapons do not exist. While this is the most evident contribution that NWFZs make 
towards non-proliferation, there are also a number of different ways in which they reduce global nuclear 
weapons capabilities. NWFZs often require each party to declare any ability they have to manufacture or 
test nuclear explosives and destroy these facilities or covert them to peaceful purposes. With the 
accompanying verification procedures this requirement of a NWFZ reduces the salience of the argument 
that while it may be a good idea to abolish nuclear weapons, it is impossible that they stay abolished, 
because the facilities and know-how continue to exist. Xia Liping rightfully asserts that “these measures 
will return nuclear threshold states or de facto nuclear weapon states to the status of non-nuclear 
weapon states, and prevent them from going nuclear again” and cites South Africa under the Pelindaba 
Treaty as a successful example33. Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zones, therefore, contribute importantly 
towards non-proliferation efforts by reducing the nuclear-weapons related capacity of the zonal states.  

Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zones have a positive spinoff effect for non-proliferation, because they reduce 
the strength of the argument (though this paper has already shown it to be a weak one) that nuclear 
weapons serve a useful deterrent function by reassuring states that a potential adversary with a nuclear-
armed ally will not allow nuclear weapons to be stationed on its soil. This is because NWFZ treaties 
require that the area must be free of all nuclear weapons, not just those under the care and control of 
the government who ratified the treaty34. For example, were Poland to sign onto a NWFZ Treaty it could 
not permit the stationing of American nuclear weapons on its territory even if the Americans were to 
maintain full control over these weapons. As such, the fears of Russia about the stationing of nuclear 
weapons right at its borders would be extinguished, reducing the need of Russia to develop further 
nuclear capabilities.  

Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zones can make an important contribution towards non-proliferation efforts. 
This is achieved through their extensive verification procedures and control measures. The reduction of 
nuclear weapons capacity that NWFZs necessitate is also an important factor towards non-proliferation, 
as is the positive spinoffs that it will have in other nuclear states. However, they also need to be 
reinforced with more general moves towards the total abolition of nuclear weapons. It is beyond the 
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scope of this paper to outline a comprehensive agenda for how this should be accomplished, but the 
authors are in general in support of the proposals put forward by Gareth and Kawaguchi in Eliminating 
Nuclear Weapons.  

In order to help regions achieve NWFZ status, the United Nations Disarmament Commission in its report 
of April 30, 1999 put forth a set of four principles and guidelines for establishing Nuclear-Weapons-Free 
Zones. The first principle is that the decision to create a NWFZ should be freely arrived at by the states 
that make up the region. The second principle is that the proposal to establish a NWFZ should emanate 
from within the region itself and not be the result of the coercive action of outside actors. Third, it is 
necessary to consult the Nuclear Weapon States (NWS), so that they may sign and ratify the protocols of 
the treaty. This would mean that they have made a legally binding commitment to respect the zone and 
not deploy nuclear weapons against states that are party to the treaty. The fourth and final principle set 
out by the UN Disarmament Commission is that a NWFZ should not prevent the use of nuclear science 
and technology for civilian purposes, but should encourage cooperation to ensure that its use remains 
peaceful35.  

There are currently five existing Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaties. These are: Antarctica (1959), Latin 
America (1967), South Pacific (1985), Southeast Asia (1995) and Africa (1996)36. This means that it is not 
permitted to acquire, test, station or develop nuclear weapons in over one hundred countries, including 
the entirety of the Southern Hemisphere37. The first NWFZ treaty to be concluded was in Antarctica. In 
this treaty the major powers and the Southern Ocean regional states all agreed to ensure “the use of 
Antarctica for peaceful purposes only”38. Article V of the Antarctica Treaty explicitly prohibits any 
nuclear explosion or disposal of radioactive material, while Article I prohibits “any measures of a military 
nature”. These are ensured through intrusive inspection provisions39. The Antarctica Treaty should be 
taken as a starting point for the negotiation of an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, as the geography 
and climate create similarities between the two and there is a substantial overlap in key players in both 
areas. In addition, the Southeast Asia Treaty can serve as a guide, because it includes provisions 
including to straits and EEZs (Exclusive Economic Zones) within the Zone, which is analogous to the 
situation in the Arctic of both the Northeast and Northwest Passages40. It is helpful to learn from the 
experiences of the existing NWFZs when designing the Arctic NWFZ41. However, at the same time, no 
perfect analogy exists. The Antarctica Treaty relates to a region with no permanent human population, 
while the other treaties relate to heavily populated areas. The Arctic, however, has a mixture of both. As 
well, the Arctic is mostly ocean, while the other treaties relate primarily to land42. Therefore, an 
innovative approach that takes into account the best practises and lessons learned from the existing 
treaties is what is needed to conclude a treaty marking the Arctic as a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, but 
there will also need to be imagination and foresight by its authors43.  
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The concept of a NWFZ in the Arctic is not a new one. Proposals have been made as early as 1961 when 
after Norway and Denmark decided not to deploy nuclear weapons on their territory during peacetime, 
the Swedish Foreign Minister proposed setting up a club of states, which would agree not to deploy 
nuclear weapons44. According to Hamel-Green, the first proposal for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free-Zone in the 
Arctic was put forward in the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists in 196445. It has subsequently been picked up 
by Inuit organizations (including the Inuit Circumpolar Conference), regional and international peace 
organizations, academic researchers and Arctic region specialists46. This paper hopes to build on this 
body of literature to develop a workable framework for a NWFZ in the Arctic, so as to make progress 
towards the end goal of a world without nuclear weapons47.  
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Why the Arctic? 
The prominent scholar Oran Young once told a Canadian parliamentary committee that “we’re still in 
the first grade in terms of learning to cooperate in the Arctic”48. There is room for more intensified 
cooperation and one such cooperative project could be a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. The Arctic is a 
good potential candidate to be the next area covered by a NWFZ because of its history, the challenges of 
climate change that have led to intensified sovereignty disputes, the level of military engagement in the 
region, the presence of the two nuclear superpowers, the positive spinoff benefits for global security 
and the inadequacy of existing arrangements.  

The Arctic region has a history of great power conflict. During the Cold War the Soviet and American 
vast nuclear arsenals would have transited through the Arctic on their flight paths were they ever 
deployed. In addition to this, the Arctic has been the scene of “great power transit and deployment of 
strategic nuclear weapons above and below the ice, nuclear weapon accidents, atmospheric and 
underground nuclear testing, and radioactive waste and fallout contamination (and associated health 
impacts for indigenous peoples), and displacement of indigenous peoples as a result of military bases 
and infrastructure”49. The example of the Dene people in Deline, Northwest Territories is illustrative of 
this point. From the 1930s until the 1960s uranium and radium were mined on the shores of Great Bear 
Lake, including uranium for the Manhattan Project, which would bring into existence the bombs that 
would eventually be dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Dene men worked transporting the materials, 
but they and their communities were never informed of the potential health risks that this entailed. As a 
result, the Dene people of Great Bear Lake have suffered grossly inflated cancer rates50. The Arctic and 
its inhabitants have been an integral part of the history of nuclear weapons, making this region a fitting 
place to expand the movement towards a world without nuclear weapons.  

The Arctic has been construed in the minds of southern defence planners as a “military theatre” in 
which all interests – including those of the local indigenous population – were subordinated to national 
security concerns51. It was also divided clearly into “the West” and “the East”, each belonging to one of 
the opposing superpowers camps, rather than as a continuous region in its own right52. The end of the 
Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union meant that the Arctic Ocean was almost free of nuclear 
weapons, because the Russians no longer had the capacity and the Americans no longer had the 
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incentive to transit the region53. A sustained level of nuclear-related activity will return with the changes 
brought on by climate change and the subsequent disputes over sovereignty.  

Climate change has had a discernable effect on the Arctic region. As has been demonstrated in countless 
documentaries, studies, reports and news pieces, the Arctic ice is receding. Depending on who is 
consulted the rates at which this is occurring vary remarkably. The Arctic Council’s Arctic Climate Impact 
Assessment in 2004 projected the “near total loss of sea ice in summer for late this century”. Rapid 
ablation of sea ice in recent years and the conclusions of the 2007 Fourth Assessment report of the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change has led many to conclude that the Arctic Ocean and its 
littoral states may be free of ice in summer within the next five to fifteen years. Eventually it is expected 
that the Arctic Ocean will come to resemble the Baltic Sea, with a thin layer of seasonable ice covering it 
during the winter months, so that it is navigable year round with the right equipment54.  The receding 
ice will enable increased traffic into the region – both military and civilian. For example, the United 
States Navy has declared that it will increase its Arctic operations as the ice recedes55.  

The receding ice will not spur increased military activity in the Arctic, because of the greater ease of 
navigation, but as the ice recedes it becomes increasingly possible to extract the vast amounts of natural 
resources that lie under the Arctic Ocean. Several states have laid claim to these resources, often in the 
same area.  Sovereignty is the issue du jour in the Arctic with boundary disputes and inflammatory 
domestic legislation abounding56. There are several boundary disputes in the Arctic, as neighbouring 
states lay claim to the same territory. For example, Canada has six outstanding boundary-related 
disputes, including most significantly in the Northwest Passage, a body of water connecting the Arctic 
and Pacific Oceans. On September 10, 1985 then External Affairs Minister Joe Clark announced Canada 
would draw straight baselines around its archipelago and since that time the United States, European 
Union and Japan have all refuted that claim57. To ensure Canada’s sovereignty the Canadian 
Government under Stephen Harper has promised to increase military resources in the region through 
large procurement programs and increased military activity. Similarly, Russian President Dmitry 
Medvedev stated on September 17, 2008 that Russia should pass a law to mark its Arctic territory in the 
disputed areas where significant natural resource deposits can be found58.  

These competing sovereignty claims do cause concern for increased military activity in the Arctic, but 
there is little consensus as to whether military conflict in the Arctic is likely or not. There are those who 
argue that war in the Arctic is a sure thing. For example, Borgerson writes that, “the combination of new 
shipping routes, trillions of dollars in possible gas and oil resources, and a poorly defined picture of state 
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ownership makes for a toxic brew”59. However, there is equal evidence to suggest that this can be 
avoided, because disagreements “are being handled in an orderly fashion” and that there is a history of 
cooperation among the concerned states and interest in preserving the stability of the region60. It should 
be noted, that in May 2008 the five coastal nations bordering the Arctic Ocean agreed to have the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (1982) as the basis for resolving all of their 
outstanding maritime boundary disputes61.  Therefore, it is hoped that the sovereignty disputes over 
jurisdiction will be resolved by UNCLOS with no need to resort to military means62. 

While it is certainly hoped that all border disputes will be resolved through UNCLOS, the level of military 
engagement in the Arctic is significant and increasing, made possible by submarines, aerial flyovers, 
increasing spending and an intensified positioning of military assets and personnel in the region. It is this 
mix of military presence and sovereignty disputes that make the Arctic a prime candidate for the 
establishment of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone.  

The Arctic region, unlike the territories of the other NWFZs is primarily ocean. Thus, the presence of 
significant quantities of nuclear-capable submarines highlights the need for such a treaty. Underwater 
deployment of nuclear armed attack and ballistic submarines have been cruising underneath the Arctic 
ice for many years63. For example, in 2005 a LA-class American submarine, called the Charlotte spent 
two weeks under the North Pole, a feat that they considered to be a technological achievement that will 
have implications for future missions64. It is important to note that only nuclear-powered submarines 
can stay submerged underneath the thick ice long enough to operate65. The amount of nuclear 
warheads deployed by this system is significant. Russia claims to be carrying 576 nuclear warheads on 
their fleet of ten submarines, of which between two-thirds and three-quarters are located in the 
Northern Fleet66. At the same time, the United States carries 43% of its nuclear arsenal on submarines67. 
Norris and Kristensen expect that by 2020 there will be a significant reduction in the total number of 
warheads, but at the same time the percentage of warheads deployed on submarines will increase more 
than two-fold68. However, the strategic benefits of nuclear submarines are being reduced by the melting 
ice, because the invisibility benefits it provides will be reduced. The Arctic Ocean is a “noisy sea”, leading 
radar to be less than effective as the background noise from the moving ice interferes with its range. As 
the anonymity of nuclear submarine patrols in the Arctic is diminished, it is now perhaps in all states’ 
interests to negotiate a NWFZ in the Arctic69.  
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In addition to the numerous nuclear submarines that are currently underneath the Arctic ice, above the 
ice fly nuclear weapons equipped aircraft. Russia alone maintains a fleet of 77 strategic bombers and 63 
propeller-powered TU-1985 Bears70. These aircraft carry 856 nuclear weapons in the form of air-
dropped bombs and cruise missiles and are easily capable of reaching North American airspace71.  The 
presence of these air capabilities indicates that a nuclear attack would be feasible to carry out in the 
Arctic and as sovereignty disputes continue it is necessary to re-evaluate the possibility of concluding a 
NWFZ treaty.  

Not only are there these significant nuclear weapons capabilities in the Arctic at present, but 
governments around the region have been devoting increasing resources to further developing their 
military presence. Denmark has released a defence position paper recommending the establishment of 
a dedicated Arctic military contingent drawing on all divisions of its armed forces; Norway has purchased 
new fighter jets that are suitable for Arctic patrols; and Canada has announced money for patrol vessels 
and a cold weather training centre along the Northwest Passage72. Russia too, has approved the 
establishment of a stronger military presence in the Arctic in the form of a specially military force 
designated towards defending Russia’s Arctic and the necessary resources to pay for it73. Not only are 
the states of the region increasing their spending and presence in the Arctic militarily, but other states 
which have an interest in the resources underneath the Arctic ice or in the potential shorter shipping 
routes are as well74.  

The Arctic region is the home of the world’s two nuclear superpowers – Russia and the United States. 
They have numerous nuclear weapons stationed in the region that are capable of reaching each other’s 
territories from home soil. This makes it of particular importance that a NWFZ be established in the 
Arctic. The Arctic region is unique in that the majority of the states in the region are nuclear-weapon-
free states (Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Finland and Canada), while the two others have the largest 
nuclear arsenals out of any states in the world. It is widely believed that Russia has as many as 3,000 
tactical nuclear weapons and as many as 8,000-10,000 nuclear warheads in reserve75. The United States 
also has 500 active warheads76. Furthermore, both superpowers are able to hit nuclear strikes against 
each other from comparatively safe launch sites on their home territory77. The presence of these two 
powers in one region makes it all the more important that a NWFZ be completed.  

As former Canadian Minister of Foreign Affairs Joe Clark pointed out during the Cold War, nuclear 
threats in the Arctic relate to the global context of the larger East-West rivalry, rather than about the 
Arctic itself. However, while Clark argued that a NWFZ in the Arctic would “do nothing to reduce the 
threat from these weapons”, quite the opposite could be argued in the post-Cold War Era. Were a NWFZ 
Treaty implemented in the Arctic there would be positive spinoffs for global security by reducing the 
attractiveness of missile defence systems, leading Russia to feel less threatened and thus less prone to 
offensive action, due to the fact that they will no longer have a nuclear adversary right at their borders. 
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Russia has repeatedly voiced its displeasure with US plans to deploy Patriot missiles in Poland. Moscow 
has in fact threatened to place Iskander missiles in Kalingrad if it the missile defence plan goes 
through78.  However, as Kissinger has aptly observed “there is nothing more offensive than Russia on the 
defensive”79.  A Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic would mean that neither Russia nor the United 
States would directly face a nuclear threat from a neighbour and could lead to an overall diminution of 
the perceived threat the other might cause (though neither has explicitly stated that it views the other 
as a threat for some time)80. The argument for stationing nuclear weapons along the border elsewhere 
would be greatly diminished by such a move. Weerakoon-Gonnewardene, therefore rightly concludes 
that a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone “is now seen also as a confidence-building measure (CBM) with 
political implications in addition to its military significance” and to this the German Group of Four adds 
that “stable security in the northern hemisphere would certainly defuse global crises and make them 
easier to resolve”81. The ANWFZ is a building block towards a more comprehensive peace82. 

The Arctic is also a favourable candidate for a NWFZ, because while there are existing arrangements 
covering non-proliferation concerns in the Arctic, including the Seabed Treaty, the Non-Proliferation 
Treaty and the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, none of these are comprehensive 
enough to adequately address nuclear issues83. The Seabed Treaty (1971) requires that parties to the 
treaty (which all Arctic states are) do not place on the seabed, ocean floor or subsoil nuclear weapons or 
facilities designed to store, test, or use nuclear weapons84. In addition, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty’s Article VII commits the Arctic states (again because they are all signatories) to conclude regional 
treaties to “assure the total absence of nuclear weapons from their respective territories”85. The fact 
that regional states were able to agree to these non-proliferation efforts is a positive starting point for 
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the negotiation of a NWFZ Treaty. Furthermore, the Ilulissat Declaration of May 2008, which states that 
the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea will govern territorial disputes, such as delineating 
the outer limits of the continental shelf, protecting the marine environment and freedom of navigation 
means that there is a legal framework for addressing the sovereignty disputes that might otherwise be 
dealt with by military force86. The fact that there is already a somewhat robust legal framework 
governing these activities in the Arctic means that there is a positive foundation upon which a NWFZ 
treaty can be built. However, these agreements are not wide enough in their scope nor specific enough 
to address the Arctic’s unique security issues87. A new Treaty is therefore required.  
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The Framework for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic 
This section will provide a framework for what a NWFZ Treaty in the Arctic. The key components it 
includes are: 

 setting the geographical boundaries to be covered by the treaty 

 declarations relating to the non-first use of nuclear weapons and the implications of this on 
NATO states 

 redesigning nuclear weapons alert status systems 

 illuminating the verification procedures that will be used to ensure compliance 

 augmenting surveillance capacities throughout the Arctic region to ensure that non-treaty 
states are not entering the zone with prohibited materials 

 making clear the acceptable overall state of military activities within the zone 

 associated confidence-building measures (CBMs), such as: increasing diplomatic resources, 
harmonizing regulations, developing nuclear waste disposal systems, joint scientific endeavours, 
and economic integration 

Geographical Limits 
The geographical limits of the “Arctic” need to be explicitly defined in the treaty. This should take into 
account traditional definitions of the region, as well as an understanding of which states key actors are 
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seen as “legitimate” and thus are willing to engage. Adjacent seas, sea beds, continental shelves, 
disputed territories, international waters, and airspace should all be covered by the treaty. However, the 
whole of Russia and the United States need not be included in order for a Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone 
in the Arctic to be deemed a success.  

Oran Young writes that the Arctic encompasses, “Alaska (except for the area known as the Southeast); 
the Yukon and Northwest Territories, northern Quebec, and all of Labrador in Canada; all of Greenland; 
Iceland, the northern countries of Norway, Sweden, and Finland (known collectively as Fennoscandia); 
and all of what the Russians treat as the Arctic and the Russian North.. [as well as] the marine systems of 
the Arctic Ocean and its adjacent seas, including the Bering, Chukchi, Beaufort, Greenland and 
Norwegian, Barents, Kara, Laptev, and East Siberian Seas”88. Using this definition the “Arctic” comprises 
8% or 40 million square kilometres of the earth’s surface, but less than 1% of the world’s population89. 
The majority (approximately 75%) of Arctic inhabitants live in Russia and about 10% are Indigenous 
peoples who are a majority in Canada’s eastern Arctic, northern Quebec and Greenland90.  

While it is widely recognized that the states that make up the Arctic are Canada, Finland, Greenland, 
Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden, and the United States, there are a wide variety of states who consider 
themselves to be relevant actors or stakeholders in the Arctic. This includes countries such as China, 
Japan, South Korea, France and the United Kingdom, as well as the European Union. These states are 
considered “relevant actors”, because they have an established interest and developed capability in 
Arctic science or are “stakeholders”, because they are currently exploiting Arctic resources91. Russia, and 
to a certain extent Canada, have traditionally taken an exclusive view towards which states should be 
consulted on Arctic matters, preferring to limit negotiations to only those states who meet Young’s 
definition of “Arctic”92. This exclusive attitude has generally stemmed from fears regarding sovereignty 
or access to natural resources. While negotiating a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty, however, such 
concerns do not exist. The issue of nuclear weapons is truly a global concern. Therefore, while it will 
ultimately be zonal states who conclude the treaty (in conformity to the United Nations principles), 
there should also be consultations with relevant actors and stakeholders who may be able to provide 
assistance towards surveillance and information sharing procedures that ensure compliance with Treaty 
provisions. As in all NWFZ treaty negotiations, the recognized Nuclear Weapon States under the Non-
Proliferation Treaty have to be engaged and it would be prudent to engage the de facto nuclear states 
(i.e. India, Pakistan, Israel and North Korea) as well.  

Not only is it necessary to define which states will be involved in the zone, but it is vital to the success of 
the zone that its precise geographical limits are clearly defined. While this paper takes Gorbachev’s 
Murmansk speech as its point of departure, it does recognize that there was one fatal flaw in his design. 
Gorbachev’s “zone of peace” in the Arctic did not include the Arctic Ocean precisely because this area 
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was of vital importance to the success of their strategic nuclear submarine operations93. As it was 
demonstrated in the previous section, nuclear submarines abound in the Arctic and are the most 
common delivery mechanism for nuclear weapons. It is therefore essential to the success of an Arctic 
NWFZ that adjacent seas – the Arctic Ocean – be included in its territory in addition to the land territory 
and airspace above both94.  

Included in the zone should also be all continental shelves of party states. The Bangkok Treaty which set 
up the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in Southeast Asia in 1995 included this provision, because there were 
areas under jurisdictional dispute between the contracting parties95. A similar situation exists in the 
Arctic where, for example, both Canadian and Russian continental shelves overlap leading to disputes 
over where their respect jurisdictions end. Precisely because continental shelves are the potential 
source of conflict, they should be included in a NWFZ Treaty. This, however, should not be difficult to 
secure as it has already been mentioned all Arctic states are signatories to the Seabed Treaty, which 
forbids nuclear weapons being stationed on the Arctic Ocean floor96. 

For much the same reasoning international waters adjacent to zonal states should be nuclear weapon 
free and thus covered under the treaty. While some credit the exclusion of international waters from 
the Pelindaba Treaty which set up a NWFZ in Africa, for its quick ratification, it is integral to the success 
of an Arctic NWFZ that they be included97. This is because of the unresolved legal status of the 
Northwest Passage. The Northwest Passage winds through the islands of the Canadian Arctic 
archipelago connecting the Atlantic and the Pacific. It is anticipated that as the Arctic ice recedes this will 
become an active area for international shipping as it greatly reduces freight times between Europe and 
Asia and can accommodate larger vessels than the Panama Canal. Canada considers this area to be its 
internal waters, but the United States and others do not agree. The source of US concerns is that if it 
agrees that the NWP is Canadian internal water, it would set a negative precedent for other straits 
around the world98. The United States, therefore, argues that the NWP is an international strait meeting 
the definition set by the International Court of Justice in the Strait of Corfu Judgement. In that case the 
ICJ ruled that an international strait is “a body of water that joins two international bodies of water and 
is used by international shipping”99. This is significant because under UNCLOS all states have a “right of 
passage” in an international strait100. However, the argument can be made that it is in all concerned 
states interests to have this area covered by a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, because if UNCLOS rules that 
it is an international strait than it gives all international actors the right to transit, including those with 
nuclear weapons or those carrying dangerous nuclear materials. Furthermore, because the Northwest 
Passage is narrow and shallow it is unfavourable for submarines, which are the main method of 
deployment for nuclear weapons101. Consequently, the NWP is already more or less nuclear-weapon-
free and therefore the major nuclear players in the region have little to lose by including it within the 
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zone, but much to gain from ensuring that other nuclear powers are unable to transit this area with all 
of the attendant security and environmental problems that this creates102.  

Michael Wallace, an Executive Member of the Canadian Pugwash Group has written that there are two 
main realities on the ground which complicates an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. First, both the 
United States and Russia frequently deploy nuclear-capable submarines throughout the Arctic waters. 
Second, the most important naval base for Russian ballistic missiles and submarines, known as 
Zapadnaya Litsa, is located just north of the Arctic Circle on the Kola Peninsula103. This base houses 
Russia’s most advanced ballistic missile submarines104. Therefore, in order for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free 
Zone to be created it would be necessary that Russia remove its nuclear-capable submarines from this 
base105. By far it would be preferable that Russia decide to decommission these submarines, but in the 
interest of securing a deal it would be sufficient to have Russia remove them from the area delineated 
by the zone. The base, however, need not be shut down completely. It provides an important source of 
revenue for the region and its complete closure would have significant impacts on the local 
population106. As will be discussed below, there remains a role for conventional forces in the Arctic 
region, just not a nuclear one and for this reason the nuclear-capable submarines based in Zapadnaya 
Litsa should be relocated to another port. The United States, alternatively, does not deploy nuclear 
weapons in its Arctic territory at present107. 

This issue of the Zapadnaya Litsa raises perhaps the biggest challenge for setting the geographical limits 
of an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone: is it possible to include only parts of the two Nuclear Weapon 
States? Wallace and Staples believe that “...it is almost unimaginable that the Americans would agree to 
declaring any portion of their territory free from nuclear weapons”108. Xia Liping explains that there are 
two reasons that the Chinese government has strongly opposed proposals to include parts of its 
territory in a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone for Northeast Asia (NWFZNEA). The first, she writes, is that “it 
is almost impossible, under the current circumstances, for the United States, Russia, and China to 
exclude their nuclear weapons from portions for their territory, as it would mean giving up sovereignty 
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and there will not be sufficient mutual political trust among them to do so in the foreseeable future”109. 
The second reason that Xia Liping gives is, “it would be very difficult for governments of the three NWS 
to explain to their peoples why certain portions of their countries should be included in the NWFZ-NEA, 
and why other nuclear powers can offer security assurances to these portions, but not to other 
areas”110. 

The first issue that Xia Liping raises is essentially one of political will. Giving up sovereignty will be a 
tough sell in many constituencies. The Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper has won praise among 
sections of the Canadian population for his “use it or lose it” slogan when it comes to Arctic sovereignty, 
though Indigenous leaders have made the obvious point that they had been “using” it for thousands of 
years. Sheila Watt-Cloutier, for example, rightly asserts that, “Inuit have been instrumental in exerting 
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic. Our use and occupation of the land was complete; as nomadic 
people, my ancestors travelled the length and breadth of the Arctic”111. While the Canadian Prime 
Minister may be advised to argue that Canada’s sovereignty over the Arctic is based on Inuit use and 
occupation, this shift will not occur until it is seen to be politically beneficial. Therefore, political will 
must be facilitated. Political will is integral to moving forward on all Arctic security issues. That is why 
the framework for the NWFZ that is proposed in this paper (to be detailed below) includes a significant 
amount of confidence-building measures (CBMs). It is hoped that these CBMs will instil the trust that is 
necessary for the Nuclear Weapon States to relinquish the sovereignty required to implement a NWFZ in 
the Arctic.  
 
The second issue that Xia Liping raises is how the inhabitants of the Arctic NWFZ will react to the fact 
that their fellow citizens continue to live under the nuclear umbrella, but they themselves are left 
outside it. The intent of the NWFZ proposal is not to create two classes of citizens, with one entitled to 
more security than another. The reasoning behind it is that nuclear weapons pose more risk to human 
life and dignity than they do security and it is therefore necessary that they be abolished. However, it 
recognizes that the major nuclear weapon powers – the United States and Russia among them – are not 
yet willing to relinquish their entire arsenal. It therefore recommends a minimization approach, whereby 
the use of nuclear weapons is gradually scaled down until Nuclear Weapon States are at a point where 
they feel comfortable fully surrendering their arsenal. From this logic it is hoped that the exact opposite 
of what Xia Liping reasons will occur. It is hoped that those citizens who are left under the nuclear 
umbrella will be unhappy that they must live with the risks that living under such an umbrella implies, 
while their fellow citizens have been liberated from these fears, because as has already been argued in 
this paper – the deterrence factor of nuclear weapons in the post-9/11 era are minimal, while the threat 
of their use is maximal.  

There is no doubt that the conclusion of a treaty to create a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic will 
be difficult, both diplomatically and politically, because it does include only parts of the two major 
nuclear weapons superpowers112. However, the goal is not to create a “zone of peace” free from nuclear 
weapons in the Arctic and then have a build-up of nuclear weapons right on its border. That would 
defeat what the zone is trying to achieve. Consequently, it would also be necessary to have what Prawitz 
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calls a “thinning out” of nuclear weapons in the territories just outside the zone113.  According to 
Prawitz, “ ‘thinning out’ arrangements imply that those nuclear weapon systems whose clear purpose is 
to attack targets within the zone, or that have short ranges and are deployed very close to the zone, 
thus implying that their primary purpose is for use against the zone, should be withdrawn”114. Such a 
move is necessary, because without it the goals of the NWFZ in the Arctic cannot be realized. This 
“thinning out” proposal will ensure that the spirit of the NWFZ initiative is respected and if the two 
largest nuclear weapon powers are able to agree to include part of their territories within such a zone, 
this would have positive knock-on effects outside of just the Arctic, perhaps providing an incentive for 
the Chinese to conclude a NWFZ in Northeast Asia.  

To summarize, a Nuclear-Weapon Free Zone in the Arctic should include the territories of Canada, 
Greenland (Denmark), Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and Finland, as well as Alaska and Northern Russia. Key 
players and stakeholders from outside the zone, such as Japan and South Korea, as well as the nuclear 
weapon states (UK, France, and China especially) should be consulted. The area to be covered includes 
all land, airspace, adjacent seas (including the Arctic Ocean), the seabed, continental shelves and 
international waters, including the Northwest Passage. It will include only parts of the two nuclear 
weapon states in the region, which will require a “thinning out” of nuclear weapons along the border of 
the region.  

A Policy of Non-First Use of Nuclear Weapons 
A non-first use policy is an essential component of an Arctic NWFZ Treaty, as the doctrine of first use 
does not fit with a policy of increasing partnership between NATO and Russia, even if nuclear weapons 
are not used115. This will require changes to American, Russian, and NATO policies, but it should be 
recognized that it does not prohibit NATO military cooperation in the region. Moscow has sent 
somewhat unclear messages on its policy of first use of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union had a policy 
of non-first use, but the Russian Federation that followed renounced this pledge in 1993. Since that 
time, Moscow has both said that it would not use nuclear weapons against states that do not posses 
them, but at the same time they have warned that they remain open to using nuclear weapons if other 
means fail to “repulse armed aggression”116. Similarly, the United States also has a policy of first use and 
has threatened to use nuclear weapons to retaliate against adversaries who attack US troops abroad, or 
US allies, with WMDs117. Due to the fact that only parts of the Nuclear-Weapon States will be covered by 
the ANWFZ Treaty, both Russia and the United States should declare that the sole purpose of their 
remaining nuclear weapons (as long as they exist) is to deter the use of nuclear weapons against itself118.  

Complicating the non-first use policy is that many of the zonal states are members of the NATO alliance, 
which has a stance of first use of military weapons119. Both Denmark and Norway have committed 
themselves to not deploy nuclear weapons on their territory during peacetime. Gorbachev recognized 
that “this stance, if consistently adhered to, is important for lessening tensions in Europe”120. 
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Unfortunately for a NWFZ to be successful this stance does not go far enough. States must commit to 
not deploying nuclear weapons on their territory both during peacetime and wartime.  

Does this mean that zonal states must withdraw from NATO? Perhaps not. Wallace and Staples argue 
that, “it might well be possible to draft an Arctic NWFZ Treaty that does not conflict with the letter of 
NATO members’ commitments to the Alliance’s Strategic Concept, but ... it is clear that membership in a 
NWFZ would be incompatible with its spirit”121. Therefore, it does warrant a discussion about 
reconfiguring the NATO’s Strategic Concept on Nuclear Weapons. According to Prawitz the first use 
policy “confirms the supreme guarantee of the security of the allies is provided by the strategic forces of 
the alliance; that new measures will share the benefits and responsibility from this in the same way that 
all other allies in accordance with the Strategic Concept; and that ‘new members will be expected to 
support the concept of deterrence and the essential role nuclear weapons play in the Allies strategy of 
war prevention as set forth in the Strategic Concept”122.  NATO leaders, with President Obama taking the 
lead, should revisit this policy. However, as an interim step it would be possible to have NATO become a 
signatory to the Arctic NWFZ Treaty, so that it will commit to no first use or indeed use at all of nuclear 
weapons throughout the zone. This could be achieved by zonal states signing a protocol waving their 
rights to protection under the strategic concept. Russia would also have to renounce its right to the first 
use of nuclear weapons in the zone. Russia and NATO consider each other to be the major threat in 
terms of nuclear weapons in this region of the world. A tit-for-tat renunciation of a first use policy would 
improve the safety and security of both and thus it should be adopted.  

A renunciation of the first use of nuclear weapons by NATO states in the Arctic region does not mean 
that these countries will no longer be under the NATO umbrella or that they would not be permitted to 
uphold their obligations to fellow NATO states. For example, Roscini has concluded in his international 
legal analysis of the Central Asian NWFZ that, “the combined effect of the two paragraphs of Article 12 is 
that only those provisions of previous treaties that do not prejudice the effective implementation... of 
the Treaty are preserved...therefore, the Central Asian denuclearized States parties to the Tashkent 
Treaty still have an obligation to provide military assistance to the other parties (including Russia) in case 
of aggression, but this assistance cannot include the acceptance of nuclear explosive devices on their 
territory”123. According to this precedent, zonal states would be able to continue to provide military 
assistance and be protected by the mutual assistance provisions of the Washington Treaty, without the 
accompanying pitfalls of nuclear weapons. The conventional weapon superiority of the United States 
and the NATO Alliance ensures that a policy of deterrence and mutual aid will persist124. A non-first use 
clause must therefore, be included in the Treaty, as should an explicit declaration that the purpose of 
the remaining nuclear weapons outside of the zone is purely for deterring against the use of nuclear 
weapons against itself125. 

However, the non-nuclear weapon states in the Arctic should renounce immediately their protection 
under the First Use Policy of NATO and the American nuclear umbrella126. It is hypocritical to at once 
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demand that the zone be nuclear weapon free and then on the other hand maintain the policy of 
operating under the NATO/American nuclear deterrence127. Furthermore, the adherence to this policy is 
contrary to the normally strong stance that countries like Norway, Sweden, Denmark and Canada take 
towards international and humanitarian law. The International Court of Justice gave an advisory opinion 
in 1996 that “the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of 
international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of humanitarian 
law”128. The current stance of these states towards the first use policy is therefore severely out of step 
with the rest of their foreign policy and should be altered immediately.  

Defining the “Nuclear” in Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
Weerakoon-Gonnewardene cautions that when drafting the Arctic NWFZ Treaty “it would be necessary 
to define this term ‘nuclear weapon’ very carefully. Usually it applies to nuclear bombs and warheads –
explosives – only”129. Clearly, when defining what “nuclear” means in the context of a Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone it is necessary to make sure that the scope is broad enough so that it is not possible for states 
to quickly rebuild their nuclear weapons capacity again after they are dismantled130.Therefore, it is 
recommended that “nuclear” should include prohibiting conventional weapons attacks on nuclear 
installations and nuclear weapons related research, but should not include the civilian use of nuclear 
material for energy purposes.  

Not only should an Arctic NWFZ prohibit the use of nuclear weapons, but it should also prohibit 
conventional weapons attacks on nuclear installations. This is because the environmental and health 
fallouts from the latter would resemble the former. It is also necessary to decommission nuclear 
weapons facilities. This will help to ensure that once nuclear weapons are removed from the zone, they 
will be unlikely to return. 

In addition, because one of the goals of the NWFZ is to create movement towards a complete abolition 
of nuclear weapons, the treaty should include prohibitions on the conduct of nuclear weapons related 
research. This seems like a logical conclusion, but to date the existing NWFZ treaties have been “weak or 
silent” on this provision131. The Arctic region has been the theatre of large-scale nuclear testing, 
especially in the 1950s132. The Treaty should end this practise by including a provision affirming all zonal 
states support for the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which has yet to come into force, because the 
necessary states have not yet ratified133. The United States, specifically, needs to ratify the CTBT, as the 
Senate failed to vote in large enough numbers for ratification when it voted in October 1999134. 
President Obama committed his administration to brining about the quick ratification of this treaty in his 
Prague speech in April 2009, so there is hope that US ratification is forthcoming. Furthermore, it is 
relatively simple to verify that no tests have been carried out, because of the sophistication of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Organization (CTBTO). This organization includes 337 
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monitoring systems and has proven itself sensitive enough to detect even the smallest of nuclear 
tests135. 

While it is important to safeguard against nuclear installations becoming targets and research into 
nuclear weapons technology, a NWFZ in the Arctic should in no way interfere with a member state’s 
ability to use nuclear technology for peaceful civilian purposes. Experts predict a doubling of nuclear 
power plants by 2030 and both the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the existing Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
treaties do permit for the peaceful application of nuclear energy136. Nuclear energy is deemed integral 
to the strategy to produce energy at a lower greenhouse gas emissions rate, so as to address the 
catastrophic effects of climate change137. However, there are those who would argue that there is a 
direct correlation between increased nuclear energy production and the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Kate Hudson goes as far to say that “increasing nuclear power and decreasing nuclear 
weapons is an oxymoron” and the respected former President of the USSR Mikhail Gorbachev has called 
for the elimination of “all aspects of energy programs that have a nuclear use”138. Equally there are 
those who argue that “not even a tenfold increase in power reactors will have a significant impact on 
nuclear proliferation”139. However, signatories to the Non-Proliferation Treaty have the obligation not to 
divert nuclear technology from peaceful uses to military purposes140. Since, the goal of the Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zone is not to get rid of all nuclear installations it is to protect citizens against the 
destructive power of nuclear weapons the choice of whether a zonal state chooses to use nuclear 
technology for peaceful purposes should be the choice of the individual state.  

Verification Procedures 
Due to the fact that the NWFZ treaty envisioned by this paper allows for the peaceful civilian use of 
nuclear technology, while making illegal the production and testing of nuclear weapons technology an 
essential element of the framework must be verification procedures to ensure that these differences are 
being respected. The verification system must ensure that all parties are complying with the conditions 
of the treaty.  

There are several areas that should be subject to verification. First, zonal states should be subject to 
surveillance to ensure that there peaceful activities, including those related to nuclear energy, are not 
being diverted towards nuclear weapons141. Second, that all nuclear weapons present in the zone had 
been removed and that there has been no new deployment of nuclear weapons in the zone142. Due to 
the fact that the geographical boundaries that were delineated for the zone included all airspace, 
adjacent seas, and international waters it is also necessary to put in place verification procedures to 
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make sure that other states are not transiting the zones with nuclear weapons. This is essential for the 
credibility of the zone, because it is not only necessary to have the zonal states keep nuclear weapons 
out of the zone, but that there are no nuclear weapons in the zone – period143.  

The form of the verification regimes of the existing Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone treaties vary. The 
preferable model is that of the Latin American NWFZ. It sets up a permanent organization to oversee 
verification. The benefit of this model is that the verification is ongoing and not ad hoc. It helps to 
sustain the political will that gave rise to the regime in the first place, by keeping the issue in the mind of 
the political leadership. Hamel-Green argues that “the creation of a similar agency for an Arctic zone 
would be particularly important in view of the need to promote and secure enduing regional and 
international commitment to simultaneous efforts to address nuclear, environmental, resource and 
indigenous issues”144. Consequently, it is recommended that such an organization be established in the 
Arctic, with the required resources to do its important verification job.  

A benefit of a permanent verification organization is that it can adapt to new technologies to expand 
how it verifies that nuclear weapons are not in the zone. For example, since submarines are the main 
delivery system for nuclear weapons critics would point out that detecting submarines is a “nearly 
impossible” task and that for this reason the existing NWFZ treaties have chosen to make no reference 
to submarines transiting its region145. The technology may not currently exist to ensure that there are no 
submarines under the Arctic ice, but that is not to say that this technology cannot be developed. When 
it is the organization can incorporate it into its verification procedures, without having to go back to all 
the zonal states and get their agreement to an additional protocol to the NWFZ. The mandate of the 
organization should include provisions that allow it to adapt to evolving technologies.  

An additional benefit of the permanent organization model is that it can liaise with the existing Nuclear-
Weapon-Free Zones, as well as the leadership of various regions and nuclear weapons states. Best 
practises can be shared through these contacts and cooperation will help to make sure that the zones 
are not violated through information-sharing. The success of this network of organizations whose 
mandate it is to ensure that nuclear weapons are not used it is hoped that eventually this will result in a 
complete and total abolition of nuclear weapons.  

Moreover, the Arctic Treaty verification procedures should also take lessons from the Antarctica Treaty. 
Under the provisions of the Antarctica Treaty each signatory has the ability to send observers to check 
out all bases within the zone to ensure compliance. This has proven to be a powerful confidence 
building measure in Antarctica and should be replicated in the Arctic146.  

Verification procedures are the key to the success of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. The verification 
procedures should be extensive. A permanent organization will facilitate a strong and robust verification 
regime. If this happens it will go a long way towards creating a positive political environment for a 
movement towards a global abolition of nuclear weapons.  

Surveillance Systems 
Not only are verification procedures essential to the success of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, but so are 
surveillance measures to ensure that the zone is not breached and that the zone is free from 
conventional weapons threats. Surveillance is underdeveloped in the Arctic and in the need of 
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development. Joint surveillance mechanisms – in the air and under the sea – combined with information 
sharing should be included in an Arctic NWFZ Treaty as a confidence-building measure between the 
participating states.  

Zonal states should initiate a joint system of aerial patrols. Russian aircraft have consistently been flying 
over the Arctic Zone. The Canadian General Renuart has said that “from the end of the Cold War to 
2006, there were 10 or 11 or 12 Russian patrols up in the Arctic region. Since 2007, there have been a 
total of 30”147. Similarly, NATO aircraft frequently flew in Arctic airspace during the Cold War, causing 
concern in Soviet military circles148. Instead, of having these flights be of concern to the security of both 
major factions in the Arctic, these aircraft should be flying wing-to-wing jointly patrolling the vast Arctic. 
In addition to patrolling together, these aircraft can also participate in joint responses to potential 
aircraft highjackings over Arctic airspace and joint search and rescue drills149.  

Joint surveillance patrols are warranted not only in the air, but also under the sea. Surveillance under 
the Arctic ice is a complicated task. Much of the traditional military technology is not capable of acting in 
the specific conditions of the Arctic. For instance the Arctic Ocean is “noisy”. Grinding and cracking of 
the sea ice means that acoustic monitoring methods and sonar devices are unable to function 
effectively150. Moreover, the opaqueness of the ice means that visual monitoring is not a suitable 
alternative151. There is a need to install advanced underwater listening system to verify that nuclear 
weapon capable submarines are not in the Arctic. Such systems are quite costly. For example, Canada 
attempt to build an underwater network of listening devices in order to track the nuclear submarines 
transiting its area, but the hundreds of million dollar price tag meant that the project did not go 
through152. This left Canada with no means of knowing whether a foreign submarine was in its waters153. 
As such, there would be no way to respond perceived threats, because they would not know that they 
exist. The cost of the surveillance systems and the vast territory to be covered means that all zonal 
states would be better served by joint patrols.  

These joint patrols should undertake the kinds of activities that are currently being carried out under the 
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). The PSI is an American initiative started in May 2003. It aims to 
intercept ships, aircrafts and vehicles that are believed to be carrying nuclear weapons, as well as other 
weapons of mass destruction. It does so by allowing the ninety-five signatory states to detain and search 
suspicious vessels as they enter their territory, waters or airspace. However, many question the validity 
of this agreement saying that it unnecessarily interferes with the freedom of navigation154. Therefore, to 
provide it with increased legitimacy it should be included within the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
Framework, so that it will be sanctioned under the United Nations regime.   

In the interest of verification measures and joint surveillance of the region, a NWFZ Treaty should also 
include information sharing procedures as a confidence-building measure. For example, NATO notifies 
member states’ submarines of other submarines that are in the area that they are in. However, it only 
notifies submarines that are in the same area155. It would be possible to expand this program to include 
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sharing information with Russia and all other zonal states. It would not be necessary to share 
information about where all NATO submarines are globally, but could limit its information sharing to the 
Arctic. In addition to this, zonal states could voluntarily share with other Treaty signatories with the 
surveillance related information that they gather from their individual tracking systems156. 

To summarize, in addition to the intensive verification procedures that should be in place in an Arctic 
Treaty to ensure compliance with its conditions, the zonal states should also work together to jointly 
survey the Arctic. This would be a significant confidence-building measure, as well as providing the 
functional benefit of being better able to cover the millions of kilometres of the Arctic through a pooling 
of resources.  

Search and Rescue (SAR) 
Michael Byers in “An icy SOS, our tepid response” explores the need for increased Search and Rescue 
(SAR) capabilities by illustrating the story of David Idlout an Inuit hunter who survived three days at 
thirty below zero after being caught on an ice floe drinking away from the shore. While Idlout, according 
to Byers was “...as comfortable as a city dweller on a broken-down bus”, for him the incident raised 
questions about what would happen if non-Inuit, for example, the dozens of cruise ships that head 
North with their large numbers of elderly patrons or the ever-more present commercial flights that take 
“transpolar” or “high latitude” routes were to have an unfortunate accident. Writing about Canada, 
Byers argues that the 2700km that SAR aircraft have to traverse to get to the North from their base in 
Winnipeg is simply too much to adequate deal with SAR requirements when they do arise157. 

The Arctic Council has recognized this as a potential issue. Representing the Arctic Council the 
Norwegian Foreign Minister Jonas Gahr has said, “As human activity in the Arctic increases, we need 
new policies”. In its Tromso Declaration, the Arctic Council has therefore decided to negotiate an 
international instrument on Search and Rescue. The Declaration “approve*ed+ the establishment of a 
task force to develop and complete negotiation by the next Ministerial meeting in 2011 of an 
international instrument on cooperation on search and rescue operations in the Arctic”158. 

As part of the Task Force the Coastal Response Research Centre out of the University of New Hampshire 
convened a conference in cooperation with the United States Coast Guard Office of Spill Planning and 
Preparedness and the United States Research Commission in order to identify strategies relating to both 
SAR and environmental cleanup in the Arctic. The Conference Report highlighted key issues, such as the 
fact that much of the tourist ships transiting the region fly flags of convenience, the age of many of the 
passengers, language barriers and the fact that no all-encompassing multilateral SAR treaty exists. 
Among their many recommendations, the Arctic Council should pay careful attention to the following : 

1. Conclude an Arctic Search and Rescue Agreement that includes all Arctic nations.  
2. Establish an integrated response management centre to coordinate SAR among all Arctic 

states. 
3. Perform regular multilateral drills to practise SAR techniques in the Arctic.  
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4. Work to improve and update navigational charts to reduce the risk that SAR activities will 
need to be undertaken and improve their capacity to respond when they are.  

5. Impose a tariff on ships operating in the region to cover the immense costs of SAR activities 
in the Arctic’s unique climate.  

6. Designate ports of refuge and rank them based on seasonal environmental conditions.  
7. Develop a system for quickly deploying supplies in order to relieve the stress on local 

resources, which can be overwhelmed quickly159. 

It would also be instructional for the Arctic Council to pay attention to lessons learned in the Antarctic, 
where the Antarctica Treaty sets up five Rescue Coordination Centres (RCCs) in the five countries which 
share responsibility for SAR activities in the region: Argentina, Australia, Chile, New Zealand and South 
Africa. They have found that it would be beneficial to receive and regularly monitor position reports – 
one in the morning and one in the evening – rather than having to look for the information when an 
emergency occurs160. This kind of practical experience is instructive for the Arctic Council as it seeks to 
establish an expanded Arctic SAR capability and the two organizations should liaise with one another. 
The very structure of the RCCs should also be replicated in the Arctic.  

Expand the Rangers 
One useful idea in responding to the heightened threats of accidents, oil spills, cruise ship difficulties in 
the Arctic is to better utilize traditional know-how by providing the Arctic Rangers with increased 
resources and training. The Arctic Rangers are a group of approximately 4000 Aboriginals in the 
Canadian North who use traditional survival skills, snowmobiles and vintage riffles to patrol the north161. 
They should be adequately equipped and trained to be first responders to deal with these kinds of 
emergencies. If this idea has merit in Canada, the Arctic Rangers program should be expanded into a 
pan-Arctic initiative, so that the vast Arctic is more adequately monitored. This program has proven to a 
cost-effective means of patrolling a vast territory, while taking into consideration the traditional 
practises of the residents of the Arctic. Therefore, the Rangers should become a pan-Arctic program to 
provide surveillance and emergency response to the vast and generally unpopulated Arctic regions.  

The Non-Nuclear Military Presence in the Arctic 
Complete demilitarization of the Arctic is not a realistic option, nor does a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 
require such. Confidence-building measures already exist in the Arctic and these combined with new 
measures should be supported and enhanced in order to reduce the likelihood of military incidents in 
the Arctic162.The Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade has explicitly stated 
that “the Government does not support the demilitarization of the Arctic, as this would entail an 
abandonment of the Canadian military presence in the north. A degree of military watchfulness across 
the Pole is therefore likely to be a more or less permanent feature of circumpolar reality”163. This is a 
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correct assessment as the military plays an important role in aiding the civilian power in the unique 
climate of the Arctic. Militaries are used to support civil authorities in responding to natural and human-
caused disasters, as well as serving search and rescue functions. The later is becoming of growing 
importance because of the increase in air traffic transiting the area. The number of over-flights is 
expected to grow further upon Russia opening its northern airspace to international aviation164.  

Moreover, a continuing military presence in the Arctic is warranted, because while a Nuclear-Weapon-
Free Zone seeks to eliminate nuclear weapon related threats, its conclusion does not mean that the 
Arctic region will become free from all threats. There will remain security threats involving non-state 
actors, including for example, drug smugglers165. This may seem somewhat far-fetched when the harsh 
environment and expansive distance is taken into account166. It is true that it is much more likely that a 
non-state actor would attempt to gain access through southern approaches, but it is also conceivable 
that if all of these approaches were adequately clogged (which is the intent of many of the post-9/11 
security initiatives) that they might be willing to try to gain access through an undefended north167. 
Nuclear weapons have little utility in deterring incidents of this kind, but there is still a role for 
conventional forces to play.  

While the Arctic environment still warrants an active military presence, there are confidence building 
measures that should be taken to help to facilitate the political will that is necessary if a NWFZ treaty is 
to become reality. A few have already been mentioned, including joint patrols and information sharing. 
Another would be to have joint exercises between zonal states. For example, Danish officers have 
recently participated in a Canadian military exercise on Ellesmere Island168. For this approach to be truly 
effective, however, considerations should be given to holding joint NATO-Russia exercises in the Arctic. 
Such an exercise could be accommodated under the existing Partnership for Peace initiative. At a more 
basic level zonal states should notify one another before they undertake major military exercises within 
the territory covered by the zone and should invite other states to send observers, in incidences where 
the practising military does not wish to fully integrate foreign officers into their exercises for whatever 
reason169.  

In addition to joint measures, it may be in all Arctic countries interest to initiate a joint program of 
military research in the Arctic. Much of the traditional military technology is unable to function fully 
under the extreme weather conditions which are found in the North. For instance, this paper has 
already explained how listening devices are not fully functional in the Arctic. There are significant 
financial costs associated with developing new technologies. As a confidence-building measure, 
therefore, zonal states could share the financial burden of developing these technologies.  

Demilitarization is not a likely option for the Arctic, because of the role that militaries play in supporting 
the civilian authorities in this unique climate. Confidence-building measures are therefore required in 
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order to help create and sustain the political will required for a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic. 
This should include such things as joint exercises and common research initiatives.  

Non-Nuclear Weapons of Mass Destruction 
Rydell writes that, “history is replete with countless other instances of military implements each in its 
day heralded as the last word – the key to victory – yet each in its turn subsiding to its useful but 
inconspicuous niche. Today machines hold the place formerly occupied by the jawbone, the elephant, 
armour, the long bow, gun powder, and latterly, the submarine. They too shall pass”170. This is to say 
that decreasing nuclear weapons in the Arctic should not culminate in a race towards developing a new 
weapon of mass destruction or a build-up of conventional forces in the region171.  

Conclusion 
This section has provided a proposed framework for an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty. It 
recommends that the geographical limits of the treaty encompass Alaska, Northern Russia, as well as 
the entire territories of Canada, Iceland, Norway, Sweden, and Finland. In addition to the land, airspace, 
adjacent seas, including the Arctic Ocean, seabeds, continental shelves and international waters should 
all be covered by the treaty. The definition of “nuclear” needs to be as clearly defined as does the 
geographical scope. Nuclear-Weapon-Free in the context of the zone should mean prohibiting attacks on 
nuclear installations, as well as the prohibiting nuclear weapons in the traditional forms. Intensive 
verification procedures based on the Latin American NWFZ Treaty model should be set up to ensure 
compliance with the treaties requirements and extensive cooperation in terms of surveillance should 
occur in order to support these procedures.  
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Confidence-Building Measures 
Make no mistake, while creating a zone free of nuclear weapons makes sense in light of destructive 
power of nuclear weapons and the human suffering they can cause, it will still not be easy for states, 
especially the world’s two largest nuclear powers, to give up what many within their jurisdictions still 
see as the safety of the nuclear umbrella. It is precisely for this reason that extensive and far-ranging 
confidence-building measures must accompany any attempts to reach an agreement on setting up a 
Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone throughout the Arctic.  

Avoid Measures That Do Not Build Confidence 
Not only is it important to build confidence. It is also important to avoid activities that reduce 
confidence. The Arctic has been a scene of too many of these kinds of incidents in the recent past. These 
range from grandiose stories of invaded airspace, titanium flag planting on the seabed floor, and the 
burying of bottles of spirits.  

 One example is that a Canadian news source reported in 2007 that, “from the vast expanses of the 
Pacific to the icy reaches of the Arctic, the Russian bear is back and playing its Cold War game of aerial 
cat and mouse with U.S., British and Canadian fighter aircraft”172. The same media report goes on to say 
that the Russians had flown just up to Canadian airspace to test how long it would take NORAD (North 
American Air Defence System) to respond173. While the Canadian government was not the source of this 
story they did do anything to dispel this version and perhaps even promoted it. An alternative version 
was offered by the US Commander of NORAD, General Gene Renuart who said that “the Russians have 

                                                           
172

 Canwest Mediaworks. A Cold War relic returns. August 2007. 
http://www.canada.com/nationalpost/news/story.html?id=3e41d966-03e9-4c29-87a0-06bdedf1229d&k=0 
(accessed January 26, 2010). 
173

 CanWest Mediaworks.  



A Proposal for an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone 

39 
 

conducted themselves professionally; they have maintained compliance with the international rules of 
airspace sovereignty and have not entered the internal airspace of either of the countries” and the 
former UN ambassador for disarmament and Canada’s former Ambassador to Russia Christ Westdal 
added that Canada “should stop picking fights where none need be with Russia”174. This is because the 
Russians did give advanced warning to the United States under the regulations of the 1991 START 
Agreement. Therefore, the fact that Canada did not know about the flights was a NORAD problem, not a 
case of the Russians wanting to take brash action in the Arctic175. However, the fact remains that Russian 
pilots continue to train for nuclear missions, even in the Arctic and according to Wallace and Staples, 
“the increased activity of Russian aircraft in the Arctic is part of a carefully designed signal that Russian 
claims in the Arctic will be pursued with great vigour, and enforced if necessary with military might”176. 

Another incident occurred in 2007 when during a Russian election campaign the Kremlin dispatched a 
nuclear-powered icebreaker accompanied by two nuclear submarines to plant a titanium flag on the 
North Pole’s Sea floor177. This move caused significant outrage among the general public, with one 
public opinion poll stating that 56% of Canadians wanting to “plant a flag on the Arctic Seabed, just as 
Russia did”178. This is not the only public relations stunt occurring in the Arctic, however. Canada and 
Denmark have an outstanding dispute over tiny Hans Island. Michael Byers explains that "The Danes 

always leave a bottle of schnapps for us there, and we in turn leave them a bottle of Canadian 
Club"179. These sorts of incidents do not build confidence among the relevant actors in each other’s 
intentions and they must stop.  

Added on top of these political stunts is an unhelpful political rhetoric. The Canadian Prime Minister 
Stephen Harper has stated repeatedly that, “Canada has a choice when it comes to defending our 
sovereignty over the Arctic. We either use it or lose it. And make no mistake, this government intends to 
use it”180. In addition, Canadian government communications have increasingly referred to Canada as an 
“Arctic Power”181. This kind of rhetoric only seeks to harden the stance of the other political actors. It is 
at its core unhelpful, as are actions by Russian flying up to NORAD airspace, flag planting and the burying 
of bottles of liquor. These actions threaten the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone project by making scoring 
political points contingent on bold and rash moves in the Arctic rather than for combating the threat 
that nuclear weapons pose. The benefits of a Nuclear-Weapons-Free Zone are to be reached these anti-
confidence-building measures must stop.  

Stand Down of the Nuclear Arsenals 
A confidence-building measure that should be adopted to promote goodwill during the negotiations of 
the treaty for the NWFZ in the Arctic is for both Russia and the United States to stand down their 
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nuclear weapons from high alert status182. Much of the two powers nuclear arsenals remain on high 
alert status, which is a holdover from the Cold War. The situation is extremely dangerous. These systems 
have almost failed on several occasions183. The world is actually quite lucky that there has not yet been 
an accidental deployment of nuclear weapons. It is almost hard to believe that there has not yet been an 
accident when the timelines that the leadership has to make the decision of whether or not to deploy 
weapons is analyzed184. In the United States, military personnel have only two to three minutes to 
determine if a warning that appears in the system in valid. They then have ten minutes to locate and 
advise the President on the situation. This means that the total time from detection to deployment is 
approximately twenty-minutes. Twenty minutes to make a decision that will cause a 300 foot deep and 
1,200 foot diameter crater with a fire ball stretching half a mile in diameter taking hundreds of 
thousands of lives185. In addition to taking these weapons off of high alert they should have their 
guidance systems unfixed from targets within the other proposed zonal states’ territories. The stepping 
down of the nuclear weapons’ status and the unfixing of the target systems are both positive 
confidence-building measures that should be put in place while the NWFZ in the Arctic is under 
negotiation.  

Diplomatic Resources 
Negotiating the Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone and arranging the associated confidence-building measures 
will be a labour intensive job. There will be much to do for all the diplomats involved. In order to show a 
real commitment to the zone and to facilitate a positive relationship between the countries involved 
diplomatic resources for such a project should be substantial and sufficient to get the job done. This 
could take the form of appointing an Ambassador for the Circumpolar Region by each of the countries 
involved. The Office of the Circumpolar Ambassador is not a new idea. Canada used to have this position 
before it was disbanded by the current Harper Government186.  However, when the office was 
established it was designed to enable the government to conduct outreach activities within the country, 
so that all Northern constituents were kept aware of issues transpiring in Circumpolar affairs and 
provide information about the government’s response to them. In addition to this task, the Circumpolar 
Ambassador contributed to the country’s stance on Circumpolar issues187. By appointing an Ambassador 
to specifically deal with Arctic-related issues, the countries of the region would be sending a strong 
message that the conclusion of a NWFZ and the implementation of the advised CBMs is a priority and 
will not be lost within all the other work that foreign ministries have going on. As such, it would be 
necessary to appoint an Ambassador that has the ear of the country’s leadership.  

Providing the opportunity for people-to-people contacts is an important confidence-building measure. 
These contacts need to happen at the elite level, but they also need to happen at the more grassroots 
level. Researchers should be encouraged to meet with other researchers from across the region and the 
Indigenous population should be encouraged to strengthen their ties with one another. Such people-to-
people contacts, however, require consular services and support. This includes being assured access to 
the various regions, which has historically been an issue. For example, as late as the mid-2000s access to 
areas of Barents and Kara Seas was denied by Russia to Norwegian fishery research vessels188. There are 
an abundance of quality research facilities that are being built by the various Arctic governments and in 
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the interest of collaboration researchers should have access to these facilities189. However, increased 
people-to-people ties also require diplomatic and consular support. Action should be taken to 
strengthen consolatory presence across the region to provide support for those who wish to explore 
areas outside of their home in the Arctic190. 

Furthermore, special visa arrangements should be made to facilitate cross-border exchanges where 
zonal states do not enjoy visa-free travel with one another, building on the positive example of the 
Bering Strait Regional Commission, which was set up in 1989 between the United States and the former 
Soviet Union. Under the auspices of this organization, an agreement was signed in 1992 giving the 
Indigenous inhabitants from Iultinsky, Providensky, Chukotsky Rayons, and the eastern part of 
Anadyrsky Rayon in Russia the ability to travel visa-free for up to ninety days to Alaska191. Similarly, the 
Nordic Saami Convention, which “hold[s] the vision that the national boundaries of the states shall not 
obstruct the community of the Saami people and Saami individuals” should be supported as an 
important confidence-building measure. To facilitate the Saami vision and cross-border Arctic travel, an 
expansion of organizations like the Bering Strait Regional Commission should be underway192. 

Harmonization of Policies on Arctic-Related Issues 
Another confidence-building measure that should be implemented in the lead-up to the negotiations for 
a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic is a harmonization of policies in the areas pertinent to the 
Arctic. This will get states from the region “on the same page”. The first step towards doing this is a 
ratification of the relevant international agreements193. Most prominently, the United States Senate 
should ratify the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea. This would facilitate the peaceful 
resolution of the sovereignty dispute, as the Ilulissat Resolution indicates the zonal state’s commitment 
to have it arbitrate the issue. This is because without ratifying UNCLOS the United States cannot formally 
assert rights beyond its exclusive economic zone nor can it address the United Nations Commission 
which adjudicates on such claims194. Therefore, in order to ensure a peaceful resolution of the 
sovereignty disputes and thus create a positive environment for the conclusion of a NWFZ Treaty in the 
Arctic.  

In addition to ensuring that the zonal states have ratified the relevant international treaties, it would 
also be a prudent confidence-building measure for Arctic states to harmonize regulations on issues that 
are of concern to all. This could include designing a common code for ship design for vessels operating 
within Arctic waters. Such a code would lay out the required hull thickness, engine strength and 
navigation equipment that vessels must have if they wish to transit the Arctic195. This code would work 
to reduce the likelihood of costly accidents in terms of both the environmental and human costs. Such 
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coordination would facilitate cooperation and help to develop the positive working relationships that 
would be integral to concluding the negotiations of a NWFZ Treaty.  

The Disposal and Safety of Nuclear Waste 
Throughout the 1990s the international community provided substantial resources to Russia through 
the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (CTRP) and the G8 Global Partnership to safeguard against 
threats towards its nuclear material and waste, especially that which exists in the fragile Arctic 
environment196. The safe disposal of nuclear waste and safeguarding nuclear materials from falling into 
the wrong hands remains a grave concern197. The high costs associated with such programs necessitates 
that programs such as the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program be supported financially by zonal 
states, so that the benefits of a NWFZ can be fully realized. As Nunn, Perry and Habiger have written the 
world needs to know that nuclear weapons are “safe, secure and accounted for”198. This equally applies 
to nuclear waste.  

The size of the challenge of nuclear waste in the Arctic should not be underestimated199. For example, a 
decommissioned Russian nuclear submarine sunk into the Barents Sea with ten crew on board, as well 
as two nuclear reactors. Despite the fact that Russian officials assured the international community that 
there were no nuclear weapons onboard, concerns remained about the danger of nuclear 
contamination. This incident was not isolated, three years previously a nuclear submarine sank in the 
Barents Sea killing all 118 crew onboard200. International Atomic Energy Agency data indicates that there 
are 150 nuclear reactors in decommissioned submarines just waiting in the ports of Murmansk and 
Arkhangelsk waiting to be dismantled. Furthermore, the same agency estimates that there are more 
than 8500 tons of highly enriched spent fuel that needs to both be reprocessed and properly stored201. 
Some estimate that there is enough uranium and plutonium in Russia to make 40,000 weapons202. There 
are already eighteen nuclear reactors at the bottom of the ocean, which Russia dumped between 1958 
and 1992 fully loaded with nuclear fuel203. These statistics are intended to reveal the sheer scale of the 
amount of nuclear waste in just the Russian Arctic and the enormity of the task of not only cleaning up 
this waste, but ensuring that it does not fall into the wrong hands.  

Upgrading the security of the nuclear icebreaker fleet fuel storage facilities in Russia has been the 
subject of international cooperation since 1996. Icebreaker fuel is thought to be weapon-grade 
uranium204. There is concern in light of revelations that there has been extensive smuggling of fissile 
materials by the AQ Khan black market network, which facilitated the spreading of centrifuges for 
enriching uranium and Chinese nuclear weapons designs that all of the nuclear waste in the Russian 
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Arctic that is not adequately protected could be stolen and/or directed toward extremist groups205. 
Experts have indicated while it may not be possible for extremist groups to create a fully fledged nuclear 
bomb from this material, but that it would be possible to create a “dirty bomb” that would cause 
significant loss of life. The psychological impacts that such an attack would have should not be 
underestimated206.  Under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1540 states are obliged to 
improve the security of their stockpiles and includes provisions to facilitate specialists being deployed to 
those countries that do not have the infrastructure or experience to deal with their stockpiles207. This 
could form the basis of cooperation to help Russia to secure its nuclear arsenal and waste. 

Another major problem in this regard is that the number of experts trained in nuclear-related issues is 
rapidly diminishing208. This is caused by the changing demographics of the aging workforce and the fact 
that recruitment has not kept up with the retirement replacement rates209. The Three Mile Island and 
Chernobyl incidents made studying in the nuclear-related fields unpopular for a significant amount of 
time210. Evans and Kawaguchi have written that, “it is simply not acceptable or safe that international 
assurance of non-proliferation is ultimately dependent on a handful of aging experts…”211. As part of the 
NWFZ CBMs the Arctic states should work together to recruit new nuclear professionals. This can be 
facilitated by joint educational programs. Such a program would not only assure that the costs of 
training are manageable, but will increase confidence because all zonal states will have access to the 
same nuclear-related information. This will reduce and hopefully eliminate scepticism that their 
neighbours are employing nuclear experts that are using their nuclear knowledge for weapons-related 
means, as was the case with AQ Khan network.  

The enormity of the nuclear waste problem that needs to be dealt with and the deadly consequences of 
not resolving the issue make it crucial that this issue is resolved. All parties recognize the need to act, 
but the costs are prohibitive. The simple fact of the matter is that “the Russian Government cannot 
afford to keep them, but it also cannot afford to dispose of them safely, without international 
assistance”212. Consequently, Arctic states should extend technical and financial assistance to Russia to 
address this issue. It is expected that this investment will yield positive results by reducing the threat 
that the unsecure and untreated nuclear waste causes, while facilitating a positive relationship between 
Russia and the other Arctic states. For example, Canada and the United States have been working closely 
with South Korea to create a proliferation-resistant method of recycling spent fuel in what is known as 
the DUPIC process213. It is exactly this kind of technology that a NWFZ would facilitate sharing, because it 
meets the common objective of ensuring safety through effectively dealing with nuclear waste issues.  

Economic Integration 
Due to the importance of the Arctic region to the Russian economy another key confidence-building 
measure is strengthening economic through the region. This could take the form of an Arctic Chamber 
of Commerce, but should reflect Indigenous beliefs, especially those related to sustainability. The 
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Russian North is key to the success of its economy. President Medvedev has even gone as far to say that 
Russia’s development and ability to remain globally competitive depends on its ability to extract 
resources from the Arctic214. The Russian North accounts for 20 percent of Russia’s GDP with only 8 
percent of the Russian population215. Due to the fact that the Russian economy is dependent on 
Northern resources an important confidence-building measure would be to facilitate a program of closer 
economic linkages. The premise behind this idea is the same of that which has contributed to over fifty 
years of peace in Europe, a continent that had previously been torn apart by two “wars to end all wars”. 
This is to say that economic integration facilitates peaceful exchanges, because the costs of going to war 
would be too high.  

A possible means of facilitating this economic integration would be to establish an Arctic Chamber of 
Commerce that would attract business to the area216. The Barents Euro-Arctic Council would also be an 
appropriate venue for undertaking these types of tasks. The Barents Euro-Arctic Council is an 
intergovernmental organization launched in 1993 to encourage cooperation in order to ensure long-
term stability in political and other relations. The Barents Euro-Arctic Council and its members: Demark, 
Finland, Iceland, Norway, Russia, Sweden and the European Commission have worked with 
representatives from the Sami, Nenets and Vespians, as well as observer countries Canada, France, 
Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, United Kingdom and United States to develop the region 
both socially and economically. Its permanent secretariat, which was set up in 2008 could serve as the 
organizational impetus to facilitate this economic cooperation217. Whatever form this economic 
development takes it must be in congruence with Indigenous beliefs. This means respecting the health 
of the land, wildlife, plant and people218.  

Conclusion 
Vital to creating the political will necessary to reach a conclusion on the treaty are confidence-building 
measures. These measures will create the confidence and facilitate the cooperation that is required for 
countries to work together to rid the Arctic region of nuclear weapons. Such measures as avoiding 
“stunts” like planting flags on the seabed floor, increasing diplomatic resources, harmonizing regulations 
and working jointly to deal with nuclear waste should occur immediately, but should also continue once 
the treaty is negotiated. To ensure that these projects continue it would be best to include some 
confidence-building measures within the treaty framework itself.  
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Getting to “Yes” 
The task of “getting to ‘yes’” is by no means an easy one. Hamel-Green, however, gives hope that this 
can be achieved when he writes that, “however, in all the existing zones, a number of factors, including 
skilful diplomats and visionary leaders, and, in some instances, vigorous grassroots campaigns from non-
governmental academics, peace movements and indigenous communities, have, successfully won out 
against traditional arms race advocates of nuclear-based deterrence and ‘security’”219. While there are 
opponents to the idea of a NWFZ in the Arctic, on balance the support is with the idea. The major 
players, Indigenous communities and civil society are all on board. For this reason, a NWFZ in the Arctic 
is possible. 

What Are States Looking For? 
What is it that states are looking for when it comes to nuclear weapons? They are looking for security220. 
Many states still ascribe to the Cold War way of thinking that says that they are more secure when they 
live under a nuclear umbrella. For example, Norway’s opposition to a Nordic NWFZ was stated as such: 
“with justification it can be argued that the prospects of the Nordic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone stand or 
fall to the degree that Norwegian security requirements can be satisfied”221. Therefore, an important 
part of “getting to yes” is convincing states that the arguments made in the first section of this paper – 
that nuclear weapons are more of a security threat than a protection against security threats – are valid. 
If states believe that there security interests are better served by living within a zone without nuclear 
weapons, then they will sign on to the treaty with all of its incumbent rights and obligations.  

The states of the Arctic region spent much of the last sixty years geographically and politically caught in 
between the two nuclear superpowers of the region – the United States and Russia. Oran Young has 
characterized this as a fear “of being sandwiched between the great powers in the Circumpolar 
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North”222. While the end of the Cold War went a long way towards alleviating these fears, the fact 
remains that for a nuclear weapon launched in the United States to reach Russia (were such a move ever 
contemplated) it would first have to fly over Canadian airspace. Any error in the guiding systems of 
these weapons could mean disaster for the Arctic states that are caught in the middle of any great 
power conflict. Due to the fact that these Arctic states do not possess nuclear weapons (nor do they 
intend to develop this capacity), they would be more protected from great power conflict with the 
conclusion of a NWFZ then are remaining under the US/NATO nuclear umbrella. Due to this fact, their 
signature to the treaty is likely forthcoming.  

Achieving Government Buy-In 
Integral to “getting to yes” is achieving buy-in from the highest echelons of the leadership in all Arctic 
regional states. While opponents do exist, there is a coalition of supports in the Canada, the Nordic 
countries, and yes, even in the United States and Russia.  

Literally one minute before midnight of the day of Barack Obama’s inauguration, the Bush 
Administration issued a National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD 66), which outlined a United 
States Arctic Region Policy. NSPD 66 stated that the United States should develop “greater capabilities 
and capacity” in the Arctic in order to protect US borders and that military vessel and aircraft mobility 
and transport throughout the Arctic should be preserved. Furthermore, it urged the Senate to ratify the 
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea to ensure military transportation and sovereignty over 
resource-rich areas223. This directive was important because it elevated the posture of the Arctic within 
American foreign policy priorities, which has the potential to expand even further when the United 
States assumes the chairmanship of the Arctic Council in 2015224. This lends additional weight to the 
United States as an actor in Arctic cooperation and it is imperative that Washington shows leadership in 
moving towards an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone treaty225.  

The United States has previously laid down conditions for its support of any Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone. 
There are three specific conditions that must be filled in order for the US to support a NWFZ. According 
to Wallace and Staples, these are: 

1. The content of a NWFZ Treaty should in no way disturb existing security arrangements or 
interfere with the rights of individual or collective self-defence guaranteed to states under 
Article 51 of the UN Charter.  

2. A zone should not affect the rights of the parties under international law to grant or deny 
transit privileges, including port calls and over flights.  

3. No restrictions should be imposed on the high seas, freedom of navigation and over flights 
by military aircraft, the right of innocent passage through archipelagic seas, and the right of 
transit through international straits226. 

Based on these criteria, it seems unlikely that the United States would sign on to the proposed ANWFZ, 
as all three conditions are contravened by the proposed treaty. The first is contravened by the fact that 
it calls for rethinking of the NATO Strategic Concept. The second and third are contravened because the 
goal of the zone is to deny transit to all vessels and aircrafts transporting nuclear weapons or materials. 
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Subsequently, a change in US policy will be absolutely essential if the ANWFZ is to move forward. This 
will require political leadership that is willing to use much political capital to accomplish this.  

There is real hope that the kind of leadership that is needed is now in the White House. President Barack 
Obama has indicated that his outlook is amendable at least entertaining the policy stance advocated in 
this paper. In Prague he outlined a vision of a world in which nuclear weapons would not have the 
prominent role that they do today227. To this end, Obama has proposed an extensive working program 
for the United States on nuclear non-proliferation which indicates a move in a positive direction. His 
working program includes reducing the US arsenal, reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the national 
security strategy and promising to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty228. The hopes have been 
high for the Obama Administration. Many believed that he would change the world. He won the Nobel 
Prize after only a few months in office for changing the tone of global politics. However, he has also 
been criticized by his base for failing “to break away from Bush era national security policy in some 
fundamental ways”229. His support for this initiative would be a legacy issue and he is best placed out of 
any President to conclude these type of negotiations, because he is expected to change the way that 
America acts on the international stage.  

This combination of increased attention on Arctic related issues in US defence policy analysis as spurred 
on by the Bush Administration’s Directive and the progressive outlook on nuclear weapons by President 
Obama combine to make the current context ripe for negotiations on an Arctic NWFZ to begin.  

The initiative for an Arctic NWFZ was initially that of the great Russian leader President Mikhail 
Gorbachev in a speech that he gave in Murmansk. It is time that the current Russian leadership take up 
the “zone of peace” initiative once more. Given Russia’s ever-present fears regarding NATO expansion, 
its perceived self-isolation and its disadvantage in terms of conventional forces, the Arctic NWFZ would 
be a chance for Russia to adequately put to rest many of its perceived security concerns, by ensuring 
that at least its Northern area, which really is the motor behind the Russian economy, is free from the 
fear of nuclear attacks. Therefore, Russia should take advantage of the opening that currently exists in 
the White House for the negotiation of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in the Arctic.  

Support from the remainder of the Arctic states would likely be easily forthcoming if the United States 
and Russia are both seen to be onboard. None of the other Arctic states have nuclear-weapon 
capabilities. Both Norway and Denmark (and therefore Greenland) have committed to not positioning 
nuclear weapon devices on their territory during peacetime. All Arctic zonal states have expressed 
apprehension about nuclear weapons and have been supportive of the global abolition movement 
generally. They have signed on to all relevant international protocols that have sought to reduce 
international threats, including the Non-Proliferation Treaty and the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and 
actively support efforts internationally to have their provisions enforced. Support from these states will 
likely be strong and sustained as long as they perceive that the United States and Russia are bargaining 
in good faith and that there is a chance of concluding a treaty, so that the time and energy of these 
small-to-medium states are not floundered on unattainable goals230.  
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Indigenous Inhabitants of the Arctic Region 
It is essential that the role of Indigenous peoples, such as the Inuit are respected in the decision-making 
process related to the negotiation of a Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty in the Arctic and this means 
that there governance structures are incorporated and respected in the process. The Inuit are a 
powerful ally in the process to keep nuclear weapons out of their homeland and have been supportive 
of such postures consistently throughout the past.  

It must be understood that the Arctic is not just a strategic region in the global campaign to abolish 
nuclear weapons. The Arctic is the homeland to several Indigenous groups who have maintained their 
way of life there since time immemorial. It is imperative that they not be treated as just another 
“interest group” or “stakeholder” in this process, but that their consent and knowledge are “a critical 
and necessary element of decision-making in relation to the Arctic”231. An Arctic NWFZ needs to be 
actively endorsed from Indigenous Arctic communities, rather than just being “one more case of policies 
framed in a southern metropolis designed to dominate a northern ‘hinterland’”232. To ensure that this is 
the case Indigenous communities should be thoroughly involved in the negotiation of the Treaty in a 
way that takes into account their own governance structures and philosophies even where this is not 
mandated by domestic law233. Traditionally fears over the self-determination aspirations of Indigenous 
communities have precluded Traditional Knowledge (TK) from being incorporated into legally-binding 
international agreements applied to the Arctic234. However, it is Indigenous use and occupancy of the 
Arctic, upon which the Arctic states all-important sovereignty is predicated and therefore it must be 
recognized that this is their territory and that they should have a rightful say over the presence of such 
destructive devices as nuclear weapons within it. Historically, Inuit organizations and councils have been 
supportive of denuclearization which gives hope that they would support this initiative235. This is 
reflected in the formal resolution of the Inuit Circumpolar Conference supporting such an initiative, as 
this paper discussed in its first section.  

Civil Society 
In order to create the public awareness necessary on this issue to create and sustain the political will 
that is required to initiate and complete treaty negotiations, there needs to be an active segment of civil 
society campaigning on the issue. There exists a growing coalition in civil society, including the Pugwash 
Group and Global Zero, which are making positive steps in this direction. The Pugwash Group is a Nobel 
Peace winning organization that seeks to provide “scholarly insights into the prevention and resolution 
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of armed conflict, including nuclear abolition and nuclear and conventional disarmament...”236. This 
group has already made calls for the creation of an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone in 2007 and is 
therefore a potential source of the civil society pressure needed to encourage government action237.  

The Pugwash Group, however, is not alone. It was joined in December 2008 by the media-savvy and 
celebrity led Global Zero. This group has secured the support of an unlikely cast of characters, including 
some of the most notable Cold War Warriors, who once were the strongest supporters of the nuclear 
deterrent ideology. Global Zero is working to develop a step-by-step plan to eliminate nuclear weapons, 
conduct two-track diplomacy and generate worldwide public support through media and online 
communication and grassroots238. Global Zero is an invaluable partner in the quest towards a NWFZ in 
the Arctic and is an example of a civil society organization that would likely support such an initiative.  

The public engagement work that these civil society organizations do so well will not be as up-hill a 
battle as it is on many other files. Public opinion polls indicate that there is a strong global majority who 
are against the use of nuclear weapons and 76% of people around the world support getting rid of 
nuclear weapons239. Wallace agrees with this assessment and puts it clearly that if “it *NWFZ+ 
repackages arms control from the arcane calculus of nuclear priesthood into a measure easily 
understood by the public – and is likely to have considerable practical appeal”240. This indicates that 
there is a distinct possibility that there is enough civil society support to encourage politicians to take up 
the policy proposals cited in this paper. This must be achieved if the political will necessary to achieve 
the goal is to be found241. However, there is still much to be done to popularize the discourse on this 
issue, so that the situation becomes analogous to that which exists in Japan, where “the memory of the 
horror of Hiroshima and Nagasaki remain strong – domestic public opinion is so strongly opposed to 
nuclear weapons that it is almost inconceivable that it could be ignored” and in this regard groups like 
Pugwash and Global Zero have an important role to play242.  
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Is an Agreement Possible? 
The process towards concluding an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty is not “doomed”. It is true 
that debates and negotiations on nuclear disarmament issues are often shut down outright by those 
who do not think that the major nuclear weapon states like Russia and the United States would be 
willing to ever give up their freedom to act in terms of the use of nuclear weapons. They envision any 
process working towards this end as “naive” and “doomed” from the outset243. Such a view is both 
overly deterministic. There has been process made towards restricting nuclear weapon use, including 
the pledge by all five nuclear-weapon states to negative security assurances to not attack or threat to 
attack with nuclear weapons those that do not have them244. Few expected the collapse of the Soviet 
Union and many saw the day that there would be a black President of the United States of America as a 
day off in the distant future. But, today there is a President of a Russian Federation, not the United 
Socialist Soviet Republics and there is indeed a Black President in the White House. A zone free of 
nuclear weapons that encompass part of these states is too, possible.  

The progress towards the completion of the NWFZ Treaty is not likely to be linear. There will be progress 
made, but there will also be setbacks. It should be expected that the progress towards completing the 
treaty will likely be “two steps forward, one step back”. It is also possible, as Hamel-Green has argued 
that even if Russia and the United States were not willing to include their territories within the zone that 
the remaining Arctic states could establish a NWFZ in their regions and continue to push the two nuclear 
weapons superpowers to join245. The United Nations criteria for NWFZ does not prohibit this kind of 
strategy, because it simply mandates that it is desirable that all states in the region are involved, not 
that they must be involved246. While this is not an ideal solution, it is a means by which there can be 
forward progress, instead of standing still in the dangerous position which exists today.  
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The chances of the successful conclusion of the treaty will be greatly enhanced by positive framing and 
communications. Michael Byers has said that “the Russian government seeks to remind people that 
Russia is a powerful country...” by strengthening its Arctic posture247. Communications and engagement 
strategies must be cognoscente of this fact and threat Russia as the great power that it is in the Arctic. 
There is a distinct fear that they will lose their international status if they agree to eliminate their 
nuclear arsenals, and so to get Russia engaged there needs to be great sensitivity to this fact248. 
Furthermore, the argument has rightfully been made that “great power status” is no longer contingent 
on the possession of a large nuclear arsenal. Citing the “peaceful rise of China,” which is believed to 
have one of the smallest arsenals out of the nuclear weapon states the argument is made that it is 
economic strength that demarcates who is and who is not a great power249.  Consequently, instead of 
trying to get Russia to relinquish Great Powers ambitions, communication strategies and diplomatic 
interactions with Russia should emphasize that it can maintain its great power ambitions despite 
committing to an Arctic NWFZ. 

An important part of “getting to yes” is to not become deadlocked in circular argumentation. The 
argument that it is necessary to get rid of all conflict and only then will it be possible to get rid of arms is 
fallacious250. The very presence of nuclear weapons encourages their use. Rydell argues that there is 
little logic to the argument that the elimination of nuclear weapons or any other weapon of mass 
destruction “is to await the prior establishment of world peace and security...”251. It is thus necessary to 
get rid of nuclear arms, because only then can there be a world without nuclear war. 

There exists a real possibility of “getting to yes”. There is supported that can be fostered and nourished 
within the major players and regional states who are made to believe that their security stance and 
protection from great power conflict is enhanced by the treaty will be likely to sign on. There are civil 
society movements, like Pugwash and Global Zero, that can create the coalition necessary to help create 
and sustain the political will needed for this treaty and the public education campaigns to engage 
citizens (who are generally positive to eradicating nuclear weapons). It is essential that Indigenous 
groups are given access to their rightful seat at the table. The factors, combined with an understanding 
that progress will neither be linear or easy, and effective communications strategies lead to the distinct 
possibility of “getting to yes” on an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone Treaty.  
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Putting Ideas Into Action – Next Steps 
This paper has outlined: ‘why’ nuclear weapons are undesirable, ‘what’ should be done to help diminish 
their use (NWFZ Arctic) and ‘who’ needs to be involved in this process. This section addresses the ‘how’. 
How do we move towards this goal? The first thing that needs to be done is to identify a forum in which 
the important questions related to this initiative can be discussed and debated, which all participants 
agree is a legitimate forum252. While the Arctic states participate in many multilateral forums together, 
for the most part the Arctic is tangential at best to their activities253. The most relevant forum, therefore, 
is the Arctic Council. The Arctic Council counts among its membership all of the Arctic states, as well as 
permanent representation from a number of Indigenous organizations. However, the Arctic Council 
currently is prohibited from discussing security issues, because it was excluded from its original mandate 
in order to secure US buy-in. This provision is outdated and unnecessary. It should be immediately 
changed, so that the Arctic Council can begin debating the important issue of abolishing nuclear 
weapons from the region. This organization could get the ball rolling. It meets the United Nations 
criteria that the idea for a NWFZ is indigenous to the region setting up the zone. It also shelters the 
Arctic states from undue interference or the complicating presence of non-zonal states during the initial 
stages of negotiation. It is therefore recommended that the embargo on debating of security-related 
issues be lifted and that the Arctic Council become the organizational mechanism through which the 
NWFZ Treaty is debated. Once this is done it would be possible to expand negotiations to another forum 
in which all nuclear weapon states are engaged, which could perhaps be the proposed Office for 
Disarmament Affairs in the United Nations Secretariat that was proposed by Secretary General Ban Ki-
Moon in 2007254.  
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Conclusion 
The Canberra Commission on the Elimination of Nuclear Weapons powerfully wrote in 1996 that:  

So long as any state has nuclear weapons, others will want them.  So long as any such weapons 
remain, it defies credibility that they will not one day be used, by accident, miscalculation or 
design. And any such use would be catastrophic for our world as we know it255. 

 
This paper has taken this idea that nuclear weapons are “catastrophic” for our world and sought to 
contribute to the extensive literature on how to eliminate them. It seeks to build on Evans and 
Kawaguchi’s framework of minimization followed by elimination, by putting forth a concrete proposal 
for the medium-term. The Indigenous population whose home the Arctic is has been a proponent of this 
idea for some time and as the agenda develops it could be a powerful part of the second phase. As a 
result, this paper makes a proposal for a possible framework for an Arctic Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone, 
including its geographical limits, the scope of what “nuclear-free” really means, verification procedures 
and surveillance mechanisms.  
 
Opponents would argue that the idea of making such a militarily strategic region free of nuclear 
weapons is utopian. It is true that at present the political will for concluding such a treaty does not exist. 
It is for that reason that this paper has proposed a variety of confidence-building measures. These 
include: establishing joint Search and Rescue patrols, expanding the Arctic Rangers,  increasing 
diplomatic resources, harmonizing regulations, multilateral efforts to deal with nuclear waste, scientific 
cooperation, and economic integration. These CBMs are designed to lay the groundwork for intensified 
cooperation among the Arctic states in order to create the environment in which a NWFZ Treaty 
becomes conceivable.  
 
While it should be recognized that the United States and Russia have important roles to play in this 
process as not only the two most powerful states in the region, but also because they are the world’s 
two largest nuclear weapon powers, this should not distract from the impact that other regional states 
can have on this issue. The middle powers, like Canada and Norway, should also work hard to facilitate 
movement towards this treaty and as the Ottawa Process to Ban Landmines demonstrates, they can be 
successful. Civil society groups like Pugwash and Global Zero also have important roles to play in 
stimulating public opinion. Above all, however, it must be recognized that the Arctic is more than a 
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strategic theatre,  it is the home - and has been since time immemorial – of Indigenous peoples and they 
should be at the table when these initiatives are debated and discussed.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendations 
 

Geography 
1. The Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone should cover all adjacent seas, sea beds, continental shelves, 

disputed territories, international waters and airspace of Canada, Finland, Greenland, Iceland, 
Norway and Sweden. Northern Russia and Alaska (USA) should also be covered by the Treaty.  

2. Along the edges of the zone, there should be a gradual “thinning out” of nuclear weapons.  

Non-First Use 
3. All zonal states and NATO should subscribe to a policy of non-First Use of nuclear weapons both 

during peacetime and wartime in the Arctic. 
4. Non-nuclear weapon states in the region should renounce the nuclear umbrella.  

Defining “Nuclear” 
5. “Nuclear Weapon Free” should mean all nuclear weapons and armaments, as well as the 

targeting of nuclear facilities and nuclear testing.  
6. The peaceful use of nuclear technology for civilian purposes should continue.  

Verification Procedures 
7. Verification procedures need to ensure that civilian nuclear technology is not being deferred 

towards weapon building capabilities.  
8. All nuclear weapons must be removed from the zone.  
9. There should be no new deployment of weapons.  
10. Transiting the zone with nuclear weapons should not be permitted.  
11. A permanent organization should be established to ensure verification of the rules and this 

organization should have the resources that it needs to operate fully.  

Surveillance Systems 
12. Joint aerial patrols of the region should be carried out.  
13. An advanced underwater listening system built by and accessed to by all zonal states should be 

created.  
14. Information-sharing of relevant information should be commonplace.  
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Search and Rescue (SAR) 
15. Conclude an Arctic Search and Rescue Agreement that includes all Arctic nations.  
16. Establish an integrated response management centre to coordinate SAR among all Arctic states, 

along the lines of the Rescue Coordination Centres set up by the Antarctica Treaty. 
17. Perform regular multilateral drills to practise SAR techniques in the Arctic.  
18. Work to improve and update navigational charts to reduce the risk that SAR activities will need 

to be undertaken and improve their capacity to respond when they are.  
19. Impose a tariff on ships operating in the region to cover the immense costs of SAR activities in 

the Arctic’s unique climate.  
20. Designate ports of refuge and rank them based on seasonal environmental conditions.  
21. Develop a system for quickly deploying supplies in order to relieve the stress on local resources, 

which can be overwhelmed quickly. 
22. Coordinate with the SAR bodies set up by the Antarctica Treaty. 

Expand the Arctic Rangers 
23. The Arctic Rangers should receive additional training and equipment in order to be first 

responders to emergencies in the Arctic. 
24. Having proven its worth in Canada, the Arctic Rangers program should be expanded to be pan-

Arctic in its scope.  

Non-Nuclear Military Activities 
25. The NWFZ should not prohibit all military activities in the Arctic. A continued military presence 

to aid the civilian power and protect against security threats is warranted.  
26. Joint military exercises should be done to facilitate confidence-building.  
27. All Arctic states should be informed when a military exercise is occurring within the zone. 
28. Zonal states should work collaboratively towards military research.  

Non-Nuclear Weapons of Mass Destruction 
29. The place of nuclear weapons within the military strategy of the zonal states should not be 

replaced with another equally (or more) destructive Weapon of Mass Destruction (WMD).  

Confidence-Building Measures (CBMs) 
30. Measures that do not build confidence (i.e. flag planting, whiskey burying and fly-bys) should be 

avoided.  
31. Both the United States and Russia should take their nuclear arsenals off high alert status. 
32. Nuclear Weapon States should unfix the guidance systems of their weapons from targets within 

the zone immediately.  
33. An Ambassador for Circumpolar Affairs from each state should be appointed to handle 

negotiations.  
34. Consular services and support should be increased within the region and researchers and 

Indigenous Peoples should have simplified access to visas.  
35. The United States should ratify the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea to facilitate 

a peaceful resolution to the existing sovereignty disputes in the region.  
36. A common code for ship design should be agreed upon in order to mitigate the chances of 

environmental damage.  
37. Financial and technical support for programs such as the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program 

that aims to safely dispose of nuclear waste in the Russian North should be forthcoming from all 
zonal states.  
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38. The security of nuclear fuel storage facilities should be bolstered.  
39. Common training programs for nuclear officials should be initiated in order to create the people 

with the required expertise to carry out the other recommendations.  
40. Economic integration should be encouraged. One possible method would be for an Arctic 

Chamber of Commerce to be established or through the Barents Euro-Arctic Council Secretariat.  

Next Steps 
41. If it is not possible to get all Arctic states to ratify the NWFZ Treaty then those states which 

support the initiative should sign on to the treaty and continue to lobby non-signatories to sign 
on.  

42. Russia should be treated as a “great power” both in communications and diplomatic relations.  
43. The rules of the Arctic Council should be amended to allow for debates concerning peace and 

security issues.  
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