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Aim and relevance for the international polar year


“Human-induced climate change is undermining the ecosystem upon which the Inuit of Canada, Alaska, Greenland and Russia depend for their physical and cultural survival. Climate change in the Arctic is not just an environmental issue with unwelcome economic consequences. It is also a matter of livelihood, food and individual and cultural survival. In short it is a "human security" issue.” Shirley Wolff Serafini, former Canadian Ambassador to Norway (3 May 2004)
Over centuries, Arctic peoples have learned to adapt and thrive in an uncertain, harsh environment.  Presently, change is occurring in the Arctic at an unprecedented rate, placing great pressure on local peoples' capacity to cope.  Such change puts immense strain on the many factors that are necessary for human well-being in the Arctic.  These include the health of the environment, the supply of traditional foods, community health, economic opportunities, and political stability.  For the purposes of this project, human security is achieved when individuals and communities have the freedom to identify risks and threats to their well-being and the capacity to determine ways to end, mitigate or adapt to those risks and threats. (UNDP, 1994; O’Brien, 2005) 

GAPS is a multi-national, multi-disciplinary initiative that aims to examine the scope and range of human security in the Arctic.  GAPS specifically focuses on the impacts of oil and gas activity on climate change and on Arctic peoples, in order to identify and document threats and coping strategies from traditional and human security perspectives (in both Arctic communities and among Arctic researchers).  GAPS aims to deliver this knowledge in hand with Arctic communities, to other Arctic communities, and to the human security policy and academic communities.  GAPS is submitting proposals to both the Canadian and Norwegian IPY programs.
The Norwegian component of the GAPS application directly addresses the IPY objective of increasing international cooperation, in particular with Russia.  It will also recruit new researchers with a strong Arctic focus, and directly engages Norwegian individuals and communities in the production of knowledge about social and natural sciences in relation to human security in polar regions. One crucial outcome of this project will be the development of a strong, human security based network of communities in Norway and Russia (see GAPS Canada) that will direct this knowledge to the human security policy community.  This project also examines the ecological and social impacts of oil and gas development and exploitation on Arctic communities.  GAPS complements and supports the activities of the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP), in particular the Assessment of Oil and Gas Activities in the Arctic (OGA).  Finally, a central concern of the international IPY committee is the need for integration of social science perspectives in Arctic research.  GAPS is the embodiment of such a multidisciplinary spirit, in that natural and social scientists are working together in one project for the purpose of providing a more holistic understanding of life in the Arctic.

As a co-signatory of the Lysøen Declaration on Human Security (1998) with Canada, in which Arctic cooperation was identified as a key aspect of their partnership agenda, GAPS will ensure that Norway continues to take a lead role in human security, particularly in the Arctic. 

Rationale and Framework

Human Security, Fossil Fuels and Climate Change in the Arctic

Since the early 1970s oil and gas development has come to dominate the industrial sector in the Arctic.  At the same time, the region is experiencing climate change with increasing intensity.  The pace of resource development has accelerated significantly in recent years as the price of oil and gas has risen, motivating industry to travel further north to extract fossil fuels for global consumption.  Increasing pressure from various governments—Russian, Norwegian, Canadian and American—requires the Arctic to be open for business.  Arctic communities are being tied into the global market for oil and gas, putting more pressure on their already-strained individual and societal capacities to cope with change, participate in resource management decision-making, and secure any possible economic and social benefits.  

Occurring amidst a changing climate, oil and gas activity poses critical challenges to the human security of communities, affecting local economies, traditional livelihoods and identities, health, food, and the environment.  Furthermore, many of the current drivers of change in the Arctic are only expected to intensify in the future (Chapin et al. 2005).  Such large-scale alterations of the environment interfere with local peoples’ capacity to adapt by putting access to resources—and the resources themselves—at risk.  While GAPS focuses its analysis on the effects of oil and gas development in the Arctic on local communities, it is impossible to separate such activity from an overall context of change—particularly, climate change—as these processes interact and overlap in ways that make potential effects even more acute (Fig. 1).

Figure 1.  Short-term and long-term consequences of the Arctic fossil fuel industry
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The traditional language of security has been actively employed in the Arctic region for decades (Huebert, 2001; St. melding 30 (2004); Heininen, 2004).  Security in the Arctic has focused on issues of power, resource exploitation and territory.  Global climate change is already altering the Arctic landscape, and allowing for increased transport and greater access to untapped resources, particularly fossil fuels.  Moreover, the burning of this fuel to satisfy global energy demands, will further accelerate climate change.  Consequently, oil and gas plays an increasing role in security debates by both increasing sought-after revenues for Arctic states, and also providing for a reduced dependency upon Middle Eastern sources (Barlindhaug, 2005). 

As oil and gas activity intensifies, it is critical that we understand its effects on communities in a comprehensive way, so that we can explore all the factors that contribute to a sense of well-being or human security.  Through collaboration and communication with communities, we can examine the risks, threats and opportunities that oil and gas activity presents to human security in the Arctic.

Security Models: Old and New
If the traditional ‘security’ concept is alive and well in the Arctic, what about ‘human’ security?  As states consider potential conflicts over territory and resource exploitation, people continue to live in the region.  Is the concept of human security, as popularized by the 1994 UNDP Human Development report, and broadly defined as “freedom from fear, freedom from want”, meant for people and communities in the Arctic?  Not according to the dominant security and human security debates.  Despite the clear interest and recognition of its relevance to the Arctic (Canada/Norway 1998; Peace Prize Symposium, 2005) human security is still largely invoked only in cases of large-scale violent conflict (McRae, 2001;Buzan, 2004).  While a growing body of research and policy work has developed on human security (UNDP 1994; Hoogensen 2005), limited research has been conducted on: 

(1) the relevance of the human security framework for the Arctic, and 

(2) the unique challenges to human security in the Arctic context.  


The GAPS project provides an alternative framework to the traditional security approach of policy makers (Fig. 2).  In contrast, our human security framework explicitly broadens the number of groups involved, and takes as its starting point, the referent of the individual and/or community as the determining factor of security (Fig. 3).  Conceptually, this framework closely parallels Costanza’s models of ecological economics (Costanza, R. 2001)   

In our framework, Arctic communities express their perceptions of threats and assess their capacity to cope with them.  These expressions are not isolated from those threats identified by Arctic researchers (e.g. contaminants in traditional foods), and the interactions between these two communities (Arctic peoples/communities and Arctic researchers) are explicitly linked.  In order for the human security framework to function fully, policy-makers must also be included.  This completes the human security “triangle” and generates a multiple securities approach.  This does not mean that government and policy-makers are obliged to intervene at all levels of identified human in/security in the Arctic.  However, they can act as an important conduit for the facilitation of knowledge between communities, as well as responding to human in/securities when communities can no longer respond effectively to threats.
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Figure 2: Dominant Approach or Discourse for Security in the Arctic
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Figure 3: Bringing the Human Security Framework to the Arctic

Arctic oil and gas development, analysed from a securities perspective, can be seen both positively and negatively, generating risks and threats as well as opportunities.  The Human Security framework provides a vehicle for the expression of threats and vulnerabilities and adaptabilities from the grassroots level.

Moving forward within a human security framework 

 
The accumulating body of research into human vulnerabilities and adaptations to changing environments in the natural and social sciences has, many argue, failed to be transferred into effective action on the part of policy makers.  “It appears that we care very little about the health threats that pollution of the Arctic represents . . . research on the Arctic receives little attention.” (Anderssen and Gabrielsen: 2005). Directing research knowledge towards an existing and specific policy community (human security) therefore is integral to effective policy action.


GAPS not only challenges predominant, state-centric conceptualisations of human security, but it also addresses security issues across a range of disciplines and approaches human well-being from a variety of interlinked and overlapping angles.  The human security framework (Fig. 3) demands input from a variety of academic disciplines.  The GAPS research team includes experts in ecology, community health, ecotoxicology, geography, sociology, and political science.  We are truly interdisciplinary in our research approach, in order to integrate the wide range of factors that comprise human security e.g. economic, food, health, environmental, personal, community and political security (Axworthy 2001: 24-25).

By taking the community as the starting or referent point, GAPS adopts a bottom-up approach that will effectively involve Arctic communities, as well as explicitly articulate the need for interdisciplinary research on the impacts of change in the Arctic.  “She sits at the back of the hall, listening to experts from far away talking in a language not her own about the fate of the bush she has roamed all her life.” (Weber, 2006).  The GAPS research team will communicate and collaborate with communities and local organizations, and will pay active attention to the well-articulated need for comprehensive, participatory research on the impacts of oil and gas development in Arctic communities (AHDR 2004; ACIA 2005; AIL 2005).  

Research project description
GAPS contains a series of related and integrated sub-projects that address human security in the Arctic from different angles.  Each sub-project aims to address different themes of human well-being within the human security framework.  The goal as a research team is to bring these sub-projects together to illustrate the comprehensive nature of human security and the multiple processes that interact to create security or insecurity.  These sub-projects will occur in cooperation so as to promote interdisciplinary collaboration and communication in the field, as well as lessen the load of research projects on the communities. 

The overall aim of the Norwegian GAPS project is to identify threats to, and opportunities/adaptation/coping strategies for, human security in the Norwegian and Russian Arctics by assessing the impacts of oil and gas activity in these regions. This aim will addressed by 4 integrated sub-projects (SP) covering the scopes of 1) increase of contaminants in human environments, 2) spread of invasive non-indigenous species, 3) identification of human in/securities in Arctic communities (resident and research perspectives), and 4) identification of human security in Arctic communities: Community and Research perspectives (synthesis and integration). SP3 and SP4 will be linked to international GAPS projects and other IPY initiatives, allowing for and strengthening international cooperation, facilitation of community linkages and networks (Canadian communities are very interested in the resulting outcomes for Norwegian and Russian communities, for example), and facilitating circumpolar comparison.

The sub-goals of the Norwegian GAPS project are:

· To identify and document the impacts of oil and gas development on Norwegian and Russian Arctic communities;

· To determine the meaning of security in the Arctic context, by identifying the factors that contribute to in/securities as articulated by community members;

· To define the relationship between traditional and human security in the Arctic context;

· To determine the current/future threats posed by invasive non-indigenous species and increased contaminant exposure that will be generated by short-term oil and gas activity and longer-term climate change;

· To identify new potentials for local adaptability/capabilities to ensure human security in communities;

· To determine linkages and disjunctures between research-based and community-based identification of threats and capabilities;

· To deliver findings through accessible venues to communities (media, town-hall meetings, community-based youth researchers) and to human security policy communities (reports, publications, meetings);

· To facilitate community engagement in research in the Arctic and further strengthen university-community research linkages;

· To facilitate communication and collaboration between circumpolar communities; and,

· To provide the basis for PhD and post-doc research for participating young researchers.
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