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Translations and Abbreviations

It has been my aim to write the thesis in Britisigksh. As a rule, all translations to
English are mine. Official translations have besaduwhen it was possible. | regarded a
translation as official if it came from the sourtself, had been commonly translated like
this or appeared in a dictionary. Since the majaritthe empirical material was in
Danish, | experienced an amount of instances whe@ficial English translation was
available. All titles and names are presented énattiginal language with the English
translation in a footnote at the bottom of the s@age. | have remarked whenever the
translation i;motmine, i.e. when | regard it as official. If no tedation appears, the title
was originally in English.

One considerable exception is quotations frongtioeip of newspaper articles,
presented in 4.4.2, which are not translated byThe.articles, which originally
appeared in Danish and Greenlandic daily and wesdklyspapers, were translated to
English by professional translators. Therefore ghetations will appear as | read them,
in English.

It has been my intention to avoid abbreviations mpessible. The few cases
where | used one, it was because the abbreviataancemmonly used in a way that |
considered to replace the full name. Another exoaps$ abbreviations in references.
Though the abbreviations are also explained whey dlecur the first time, they are
shown here:

UKG: Udvalget vedrgrende tilladelser og koncessiohenhold til lov om mineralske
rastoffer i Gragnlant

KHG: Kommission om hjemmestyre i Grgnldnd

PC & AGTL: Petro-Canada (PC) & The Alberta Gas kiume Company Limited

Some terms deserve a few explaining words.
The term “exploit” has two seemingly opposing megsiin Danish (and

Norwegian). It means “udnytte”, to make use of stimimg, and “udbytte”, to overuse

! The Committee of Licences and Concessions regatti Greenlandic Raw Materials Act
2 The Commission on Home Rule in Greenland (offiziahslation)
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something. | have used it in the first sense. Sennhwrite “to exploit hydrocarbons”, it
means something similar to “produce”.

The terms “produce”, “create” and “construct” alleused to describe a processes
of change, implying approximately the same. | hiaiegl to use “exploit” instead of
“produce” when describing the industrial activiglated to hydrocarbon extraction.

The expression “Denmark-Greenland” is taken frome8gen (2006) and is used
to connote the total of Denmark and Greenland, wltknnot find it necessary to

distinguish the details of their relation.
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1.0 Introduction and Research Question

This chapter introduces the topic of the thesisragigersonal entrance to it. It describes
the central processes that will be analysed amddotes the approach taken to do this.
Then the topic is specified and ends as the reseprestion, which to be answered by

this thesis. Lastly, the structure of the thespresented in a rough sketch.

1.1 It's the Qil, Stupid!

Climate change, peak oil, race for the North Pible,melting of permanent ice caps, ice-
free North East Passage; the headline-making Aesgnits are many and visible.
Greenland is in the midst of this — geographicajgophysically, legally, economically
and politically speaking — and is of many reasansteresting place to ask questions
that might illuminate how these processes can a@hgmceed. During Greenland’s
short history of political autonomy many of thedes that shape such events have been
played out in the construction of this Arctic natidtdlydrocarbons — a term that captures
both crude oil and natural gas — are a crucial aompt to the course of these events.
Hydrocarbons are fossil fuel, a valuable resowspecialised knowledge and a way of
life.

In the initial phase of selecting a topic for tthesis, | was fascinated by
Greenland as a place where some of the global gicalgproblems could be observed at
close range. It seemed an intriguing paradox thatamuld promote hydrocarbon
extraction and debate harmful consequences of ®igtaange simultaneously. | termed
it “the Arctic Paradox” and this was the originidlet of the thesis. Later | discovered that
this double, or parallel, strategy was not as owarsial as | first thought.

Compellingly, politically autonomic times in Greanld coincide with
hydrocarbon-times. The first influential Greenlangolitical formulations concerning
autonomy were written at almost exactly the same ts the administrative framework
for Greenlandic hydrocarbons was being drafted.tirhe span of the hydrocarbons
exploration activity is roughly captured by the tmost fundamental documents in the
political history of autonomous Greenland: Hjemmesbver? from 1978 and

3 Lov nr. 577 af 29/11/1978; The Home Rule Act



Selvstyrelovehfrom 2009, and the closely related commissiongdnts representing
years of work leading up to the law proposals.

According to the political visions, the promisingajogical assessments and the
world’s projected hydrocarbons demand, we stantherbrink of a new era in
Greenlandic history. Again, one could say. Suriétlgre have been small leaks,
promising seismic surveys and favourable geologitralctures, but during 40 years of
exploration history it is an intriguing fact thad nommercial exploitable discovery has
been made. Hydrocarbons have never been extramtehercially in Greenland. The
expected and desired oil adventure has not talkee o far.

Knowledge of hydrocarbons in Greenland precedesr@aadic autonomy.
Reservoirs of oil had been assessed by the gealagipeditions from the 1920s and
since the legal framework was introduced in 1935dtad also been explorations and
surveys on an irregular basis. While this had hapgevithout too much debate, the
Home Rule Commission of 1975 was at the centreeatdd discussions about the
subsurface resources and rights. Gradually it thme to be the single most important
issue, or hindrance, in the Home Rule negotiat{@ahl 1986:64). In fact, hydrocarbons
were to become a key issue in the way Greenlaratical resources were understood
and framed.

When exploration wells were drilled in the 1970 spills and blowouts
contributed to the idea of hydrocarbons as a daugeactivity, and a threat to the
indigenous population and the environment in whingry lived. Simultaneously,
optimism was spreading and an oil adventure wae#tng that could happen in the
north. American companies had discovered profithgtirocarbon reserves in Prudhoe
Bay, Alaska, and Canadian companies conducted pnognéxplorations in the Beaufort
Sea. After the Danish, British and Norwegian digg@®s in the North Sea in the late
1960s, the oil adventure had come close. Was Gredmext?

Posing this question led me to two large eventandgg hydrocarbons in
Greenland: Thérctic Pilot Projectand thelameson Land Concessi(see p.73 and 82).
While the Arctic Pilot Project was a Canadian prsgdaf Arctic shipping of liquid
natural gas and perhaps crude oil, the JamesonCandession was autonomous

4 Lov nr. 473 af 12/06/2009; The Self Rule Act



Greenland’s first real chance to be part of amdienture. Who wanted Greenland to be

next, was it feasible and what were the hindrastasding in the way?

1.2 The Challenge that Disappeared

From the late 1960s, ethnic or national-minded Glezelic right claims began to surface.
When Greenland’s autonomy was negotiated in th@4,9%e management of
Greenland’s hydrocarbon resources had turned i@reanlandic political project, which
represented a challenge to the Danish administratiovas the vast distances, ice,
mountains and fjords of Greenland against small,&hd brown Denmark. There was
still something to argue about, still somethindpéotraded. Regardless if the motivation
for Danish interests was private economic profipoblic savings on subsidies to
Greenland, there was a Danish desire in develdpmdépydrocarbon-fields. Seen from
the other side, hydrocarbons were for many peoptereenland the symbol of a
threatening, industrial culture. Hydrocarbons ccugdseen to represent a Danish (partly
colonial) modernisation project. If the Greenlarsd@ere given the right to their land and
had the autonomy to decide, it was an openly satécbme that no more hydrocarbon
explorations would take place. To many people nyel®70s Denmark-Greenland, it
was not a question of how, how much, how fast, wdrehwhere, but a simple and clear
‘no’ to exploration and extraction of hydrocarbons.

As such the struggling positions of indigenous tsgtlaims versus frontier
colonialism seemed to be the discourses that ligis&ructured confrontation over
Greenlandic hydrocarbons. This central line of comfation in the Denmark-Greenland
relationship was to be transformed in the period®#5-1985. In the late 1970s, a third
discursive position — partly a synthesis of theegming indigenous and colonial
discourses — was to become the favoured way ofratateling the hydrocarbon-issue.
Later | will refer to this agcological modernisatiarthe “politico-administrative”
response to “global ecological threats” as foranse global warming or ozone depletion
(Hajer 1995, 1996, see p.14). This is seen asopartarger shift in modernised, western
countries, where ecological problems are integrateaistitutional arrangements in stead
of posing a challenge to industrial developmenbuncase, one of the most visible

consequences of this shift in definitional poweswse sudden ability to explain and



justify renewed hydrocarbon exploration in Greedlanthe early 1980s. With this, the
struggle between contradictory visions of futureongce development in Greenland
moved towards an end. My analysis shows that abttin& of the 1980s, contours of a
new situation appeared, only to become cleardnesgassed.

The latest culmination of this change is visibleéha Self Rule Agreement
between Greenland and Denmark, introduced in JO@8.From a Greenlandic
perspective, hydrocarbons extraction was anddstti@mbitions of, eventually,
economic and political independence. Thus, asheilexplained below, @-production
(Jasanoff 2004, 2005) of knowledge about hydroaastand nation-building was part of
the process. In a decade, the harsh disagreeniemislaydrocarbons seemed to have

been resolved. The challenge disappeared — how ladaghpen?

1.3 Research Question
40 years of commercial non-existence has not stbppdrocarbons from playing a lead
role in the Danish-Greenlandic post-colonial relaship. Hydrocarbons exist without
being accessible. Nevertheless key political aspafcGreenland’s development have
been influenced by hydrocarbons — as a physicatenge and as an idea. The common
narratives by which Greenland is imagined and wtded depends on hydrocarbons as a
scientific fact, an economic prospect and techriektp facilitate their use. On the other
hand hydrocarbons have been constructed and freorssdve such narratives. From
being a brownish, smelly substance, mere organgteydeposited below the subsurface,
hydrocarbons have become a catalyst of desire igiahs. The point is to inquire about
what society has done with hydrocarbans what hydrocarbons have done with society.

The question ofiow the issue of hydrocarbons in Greenland chamyed time?
will be the general approach that defines thisith&y the issue of hydrocarborsnean
the relations in which hydrocarbons have been mted, both as a part of nature and
politics. What have been the challenges of suagnation and what have been the
responses and solutions?

Of course the question demands further specifinaitd as it was, such
specification was shaped by the events and proségseestigated. Around the time

where Greenlandic Home Rule was on the politicat®dkpad, many hydrocarbon-



related events happened closely in time, all stgoaffecting how Denmark-Greenland
would proceed. The time-frame can therefore bedidhio roughly ten years, from the
formation of the Danish-Greenlandic Home Rule Cossioin in 1975 to the finalisation
of the first hydrocarbons concession under theraartmus Greenlandic administration,
the Jameson Land Concession, in 1984/5.

During a decade, maybe less, | hypothesise that dithe patterns still guiding
the management and framing of the Greenlandic alatesources fell into place and
became visible as a discourse or a discourse-oma{gee p.21). Furthermore, |
hypothesise this change in discourses to have talleer in the early 1980s, in the first
years of autonomous Greenland. The aim of thisghesherefore to analyse the

discursive structures of such a change, with aigpcus on hydrocarbons:

Q1: How did the issue of hydrocarbons relate toftaening and management of

Greenland’s natural resources and nature betweegr@amately 1975 and 19857

Regarding the time-frame, the 10 years in quest@med an obvious choice based on
the events referred to in the empirical materidlc@urse, many structures were visible
further back, for instance the first scientific-gmpcal commission regarding Greenland
was established as early as 1878 (see p.38). I§aydad political material referred to,
such as the Mining Act of 1965 (see p.44), was @msoduced earlier. All of section 5.1
and parts of 5.2 will be investigating what ledhe situation in 1975. The main

analytical emphasis, however, will be on the perfoduestion.

1.4 Structure of the Thesis

Chapter two (2.0 Academic Context) is meant to extofalise the findings of this thesis
among the existing academic literature. Chaptertiy8.0 Theoretical Considerations) is
a review of the theoretical perspectives employée chapter outlines the two main
analytical perspectives of the thesis: ecologicaflernisation and co-production. Chapter
four (4.0 Method) is concerned with the methodatafapproach to answering the
research question. The definitions of discoursedascburse analysis, the conceptual

tools, the collection of data, the process of pitetation and the combination of the



sources are part of this chapter. Chapter five fhdlysis) contains the analysis and
composes approximately two thirds of the total tanghe analysis is structured
chronologically. It begins with a short historigairoduction, which emphasises the
importance of geology in the framing of Greenlahlklis qualifies the perspective of co-
production. The next section describes the prosetge and during the creation of
autonomous Greenland — the Home Rule process. titgrattention is turned towards
two hydrocarbon-related events which are seen &éeematic to the hypothesised
discursive change of ecological modernisation. Iinthe chapter tries to analyse how
this new discourse can be seen as co-producingcsc{enainly geology) and the politics
of hydrocarbons. Chapter six (6.0 Summary of Resslimmarises the findings
discussed by each section into a coherent wholenshales a table which present the
findings chronologically. Chapter seven (7.0 Cosidn) explains how the findings
answer the research question and in which wayypethesised change is confirmed by
the analysis. Chapter eight (8.0 References) ircthd list of literature and appendixes

containing relevant lists regarding the empiricalrges.



2.0 Academic Context

In order to situate this thesis among existingasede | will describe the most important
works used and referred to and provide an overoietiie academic works in related
fields. The search for relevant literature tookcplan the databases Bibsys which is

the public internet portal of institutional libras in Norway, anéoogle Scholarthe
academic internet search engine of Google. Jadk$HRelected bibliography on
Greenland(2006), which contains an impressive and compr&hercollection of

academic works on Greenland, has also been a Valsabrce.

2.1 Three Bulks of Research
The relevant literature can be divided into thrakks

The first bulk consists of the works that sharettc of this thesis:
hydrocarbons in Greenland. The research repfientlig styring af olie og gas i
Gregnland (1984) by Jerome Davies, Finn Breinholt Larsen Ande Marie Pagh
Nielsen, along with related articles (Larsen 198%sen & Nielsen 1984,1985) based on
the report, is an analysis of the Danish-Greentahdndling of hydrocarbon projects;
specifically the Jameson Land Concession negotistl®80-1985 (see p.85). It was
argued that the Danish-Greenlandic collaboratisteeon an “unstable balance” and
that the related administrative and institutiomahfeworks were downplaying
disagreements. This gave the political decisioganding hydrocarbons a “ritual”
character (Larsen & Nielsen 1985:110). It was ems#eal that the bureaucrats exercised
too large an influence and prepared the casesoid aolitical debate. The authors
thereby criticised the lack of long term politie@sion and tangible strategies for an
integrated approach to hydrocarbon-projects irgtreeral Greenlandic development.

The book entitledPolitics of the Northwest Passagalited by Frankly Griffiths
(1987) , includes two articles about hydrocarban&lieenlandGreenlandic and Danish
Attitudes to Canadian Arctic Shippify Lars Toft Rasmussen (1987) points towards a
potential shift in Danish-Greenlandic politicalitattie regarding Arctic shipping. While
Greenland received Danish support to oppose Camaddatic shipping, its own

hydrocarbon-project a few years later seemed toireq similar way of transport. While

® Public Regulation of Oil and Gas in Greenland



this could lead to a more “cooperative Greenlaadtitude”, Rasmussen suggests that an
“ambivalent” policy of opposing Canadian shippinbilke accepting it in Greenland

would create problems regarding the public opinfince neither the Canadian nor the
Greenlandic shipping was realised, it is still pem question_essons of the Arctic Pilot
Projectby Jennifer Lewington (1987) saw Canadian Ardhipping, specifically the

Arctic Pilot Project (see p.73), from a Canadiarspective and analysed why Arctic
shipping never became the large scale endeavaasipredicted to be. Lewington
concludes that a combination of fluctuation inast gas prices and political and
environmental uncertainties made the investmemsigeo costly. In other words: the
Danish-Greenlandic opposition is not a decisivédiaim Lewington’s conclusion.

The Danish journalist Philip Lauritzen wrote extens/ on Greenland-related
issues and specifically on the Greenlandic so@atymodern resource development,
both as an idea and as reality. Though Lauriterwskws not academic, it is such a great
source of well documented information that | deditizinclude it. His boollie og
amulettef (1979) was an attempt to follow the Danish expl#teud Rasmussen’s route
from his fifth pan-arcticThule-expeditionOn his way through the circumpolar areas,
excluding Russia, Lauritzen interviewed a mixed position of residents, indigenous as
well as immigrants. It is clear that Lauritzen hetfiss very sceptical towards
hydrocarbon-exploitation and he points to manyhefriegative social and environmental
consequences. A second book by Lauritzestilte — Isbrydende supertankere: en trussel
mod mennesker, dyr og den arktiske stif{@882), which follows the Greenlandic
opposition against the Arctic Pilot Project (se&g). Lauritzen is highly critical towards
the project and emphasises the uncertainties arArtotit shipping, which he thinks may
turn out sparking an ecological disaster.

Anthropologist Jens Dahl’&rktisk Selvstyfe(1986) is a historical analysis of the
structural processes and the power relations lgadithe decolonisation of Greenland.
The central question posed is whether “the Home Ruthe beginning of actual self-
rule, does is bear the seeds within it — or isatety colonialism in a new dress?” (Dahl

1986:8). Dahl analyses the internal Greenlanditipal process to investigate whether
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the Home Rule process is in fact going where it iwteshded to. The book contains a
comprehensive overview over the politics of natueaburces from approximately 1975-
1985. Besides being a valuable historical work]sb contains some empirical material
that | have utilised when needed.

The second bulk of research is characterised byieng about relevant historical
processes of Denmark-Greenland throughout tflec@tury, though not specifically on
hydrocarbons. What these works share, is an imbgeneral resources as something
that has had a prominent position regarding theidba@reenlandic view on Greenland’s
potential for at least a century. The Danish hiatoAxel Kjeer SgrensenBenmark-
Greenland in the Twentieth Centu006) portray Danish-Greenlandic relationship and
the historical process. This includes descriptioiithe main historical events and the
persons who shaped them.

Christoffer Jakob RiisRetten, magten og aerg(2003) focuses on a trial between
the Danish Geologist Lauge Koch (1892-1964) antbamof fellow Danish geologists.
Yet it provides good insights in the geologicaligulin the 1920-40s and includes many
statements about mineral resources in Greenland.

Finn Lynge’sArctic Wars: Animal Rights and Endangered Peol&92)
provides along wittSelvstaendighed for Granlartd?1999) some of the few relevant
works by Greenlandic scholars, with a perspectiemfGreenland’s point of view.

Lynge shows how the campaign against seal hunangaded the relationship between
conservationist organisations and the hunting padpar. Lynge points at the
unacknowledged cultural differences between typichan, western conservationists and
the Greenlandic hunter. To him, this prevents tladtidg of a common approach to solve
ecological issues. In his work on Greenlandic ireshejence, Lynge asks what it would
take to make an independent Greenland. Besidegsssisg some of the huge challenges
an independent Greenland would face, Lynge consltlu the political visions have
been replaced by everyday problems.

Economist Martin Paldam posed in his b&ignlands gkonomiske udviklitig

(1994), a fundamental question regarding Greentaedonomic base which has been
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relevant all along: “What does it take to closeghp?” The “gap” is the difference
between the Danish block grant and the Greenlarational product, which is less than
half of the block grant. What economic activity cdose this? Interestingly Paldam does
not suggest hydrocarbon extraction as an alterndiseause he sees possibilities in what
is already there. This has been a key in my unaledstg of hydrocarbons in Greenland
as perhaps more idea than reality.

Writing about the environmental administrationadléénges of contemporary
Greenland, the Greenlandic planning engineer, Aiegild (2008, Merrild & Karngv
2008), has focused on technical/legal aspectstafalaesource planning preparing
Greenland for what she terms a “mega-industryergstingly, Merrild explains how the
legal foundation of mineral resource project issafe from the general environmental
management, which is another sign of the spe@#alisigiven to such projects.

You will also find a few references to Jens Bro'st&d beskaret selvstyte
(1979), which provides an investigation of the HorRwde process.

The third bulk consists of research that is notualééreenland, but hydrocarbons
in general and the political processes of circumpateas. The reason for including this
literature is to situate Greenland in a broadetexn The research field of region-
studies, investigating such processes as regiomalml region-building in the Arctic, is
well suited to understand Greenland’s politicakdrigal circumsphere and how it was
crafted. E. Carina H. Keskitalo’s bodlegotiating the Arctic: The Construction of an
International Regior{2004) and a related article (2007), on the coeatif the Arctic
Council, represents a tendency in region-studiesrevthe view of region is that of a
socially constructed space. Along with Stokke & Heland’sinternational Cooperation
and Arctic Governare (2007), they use the perspectiveegfion-building originally
introduced by Iver Neumann (1992). Region-buildoognbines Benedict Anderson’s
understanding of nation-building (see p.17) witkoaicaultian discourse analysis.

Various definitions of the Arctic and institutiohise the Arctic Council imply
that attention is turned towards particular issub#e others are omitted. Since
environmental protection was one of the main ingmatd in the Arctic Councils, founded
in 1996, the image of the Arctic as a vulnerable-ggstem, including the indigenous

12 An amputated Home Rule
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residents, has been promoted. However, since threrfative contributions” of “the

Arctic approach, has been far more limited, largallioing broader international regimes
already in existence” (Stokke 2007:182), it seemas $ome of the geopolitical aspects
have been downplayed. What would happen in thei\ifch large reservoir of
hydrocarbon resources became exploitable?

In a Norwegian context such reservoirs, discoveligthg the 1960s, were to
become the single major source of state incomeiladventure. Several publications
scrutinise the contents of this concept. They waskided because the Norwegian
development has affected, or inspired the Greerdasiiation considerably. @yvind
lhlen’s Petroleumsparadis&t (2007) is an investigation of the Norwegian odustries’
communication strategies as their self-understandirelge Ryggvik'sTil siste drap&*
(2009) is an analysis of Norwegian oil industryetation to the global political economy
of oil. Gudmund Skjeldal & Unni BergeBeber™ (2009) is a more subjective analysis of
the contents of the Norwegian oil adventure. Fintilere is Francis Sejersted’s
Systemtvang eller politikk(1999), a historical analysis of how tbi-industrial complex
developed in Norway and the special characterisfit¢gis development. Common to all
four publications is that the oil industry in Norywig seen as a special case compared to
other oil-exporting countries. The oil industrynist the only influential perspective.
Environmental protection and the general modenoisaif society are examples of
competing perspectives. Ryggvik and Skjeldal & Beage critical towards the image
framed as an oil adventure. Ihlen and Sejerstedhare concerned with showing how
the oil industry has permeated many areas whighdtl to stand in contrast to. The idea
that hydrocarbon exploitation can be sustainald@rgued in Ihlen (2007:108) is a good

example of this.

2.2 Contextualisation
With this thesis | want to reintroduce the implioas and aspects of the Greenlandic

hydrocarbon-issue as a subject of debate. Howwethesis cannot be said to adhere to
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one specific field of research regarding hydrocagha Greenland, presented in the three
bulks above. As the presentation shows, the reseprestion might be more familiar to a
region-building approach than to the existing étere on Greenland in terms of
theoretical foundation. However, if | was to reldte thesis to analyses of Greenlandic
hydrocarbons, the contribution to these would la¢ the hydrocarbon-issue is removed
from its colonial/post-colonial constraints. Almasdk Danish literature on Greenland
pictures the Danish-Greenland in a colonial franmdvew invokes metaphors as “parent-
child” to describe the relationship between the hations. There is a tendency to make
the issue of Greenlandic hydrocarbons too spetidde sense that it is based on a unique
Danish-Greenlandic relationship. This is somethihgve deliberately tried to avoid.
Another contribution is to insist on the existenf@ Danish-Greenlandic hydrocarbon-
issue and of its considerable influence on redtips] even though in terms of quantities,
whether barrels or kroner, it is almost non-exggtifihis is justified by the theoretical
foundation presented in the next chapter. Anotkpeet of the non-existence is that very
little research has been done on Greenlandic hgdooas outside the natural sciences,

which is something I think is regrettable.
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3.0 Theoretical Considerations

This chapter describes my theoretical approacimswaring the research question. | have
interpreted hydrocarbons in Greenland through ®lated interpretive perspectives. My
starting point is that the project of autonomouedatand changed character in the period
1975-1985, expressed as “the challenge that disapgeand presented in 1.2.

The first perspective has to do with the way hydrbons as aacological
dilemmabecomes closely related to the management andnigeshnature. This is where
the discourse of ecological modernisation is reigvsince its manifestation is the
“politico-administrative response to the latest ifestation of the ecological dilemma”
(Hajer 1996:248). This framework is based on wdrkdarten A. HajerThe Politics of
Environmental Discourse: Ecological Modernisatiamdathe Policy Procesd995) and
the related book chapt&rcological Modernisation as Cultural Politi¢2996), which
investigates how ecological modernisation from atbi984 became dominant in
western environmental politics. One of the maircoates was the way ecological
dilemmas — for instance acid rain or, presentiynate change — were encapsulated by
regulative regimes: instead of posing a challengbé process of modernisation they
became part of it.

The second perspective asks how the autonomousi@neéc nation and the
hydrocarbon-issue am®-producedThe interpretive perspective of co-production ban
generally understood as “the proposition that thg im which we know and represent
the world, both nature and society, are inseparfabie the ways in which we choose to
live in it” (Jasanoff 2004:2). Therefore it is oftérest to know who did the representation
of the Greenlandic nature and natural resourcesl-haw it was done. The approach is
mainly based on two books by Shiela JasargiHites of Knowledge: The Co-production
of Science and Social Ordé004, edited by Jasanoff) abesigns on Nature: Science
and Democracy in Europe and the United St¢B895). In addition, | have drawn on the
works by Kristin AsdalScarce Resourcddlor. Knappe ressurser) (1998) and the article
Re-Inventing Politics of the State: Science andtiéslof Contestatiorf2007), which
examine different aspects of Norwegian environmeahcy in relation to science and
technology. Asdal’s presentations of various Noraegases resemble the view on co-

production of autonomous Greenland: “If new objeistsues and realities are generated
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in scientific practice, science is no longer a ¢x@ist on political action, but may
actually produce politics” (Asdal 2007:309). Theywisdal presents the cases is also
relevant from the perspective of ecological modsation, since she describes what
happens from the moment an environmental problemil@mma, arises until a
regulative framework becomes dominant. In relatmthe co-production of autonomous
Greenland, | use Benedict Andersolmsagined Communitied 991, a revision of the
1983 version), which provides a re-interpretatibthe concept ohationand suggests
the term “nation-building” based on “national im@igigs” as a way to describe it. The
representations of such common narratives woulctbee be of interest to the research
guestion.

The writings of Bruno Latour have been used toulis@erspectives on
ecological issues and political ecology, problesiag the definition and understanding
of ecology in relation to modernisation. This iradds:We Have Never Been Modern
(1993) andro Modernize or to Ecologise? That is the Questi®98), in which it is
suggested that political ecology has failed to ptanheir cause, because they
misunderstood what ecology was. If this is the cageight explain some of the change

implied by ecological modernisation.

3.1 Discourse of Ecological Dilemmas

The reason for using the perspective of ecologieadernisation was based on the
impression that the change with and around hydbarer in Greenland came very close
to the more general description of ecological mogation. The parallelism of Hajer's
theoretical perspective and the Greenlandic hydbmres-case was stunning. The
situation preceding ecological modernisation fits tliscussion on hydrocarbons in
Greenland in the 1970s and development of ecolbgiodernisation described by Hajer
is very close to the course of events in Greenland.

The perspective of ecological modernisation tuttenéion towards the way that
the hydrocarbon-issue was framed as an ecologis#,ca new ecological dilemma.
When did Greenlandic hydrocarbons become probleraati to whom? Hydrocarbons in
Greenland exist physically in a place as a pathef{Greenlandic or Arctic) nature. The

basic approach is that it is the exploitation —lesgtion, extraction, production and
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transportation — of hydrocarbons that marks thertsegg of the hydrocarbon-issue as an
ecological dilemma. That such exploitation is clpsed to the development of the
modern industrial society is implicit. It is assudrteat one can identify two opposing
ways, detailed content will be explained later4i, p.21), to understand nature in the
Arctic: as ahomelandan indigenous view and agrantier, a colonial view. The views
hold rather different and conflicting opinions cature and the connected rights and
resources. Along with other positions, this resaslthe situation before ecological
modernisation, which in the 1970s was “comprised wfide spectrum of — often
antagonistic — views” (Hajer 1996:248)

Ecological modernisation is a break with the plastause ambitions which were
previously seen as antagonistic, economic growtht@ resolution of ecological
problems become connected. In our case we cantstdshese two ambitions with the
views of frontier versus homeland. The central gidus that ecological modernisation
“recognises the structural character of the enwvir@ntal problematic, while on the other
ecological modernisation differs essentially fromadical green perspective” (Hajer
1996:249). This is a new perspective on the reya@dtamework of managing the
environment since industry is now seen not as ataole, but as a driver of green
solutions. Captured by the phrase “sustainableldpaeent”, it is believed that industrial
development, ideologically unchanged, can be tumidan ecologically friendly type of
growth. The modernisation efforts were expanddddiude nature and with an ever
increasing scientific knowledge of the eco-systamegulative regime could secure and
control sustainability. Should an ecological problarise, society would have “to
modernise itself out of the crisis” (Hajer 1996:249

While the new Home Rule administration got into thastraints of everyday
political priorities and became positive towardsliocarbons exploitation, ecological
modernisation provides an explanation of what hapdeWhen much of the 1970s
discussions on the hydrocarbon-issue implied a gea ‘no’ to exploitations, the early
1980s was a much more blurred image, because ngaweesuch clear answers. With the
perspective of ecological modernisation therepaiicular turn in discursive structures
that can be identified and helpuo-blur what happened. This is the first part of

answering the research question.

15



3.2 Co-producing Greenland

The co-production perspective holds the view thathitydrocarbon-issue and the
Greenlandic nation might have produced each othNettural and social orders, in short,
are produced at one and the same time — or, mewsplty, co-produced” (Jasanoff
2005:19). As mentioned earlier (in 1.3), hydrocaibbave affected the Greenlandic
national narrative by their physical existence aad@n idea. The fact that hydrocarbons
have never been extracted in Greenland makeswérsraore obvious. One could argue
that the potentially related ecological crisis #iere was not there either. Nevertheless, it
is clear that Greenlandic autonomy has a lot tavitlo hydrocarbons. How is that? This
is where | found the co-production perspectivevate because hydrocarbons can be
interpreted as more than an ecological crisis.

Regarding the research question, the point isthigatelation between
hydrocarbons and the framing and management dbtbenlandic nature and natural
resources is not a simple one-way relation (whatthat is). The social order of
hydrocarbons (for instance an administrative asdtirtional framework) is understood
as being created simultaneous to the creation @iviedge about hydrocarbons as a
natural existence (for instance seismic surveyb@tubsurface). Of course, this could
also affect what is perceived as an ecologicaicritherefore, as the analysis unfolds it
will be important to ask if the process of creatmgonomous Greenland redefines
hydrocarbons and nature

When Anderson proposed a definition of a natiofeasmagined political
community”, he framed nationalism as somethingtoreato be created, and not a fact or
a feeling on waiting to be invoked (Anderson 1997)5Making a nation as Greenland
then “crucially depends on deploying persuasiveasgntations of the symbol that
signify nationhood” (Jasanoff 2004:26). In a coguction perspective such
representations are no less created than the isdhgmmunity they constitute: “any
nation so conceived can certainly be seen ... asworethat is partly held together by
circulating technologies of representation and camication” (Jasanoff 2004:26). This
turns attention towards the hydrocarbon-issnéthe Greenlandic nation and how they
are interrelated.
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Another aspect of the co-production of the Greettilanation has to do with the
colonial relation. Who or what produced the Denm@rkenland and could it be that the
colonial power is not the only part that createslanial relation? In other words: when
Denmark abandoned being a colonial power, coldd that Greenland insisted on being
a colony? In order to be able to explain the exalmn of hydrocarbons, the Home Rule
administration could be in need of such a colommge.

So, who began to represent hydrocarbons? As aqahysiistence hydrocarbons
are part of nature and can be represented sceatltyfin research by for instance
geology. As an idea, the search for hydrocarbontddoe represented by someone
concerned by the consequences of exploitatioringdance hunters and fishermen. As
Kristin Asdal’s (2007) points out in her article tre fluorine-poisoning from an
aluminium-smelter in Ardal, Norway, the legitimaafjthe opponents’ position is
strengthened by scientific representation. Theesiation of the poisoning, which was
discovered by local farmers in the 1950s, was cedpgnised when a laboratory
confirmed and quantified the pollutant. Howeverdals purpose is not to tell a story
about something that was “reduced to numbers”. &atine understands the case as an
example of “how laboratory science and technicatpduregnabledpolicy” (Asdal
2007:315). The scientific representation was ia tase a creative force, since “political
fluorine” as a new political space was made. Is ferspective “science is no longer a
constraint of political action, but may actuallyguce politics”. (Asdal 2007:309). If this
is the case, they boundaries between entitiesasitbcience” and “politics” might be
difficult to draw. This example brings us back e to-production of natural and social
orders as mentioned above.

The perspective of co-production points to instangkere boundaries of usually
separated fields dissolve only to be reproduced.craation of autonomous Greenland is
interesting in this aspect. The nation-building wksely related to the hydrocarbons-
issue which again was closely related the discassimature in Greenland, hence they
were co-produced. Understanding the role of sciegiog primarily geology, in creating
the hydrocarbon-issue as one that influenced m@digal events could be a good place to
begin enquiring about this process of co-production
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3.3 Modernising Ecology

Finally, | will dwell a little more on the content ecology and nature, since the terms are
so central to the theoretical perspectives of egosd modernisation and co-production.
Latour’s analysis touches on both ecological modation and co-production. As the

two interpretive perspectives, Latour also seeseghdency of ecological issues becomes
increasingly integrated in a general modernisagibort. However, if Hajer ask&hat

and co-production askswit happened, Latour ask#y. The reason it became
modernisationinstead of the intendestologisationwas because ecology did not have
“anything to do with nature as such” (Latour 1928 So what does that mean?

When the discussions of hydrocarbons become a madtieis fjord, this hunting
groundor this settlementhe problem is that it is no longer about ecologys is
interesting since the strongest arguments agayasbbarbon extraction are based on
place/culture-specific positions (as will be exp&d in 4.3, p.24). In our example the
Greenlandic hunters could be in such a positioe. d@ioblem, according to Latour is that
the legitimacy of the local-ecological argumentalken over by stronger positiorgher
regimes of justificatiol, for instance economic or administrative argumepgsause it
is not genuine. Arguments from the so-called gigsaties are caught up in larger
constellations when for instances “green produate”presented as part of a sustainable
way of life (Latour 1998:223). The argument thadremmic growth and environmental
protection were opposites belonged originally ® ¢gheen parties. As in ecological
modernisation, this line of conflict seemed to hdisappeared. One of the results of this
was that the green parties lost their exclusivietsigo the ecological issue, Latour argues.

To provide an answer as to how this could happatgur asks: what if “ecology
did not concern itself with nature?” (Latour 199872 The point is that descriptions of
political ecology rarely fit the practice in whigdtengages. When the goal is protecting
nature for it own sake, this is disturbed by theassity to make scientific surveys in
those areas to justify such protection, for instatoccount populations. Or that the
claimed understanding of ecological systems, by laf\science, as lists threatened

species, is often subject to scientific controvesdietween experts. If political ecology is

" Latour refers to Boltanski and Thevenot (1991 pLat1998), see also Boltanski and Thevenot (2006),
but I wont go into this.
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not about nature, what is it then about? The uatgyt about us and our surroundings
should be a basic feature of ecology. Doing whaes for nature is more about
“suspending our certainties” about what is goodefegryone, for human and non-human
beings. Like the co-production perspective, und@ding the ecological system is just as
much about society as nature. If that is the asemplete understanding of specific
ecosystems is not attainable — we cannot limit thBms uncertainty is contrasted by that
of a modern administration, described by ecologmatiernisation, since the creation of
a management of nature and natural resources dersaiahtific knowledge about what
is managed. Latour argues that ecology should past itself to a modern

administration of nature and holds the view thae“@én't know what is interconnected
and woven together. We are feeling our way, expamimg, trying things out. Nobody
knows of what an environment is capable” (Latou®&231).

While this might sound very confusing, the purpostirning concepts as nature
and ecology on their heads is to look at some &spéthem that might have been
concealed. As with ecological modernisation anghmuction, a change in the way
arguments about ecology are legitimised can berebdeas with green parties, but
perhaps the change is not only about ecologyidfighithe case, autonomous Greenland is
not moving closer to nature by the creation of agatandic environmental regulative
framework, because the apparent certainty thisigaplas nothing to do with knowledge

of nature or ecology.
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4.0 Method

This chapter explains how the interpretive perspestof the process in question are to
be carried out as a piece of academic work. Therétieal perspectives do make some
approaches more suitable than others. Hencehbisrs how the choice of a certain view
on discourse analysis and following conceptualdedll facilitate the analysis of the
empirical sources. Aspects regarding possibilaied limitations of the chosen approach

are also described.

4.1 Discourse Analysis

Applying discourse analysis can be done in numeways. It is normal to assert the
foundational approach to Michel Foucault (Fouca@li2). The analytical stance is social
constructivist, poststructuralist or postmoderfigtrgensen & Phillips 1999:14, Kvale
1997:51). Some things might differ among these seweral common properties seem to
stand out. This includes connecting theory to mgtia conceptions of language,
knowledge, meaning, practice and power. The fouodal view is identified by
Jargensen & Phillips (1999:13) as four key premibasare typical for the field of
discourse analysis: First, a critical approachaimimon knowledge; second, historical
and cultural specificity; third, connection betwdamwledge and social processes and,
fourth, connection between knowledge and (socggnay. It becomes clear, that the
purpose is not to look behind the discourse incdeaf truth; truth is produced within the
discourse itself. Truth is negotiated, or fough¢pwver time. And so it changes over
time (Jgrgensen & Phillips 1999:23-31). This haplications for the way power is
understood as well. Foucault’'s dual concepgt@ier-knowledgéuilds on the idea that
the power to define truth, and thus legitimate klenlge, is defined within a discourse -
and vice-versa, because knowledge is itself theefbly which a discourse becomes
established.

Based on this understanding this thesis understendoncept of discourse in line
with Foucault, who treats it “sometimes as the galrdomain of all statements,
sometimes as an individualizable group of statememtd sometimes as a regulated
practice that accounts for a number of statemdfisicault 1972:80, quoted in Mills
2004:6).
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My research design acknowledges that discoursegsiaas central to the research
guestion of this thesis and as the foundation ethieoretical approaches. There are a
number of useful perspectives on discourse analybisse ranges from quite text
specific, linguistic oriented methods, sumtftical discourse analysjgo the more general
approaches in which all social phenomena are reteagrinciple, exemplified by
Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe’s discourse tgdmrgensen & Phillips
2002:24,60). Due to my theoretical perspectiveahi®d a definition which did not
differentiate language and non-language, and wasorebly specific.

This thesis employs the following definition of dmirse analysis: “the
examination of argumentative structure in documantsother written or spoken
statements as well as the practices through whieset utterances are made” (Hajer
2006:61).

A basic assumption here is that language is mane &h‘neutral medium”.
Change in language, such as the formulation oflpnab or of definitions, can induce a
change outside language. Social patterns of evetifdecan be changed by new ways of
thinking and speaking (Hajer 2006:61). In our cagzassume that the way
hydrocarbons in Greenland were related to the figrof the understanding of
Greenlandic nature, during the construction of aileraomous Greenland, had thorough
implications for the residents’ everyday life.

While strategic behaviour is thus acknowledgethadd also be observed that
the politics of definitional conflicts oftertranscenda simple conflict of interest” (Hajer
2006:66). It is a fundamental view in this thesiattthe change which occurred regarding

issue of hydrocarbons indeed transcended a simpléat.

4.2 Clarification of Concepts

To operationalisethe charateristics of the discourséo-make the methodological
approach even more clear (and useful) — a handlitdraceptual tools have been chosen
to analyse the empirical material (for the proasfssterpretation see 4.5, p.30). From the
understanding of discourse and the definition e€durse analysis given above, it is clear
that observing statements/utterances and relasadiges is the primary way in which we

can identify a discourse. As tools to make sengheoheterogeneity of the observation, |
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introduce three central analytical concepts, beasitigcourse, to be described below:
discourse-coalitionstory lineandemblematic issu@Hajer 1995:20,52,65 respectively)

The concept oDiscourse-coalitioris used to emphasise that all the dynamics of a
discourse and the persons and institutions takamgip it might not, and usually do not,
share the same goals or interests. The coalitiaresmarratives, story lines, terms and
concepts, but coalition-partners might even wantrealictory outcomes of for instance a
specific political struggle. A discourse can therefbe seen as co-produced by the actors
who refer to it. The fact that they have differpositions can explain why this way of
understanding the world is particular strong arsilstant (Hajer 1995:65). Legitimising
the exploitation of Greenlandic hydrocarbons migtitimply agreement about income
distribution and consequences of large-scale eirac

Story lineis short-hand for a largearrative. A discourse consists of many narratives
that all refer to same discursive position. A nidwe individual or common, is a way for
most people to express themselves and a fundanveayadf understanding the world. A
story line can be used in statements to pointdertain understanding of a problem. The
feature of being a condensed statement makesiéréasee story lines in utterances.
When for instance a news paper article is entifleel Road to Greater Independence
Runs Through Jameson La(®ermitsiak 1984: Oct 19, it connects a larger national
narrative, by using the story line “the road toepdndence”, with a concrete event, the
Jameson Land Concession Project. The approaclsdh#sis uses the story line as the
key concept to understand how actors order the ragpgcts of a discourse in to a
relatively coherent point of reference. While tidire Greenlandic national narrative
would make it hard legitimise hydrocarbon explaoaaf the story line “the road to
independence” seems to manage. This is becaissassumed that a full understanding
of the discourse is not needed to grasp the stoey As such, the creation of an
appropriate story line is a productive act in ftsgld might be seen as re-ordering
understandings of the discourse (Hajer 1995:55himway the story line resemble that
of a metaphor by reducing the discursive complexits discussion. Some story lines
might even gain a “ritual character” because theyetbeen part of a discussion for quite
long (Hajer 1995:63). The “road to independencebkes the idea of a continuous

movement towards independence — as a ritual andsnamn evaluation of what it would
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actually imply for Greenland to be an independenintry based on exploitation of
hydrocarbons.

Emblematic issuevorks similar to that of story line, though oniHfetent level. In
the present case of hydrocarbons in Greenlands drerseveral rivalling emblematic
issues. The ecological dilemmas are not discussttkir complexities (the entire
planet), but are usually separated into smallekdotddvhen an issue is debated in public,
what is debated is usually a symbolic condensaéinrgmblem whose value is that it
captures something wider and carries a generalrstagheling. If we consider
hydrocarbon exploitation it can be framed throuwh perspective of a pollution threat.
An emblematic issue could in this case be a “bldiydar instance the Bravo-blowout in
1977 (see p.60). It could also be framed accorttirtge above story line, “the road to
independence”, which would imply a less dramatewon the environmental threats. An
emblematic issue can dominate the debate and therstanding of an ecological
dilemma. As such it can have a key role in a pddiaift. Either way of understanding
hydrocarbon exploitation as an ecological dilemfoelis on one aspect out of a complex
whole.

As an addition to emblematic issue, | use the mblematic even{see 5.4, p.72).
It is assumed that “issue” can meaningfully beaeetl by “event”. It is used to describe
how two events portray a conflicting understandih@reenlandic hydrocarbons in the
early 1980s, and therefore employ different dissesr

Thoughframeis not used as a central analytical tool, the ephcorresponds with
the theoretical framework, and so is briefly meméid. To make sense of how these story
lines and emblematic issues connect to a largeudisve change is central to the
research questiofrrame or the act of framingntroduced by sociologist Erving
Goffman (1974), is a way to understand how manylsenéities can be ordered in a
comprehensive image. What is within the frame istwh seen or mentioned, the outside
is irrelevant. What is within is internally coheteoconnected and meaningful. When the
research question enquires on the framing of Gaeel's nature, it therefore assumes that

it was framed bygomeoneand that the frame somethinghat can be described.
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4.3 Two Discursive Positions

This section describes two discursive positidth@melandandFrontier. To gain an
overview of the vast material available for potahéinalysis, it was a help to discover
conceptual linkages between the various sourcesyibed in 4.4. The difference in
formulations between for instance official comnetteports and a newspaper articles
made it necessary to use a sorting device in teelfand reading.

In an important reportJorthern Frontier, Northern Homeland: The Reportiué
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquifypom 1977 by the Canadian judge Thomas Berger,
opinions on the preceding years of struggle owghitsi and resources in were gathered
(Berger 1977). Using public hearings Berger andstaff compiled hundreds of
testimonies from a wide variety of people throughtrctic Canada. Using Berger's
concepts, the Homeland and Frontier positions wereduced as an interpretive
framework on nature in the Arctic, by Frank SejarseKampen om naturen i Arktis:
Arktiske folk og deres hjemland under pP4996)°. Sejersen does not use “discursive
postions”, but “ideologies”, to describe the cortsegf Homeland and Frontier. However,
since ideology in this thesis would disturb theotie¢ical perspective on nation-building,
| shall pertain to the former.

The meaning of a Frontier position is “the geogrealplace a colonial centre
understands as its periphery” (Sejersen 1996:38).iMplicit content of the concept is
the frontier area as a passive, vast, exploitaigle, and the southern colonial power as an
active, expanding, intruding and demanding dynaifte expander, the colonial state, or
representatives of it — whether internal as in USAnada or Russia, or external as
Denmark — seeks to extract all resources that doslldf benefit. The frontier is an
unexploited resource and the challenge is to makinigs large enough to return
investment. The frontier is territory; it is a t@n conception of nature. The people who
lived in it were not really anything else than pafrthis: people of naturé, as indigenous
people used to be called. As Sejersen (1996:42argature is seen in a modernistic
perspective, as something to be controlled andwenegl. In this line of thought the

18 The Struggle of Nature in the Arctic: Arctic Peepland their Homeland under Pressure

19 Sejersen descirbes a third position — Wildlandit-dince this position is not utilised in the tisesiwont
include it here.

2 Naturfolk
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frontier project can be described as ethnocentritkased on the substitution of one
culture, the indigenous, with another, the colani&le pre-Home Rule map of
Greenland, and even the map of today, bears thikesroéthis. The mountains, fjords,
settlements, actually most places are named a#ieisDB, American or Norwegian
explorers or scientists, or important names ofrttieie (Sejersen 1996:43). Regarding
hydrocarbons, the maps depicting the concessi@apgear as an extreme form of
frontier-mapping (see figure 2, p.50). Tewncession block systemhich is the way the
rights to exploit hydrocarbons is granted, is agiibn of a petrologically promising areas
into rectangular blocks, a grid which can seema@ulled down over existing
landscapes.

The Homeland position is a widely different undansting of the same piece of
Arctic Nature. Greenland was a place to someong lb&fore it was discovered. This
terra incognitawas not at all unknown to the Greenlanders; it theg homeland.
Understanding “the Arctic as a Homeland”, Sejed€96:48) formulates a more general
mentality that he sees as representative of agendius position. Especially indigenous
people’s relationship to their land is often highlied as being very different from a
western position (Sejersen 2004:71). For instaexgeerience, knowledge and attachment
are conceived in place names, which have a funatieveryday life. It is supposed that
a modern, scientific, interpretation of the langsxahe use of straight lines etc. does not
capture the Homeland landscape. Rather, the lapessa place of lived experience, a
memoryscap@uttall 1991, in Sejersen 1996:48). The many stdal resource projects
are thereby opposed by a rather different condgpiace, space and resources. While
resource projects are limited in time, it is thegle who live in the Frontier/Homeland
who bear the social and ecological consequenct®ohdustrial projects when the
resource is exhausted (Sejersen 1996:49).

The description of a Frontier mentality emphastbesresource extraction as the
primary motivation for the colonial expansion ahd Homeland position can be seen as
a reaction towards this (Shadian 2006:250). Thé&rakeargument in this reaction was that
the indigenous rights over the land, the so-cdfled claims, were acknowledged legally.
In the perspective, one can understand the irigiallenge” to the Danish management

of Greenland’s mineral resources, described inds? conflict between the Frontier and
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the Homeland positions. | will use this Frontierfieland conflict-line as a point of
departure when trying to understand how the hydbmraissue was debated (See 5.3,
p.53). The two positions will also be used in otbentexts as points of navigation among

a variety of statements.

4.4 Empirical Sources

This paragraph describes the four empirical sousceshich the answer of the research
guestion is based. As will be explained later,abpects ofeliability andvalidity are
important aspects of this (Thagaard 1998:198, s&g432). Tracing documents that are
referred to in research from the 1970-80s has ddé#cult and | have chosen to limit the

time use and focus on fewer, but more central ts@ord documents.

4.4.1 Policy documents

The primary empirical source is official reportscdments and laws. As mentioned in
the introduction, The Home Rule Act of 1978 as waslthe closely related commissioned
reports (Hjemmestyreloven 1978, Kommission om hjestyre i Grgnland (KHG)
1978a-d), is central to the perspective of thisigighe co-production of autonomous
Greenland and Greenlandic hydrocarbons. When asebglind the bureaucratic
formulations, they conceal quite a vivid discussidocordingly, the Home Rule Act can
be seen as a point where a very visible strugglk ptace. As such, it has been a good
starting point. Another bulk of reports is relatedhe management of mineral resources
in autonomous Greenland: the administrative bé&dgllesradet vedrgrende mineralske
réstoffer i Grenlané' published annual reports from its introductiol@v9 (Feellesradet
1979-1998,1999-2009). | have also drawn on otHata@ ministerial reports and
summaries from various conferences publishe@tgnlandsministeriét andNordisk
Ministerrdd™ (UKG 1974; Grgnlandsministeriet 1978; Nordisk Mtrisad 1987).
International legal and political documents, maifihe Law of the Sea (United Nations

1982) and related comments have been necessarylarasts to understand the wider

% The Joint Committee on Mineral Resources in Garahl(official translation)
22 Ministry for Greenland (official translation)
% Nordic Council (official translation)
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perspectives. All of these are presented whenrexfdo in the text and included in the
literature list.

It became clear that some aspects of relevaniskgans were included in journal
articles, but not in official reports. Thereforetecting such omissions became an
important part of the analysis. The official sowtardly ever mention how much an
issue was debated, and eventually opposed, ingouiblihe Home Rule Commission’s
report it was more the doubt created by fundamentastions such as “what is a
people?” or “what does right to land mean?” thatengentral. The choice of single

words appeared to be more important than the 28spaigexplanation.

4.4.2 Newspaper Articles

The second most important empirical source conefsasticles from various Danish and
Greenlandic newspapers from the period of 1980-18&5tained in the publication
Press Extracts on Greenlan@ihey were compiled, edited, translated and phétisat the
Department of Indian and Northern Developm@®ess Extracts on Greenland 1980-
1985) in Ottawa, Canada, to inform about “Greenlasdbjects which would normally
not find their way into Canadian media” (Press &sits on Greenland 1980:i).
Newspaper articles from the largest Danish and idaedic daily and weekly
newspapers were translated into English and cothpileolumes by various editors. The
distribution of selected newspapers is uneven aagbtinciples of selection are unclear
because of the official Canadian interests in #nekround. The state-owned oil
company, Petro-Canada, also had interests in flecton. Even though this is alerting,
the series is of interest to me because of its naatigles categorised under “non-
renewable resources” — a natural and perhaps ek@mtageous consequence of Petro-
Canada’s involvement. In addition it might alsodmeadvantage that the bias is visible
and | can take precautions. Reading all DanishGme@nlandic newspaper articles on
non-renewable resources from 1980-1985 could ng#¢ baen possible within this time-
frame, so bearing the bias in mind | have compaiédother sources. Over the course
of five years it is my impression that the compaatcovers the general trends rather
well. A comparison in the same period with artidiesn other papers than those

included strengthens this view.
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Therefore, | have chosen to use this as my secmn@es of data. Beginning with
many hundreds of articles, | began sorting themdtent. | looked for hydrocarbon
related content, but also content that was indyeetevant, for instance an article about
two geologist’s expedition to what they called erfa incognita” in North Greenland.
Thus, drawing on a pool of 86 articles ranging frb®80-85, | analysed the content
looking for discourses, discourse-coalitions, emalgéc issues and story lines, and
grouped these systematically. Besides adding baakgrinformation, some of the
articles include some valuable comments and irgarsiby central politicians and
scientists. As is the case for newspapers, thetatteon certain heated topics goes up
and down as other issues appear. Bearing thatrid ihis interesting to note how some
issues persist over many years. Due to my grougirgticles, it was clear that two
events continued to create discussion. This waajarrhelp in choosing the two key
incidents to analyse, the Arctic Pilot Project éimel Jameson Land project. The strength
of the time aspect is also visible when commentk wears between them are compared
and suddenly one realises that something has ctiahgave used quotes to point out
main arguments in the analysis of the data. Bectngsauthors of the articles are rarely
mentioned, the references are not included initheature list. In stead, the references

are found in a list of the articles is includedhe References-chapter, Appendix 4.

4.4.3 The JournalGrgnland

I have used articles from the journal Grgnlanchimperiod 1970-1985 as the third
empirical source. The journal is composed of betwed?2 issues per year, each
containing about 2-10 longer articles. It was foeshth 1906 by a group of civil servants
working with or in Greenland who formdkt granlandske selsk&bduring a period of
severe criticism of the official administration ®feenland by culture-radica?dn
Copenhagen. From the start until 1953 the sociebjighed an annual report and from
1953 a varying number of issues were published gaah The journal never had the
ambition of gaining scientific status, rather thegose of the society and thus the

journal, was to inform about and strengthen the tteGreenland (Jensen 2005). The

% The Greenlandic Society (official translation)
% Kulturradikale
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reason | decided to include the journal is thairisider it to be an important arena of
discussion, perhaps more during the period in guegtan now. In terms of fields
represented, this seems to be one of the broagkdting arenas, where scientists, public
officials, academics and politicians among othexhanged views on Greenland and the
development in Greenland.

From 15 years of publications | sorted out aridealing with primarily mineral
resources, especially hydrocarbons, but also cklatéhe discussion of Home Rule and
other scientific results. This left me with 42 eldis, from which | spent most time
analysing one fifth of these. | worked my way thilge texts much like I did with the
newspaper articles. The References-chapter corddisisof all the articles in a separate
appendix. The period of 15 years of enquiry gavergression of how debated topics
and the tone of the debate changed. Whereas thkdsudiscussions concerning
hydrocarbons seem to take place in the early addl8i0s, the 1980s show an

increasing amount of non-controversial articles.

4.4 .4 Interviews
The last empirical source was interviews with kégyprs. A key-player is someone who
is or has been involved in the relevant procesaeslevel that gives special insight. The
central qualification of a key-player is the qualif the insight and this makes both a few
years of specialised experience and long-rangeciat®m interesting (Harboe 2006:38-
39). I interviewed five such key-players, the tiofehe interviews ranging from 45 to
150 minutes.

| found that the interviews could strengthen myiptetation of the course of
events. During the interviews, | explained my ustinding and noted the interviewees’
reaction and comments. The function of the intergibecame that of corrective devices,
especially to get an idea about what happeninge®edts were important and which
ones went unnoticed. They served as valuable baghkdrinformation and consequently
there are only a few quotes included in the thdsis.interview guide is found in
Appendix 5.

| have carried out individual semi-structured intews (Harboe 2006:42-43). |

have used Steiner Kvald'sterView(Kvale 1997) as a guide to the methodological and
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ethical perspectives of interviewing. Individualerviews were chosen because of the
great distances over which the potential resposcema spread. In a semi-structured
interview the order of the questions can be pattignged during the interview (Harboe
2006:42), so while my theme- and interview guideserthe same before all interviews,
the order became varied during the interviews.

Four of the interviews were recorded and transdriladile one interviewee did
not permit this. Instead, notes were taken duingl, after, the interview. It was a guiding
principle to have a balancing number of Danish @nekenlandic interviewees. After
having read some of the central documents of Gaaerg political history and
systematically noted names of involved bureaucpatkticians, experts and others, | had
a list of approximately 15 names. As said, | intened five of the 15: two Greenlanders;
with broad experience from Home Rule politics adthmistration, three Danes; one of
them working in the Greenlandic administrationeliéve there is an acceptable balance
between Greenlandic and Danish interviewees. A roongprehensive list of the
interviewees is found in Appendix 3.

Regarding the ethical stance, all the interviewee& been given the possibility
of anonymity and the right to review and revisergtleng they are quoted with. One of
the interviewees wished to be anonymous. In theighbe is called “a Greenlandic
intellectual”. | have used a Template of Informezh€ent (SPREK 2008) based on the
relevant Norwegian acts on science ethics befaentierview. All information was
given to the interviewees and agreed upon befaétierviews. The document is found

in Appendix 6.

4.5 The Steps of Work

This paragraph clarifies the circumstances arobaddrmulation of my research
perspective and research question. My first readaigput Greenland began in the
literature about Danish Arctic explorers. Fromratffascination followed an interest in
the Inuit lifestyle. This turned my attention towarthe contemporary Danish-
Greenlandic relationship. As mentioned in the idtrction, | saw the Greenlandic
ambitions of finding hydrocarbons as problematid paradoxical in the light of climate

change. | decided to focus on the time where Gaeelt autonomy was negotiated to
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look for explanations. When | began to read abtihweroprocesses where nature was
problematised (for instance Asdal 1998,2007 or HE§®5,1996), it occurred to me that
what happened to Greenlandic hydrocarbons wasnoozdance with other cases.

I had a handful of informal interviews prior to tiveiting. They were not
recorded or analysed and their purpose was totdimg@ttention towards important
subjects in order to be able to narrow down the.clagsited persons with knowledge
about hydrocarbons in Greenland at the Danish Ri#atre and the Department of
Eskimology in Copenhagen and Aalborg Universitpaiborg. | also participated in a
scientific conference (International Conferencduitic Social Sciences (ICASS) 6) on
related subjects in Nuuk in August 2008.

| began to focus on some central documents — addhge Rule and Self Rule
Acts and reports. A basic discovery at this poiaswhat hydrocarbons extraction, and
especially opposition towards it, was somewhatowetsial in the Greenland of today.
Especially it appeared that the issue of hydroaashwas still noteally settled. This
narrowed the focus down to hydrocarbons in steadioéral resources in general.
During the informal interviews, it became clearttitds oil, or in our case the inclusive
term hydrocarbons, that matters in terms of stateme. Crudely put, | was told that
mines create jobs while oil creates income.

As described in the introduction it is compellingwhpolitical autonomy times in
Greenland coincide with hydrocarbon-times. Regaydie timeframe, | still had a 30-
year period of interest. It was difficult for meftcus on a specific period since | saw
many features connecting the Home Rule of 1979S&iidRule of 2009. Consequently |
moved on with a wide time-frame. It was when | aghtisanalyse two specific
emblematic events, the Arctic Pilot Project andtameson Land Concession that the
period 1975-1985 stood out.

4.6 Interpretation

With my discourse analytical approach, my concapts my empirical material, how did

| actually extract and the relevant informationarigodiscourse analysis, | made sense of
the materiabd hog as | gained knowledge of the field. Much like thethod suggested
by Grounded TheoryStrauss and Corbin 1998), my first reading oféh®irical
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material was with the purpose of extracting a megfui structure. Contrary to Grounded
Theory | had no pre-existing method for extracimigrmation from the material and my
approach was based on certain theoretical consiolesaThe reading was both
concerned with the totality and detail. Initialljobked for patterns, systems, internal
logic, repetitions, key-words etc. and worked mywarough. The overview reading
gualified looking more into some paragraphs bec#usg stood out as special in some
way, an exercise that was repeated over and oaem é§ee Kvale 1997:201-203).

After the first reading | formed six major cateigsrin which | began to sort
interesting statements. The categories changedssmmaterial was read, and some of
them proved irrelevant. Having sorted out whatrcp&ved as relevant information from
my four bulks of empirical material, | finally seled my categories. An example of such
categories is found in Appendix 7. The two disatggositions described in 4.3 worked
similar to a roadmap, a simple tool of navigatiomag discourses. For instance was the
choice of the two emblematic events, The ArctioPitroject and the Jameson Land
Concession (see 5.4), a result of their charatiteeppearance in the news paper articles
andtheir strong, but different, references to Homeéland Frontier positions.

Finally, the limits to interpretation are an innfamt aspect. Can statements be
read “one to one”? Do they say what they say? Itimenhis because the importance of
Greenland in a Danish perspective can be seefanger geo-political context. So, when
Danish and Greenlandic politicians debate “propegdiyts” to the subsurface, it might
not only be a subsurface containing minerals, [sat @ subsurface containing radar
stations etc. | have not problematised these aspectlation to my analysis, primarily
because of the scope of my research question arithth available to answer it. Other

limitations to the analysis are mentioned in 4.8.

4.7 Combination of Sources

At this point it would be suitable to explaivhythe above sections were necessary to
include in the Method-chapter. The reader shouldiben ways to judge how and why |
came to certain conclusions. To facilitate an eatadun of this thesis is an important part
of maintaining confidence in the researBliability andvalidity are important in all the
work phases of academic practice (Harboe 2005:8ZeK1997:231).
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Reliability refers the credibility of the constriant of data. Are the data reliable,
and is the use of them reasonable? Would anoteeareher make the same conclutions
from the same material? As touched upon earlies tyfpe of research has to leave much
of the judgement to the reader. It is impossibleett the reliability in exact terms, but by
tentative references and substantial quotationsaneive the reader very good tools to
criticise the analysis (Kvale 1997:20External reliabilityhas to do with the replication
of the study and can be aligned with the discussf@eneralisability(see below).

Internal reliability is concerned with the process of collecting theiesal material
(Thagaard 1998:198). Has the collection affectedathility to draw independent
conclusions? Was the research biased during thectioh or did the method inflict bias
on what was collected? The description of empingaterial given in 4.4 was given to
shed light on my process of gathering and therebyre reliability.

Validity — the relevance of the analysis — hasdondth the analysis of data. As
above, validity can also be seenrgernal- andexternal validity(Harboe 2005:88). Does
the analysis represent the empirical sources @gasonable way? Do my interpretations
make sense to whom and what | have studied? Ttgiagswer such questions, external
validity is about relationship between the analgsid the world around it. The core of
the matter is that the categories and descriptiowlich the analysis is based needs to be
recognisable in relation to “reality”. It shouldmmunicate or share something with other
investigations in the field. As mentioned, | haged the formal and informal interviews
to adjust my descriptions of the situations | asalyinternal validity is the coherence of
the steps in the research process and design artd Ha with the theoretical and
methodological choices. To do this | describeddieice of discourse analytical
approach in 4.1. A more elaborate explanation efcéntral concepts used in the analysis
was given in 4.2. Finally, in 4.3, | described satirsive framework which has been
influencing my understanding of the discursive poss. Securing that the data are valid
has largely been part of the collection. Do | hameugh information to answer my
research questions? | have posed myself this guestintinuously and have decided to
use the material presented in 4.4 (Kvale 1997:Pig2boe 2005:89).

One of the ways, which | have relied on, to streagtthe aspects of the analysis

described above, tsangulation Usually triangulation refers to a combinatiorseferal
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sources - three if one should take the meaningeofvord as instructive and
sometimes a combination of qualitative and quamnigasources (Harboe 2005:117,
Thagaard 1998:18). The four groups of empiricalemak — reports/documents/laws,
newspaper articles, articles in the journal Greahland key-player interviews — were
chosen to triangulate my data, so possible weaksessny conclusion and decisions
should be more likely to be uncovered. If | empb@dione event or interpretation as
important from one source and it was never mentldnethe others, this should be
examined. An advantage with a qualitative appraachis case, however, is that
contradictory result can be an interesting sigiself, and not only a problem. The
reason two sources of data present widely diffesearies can thus unveil something
previously unknown or unobserved (Harboe 2005:1A8)nentioned the background
and contents of this material were described in 4.5

Generalisability is related to the degree to whiahfindings can be projected
onto other parts of the world. Tkeatisticalgeneralisability— the degree to which a
study sample can be generalized to a larger populatis a problematic aspect of
research dependent upon key insights (Ihlen 200.7Tt@ chosen methodological
approach for this thesis excludes statistical gdisability. But because one has
consulted key-players with a comprehensive insighé, might generalise analytically, by
claiming that, for instance, the identificationaofliscourse is common to more people
than those interviewed or mentioned. Thereforaseudsion ofepresentativitywould
focus on the analytical bias, for instance cruasgects that | have not regarded, and not
the numerical bias, since no such generalisationparsued.

The position of the author is not a neutral one= st one can do is to explain
the ingredients of the analysis, show the assump@md preconditions, and present the
analysis as consistently as possible and the anmgisras reasonable and clear as possible.
The interpretations and generalisations made ame,rm some cases inspired by others
(where referred to), and therefore constructionseseHegitimacy is to be judged by the
reader (Kvale 1997:229, lhlen 2007:18).
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4.8 Limitations and Trails Not Followed

Finally a few words about what this thesis is fafwt. Concentrating on Greenlandic
hydrocarbons and their geographic, geo-strateglogical, cultural positions
relationto Denmark-Greenland means that an analysis oisBam Greenlandic internal
is not my aim. The scope will not be for instannesthnographic or a political analysis,
so | will have to limit myself to situations whergeraction between Denmark and
Greenland takes place. Likewise, | have not beéntalfocus too much on the political
development itself, as symbolised by the Home Rakk Self Rule agreements. Besides
Greenland, other parts of the Danish kingdom, feknd the Faeroe Isles have gained
independence and autonomy respectively. Thougbuitichave made an interesting case,
I will not compare the agreements and historicaksaRegional constellations such as
the Arctic Council or the Nordic Council play angortant part as a natural background.
Also, the people in Greenland share many thingls atiter circumpolar residents and a
pan-circumpolar comparison of circumstances anemampces with hydrocarbons could
have been fruitful, but is not carried out. A noailysed part the Danish-Greenlandic
relationship is an interesting perspective of tlag Wanish bureaucracy was exported to
Greenland in the first years of Home Rule. Laclkadginistrative professionals, the
Home Rule administration was largely built by Dénpersonnel, with profound
implications of course.

The geopolitical aspect was touched upon in 4.8 vemle | definitely
acknowledge the existence of strong interestsabrgciously or unconsciously have
affected the politics of Greenlandic hydrocarbdrisve not been able to include it in the
analysis, at this stage.

Following the technical and scientific knowledgepetroleum, and the concrete
translation of this knowledge into other areashsag politics, would be another aspect in
understanding the dynamics of the hydrocarbon-isadmrle | have focused on the
general role of geology, more technical aspecthiarexamined closely. | chose not to
read and interpret technical documents on exptoratnd extraction, and concentrated
on places where some translation had already talkee, such as the newspaper and
journal articles. If | were to take another roumdtbis subject, more technical insight and
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tracing the knowledge production from measuremantssurveys to politics would be
one of the top priorities.

The political economy of hydrocarbons, prominetiiy development of the
world crude-oil price, is already a large fieldreearch. | have tried to include it at a few
places, but probably less than | could have. Tlaghs in price can be argued to be a
crucial driver of hydrocarbon related activities: e other hand, as the director of the
Bureau of Minerals and Petroleum in Greenland, $#wov Nielsen, informed me
(interview with Jgrn Skov Nielsen 2009), the huggustrial complexes that exploit
hydrocarbons need to look beyond short-term fluatna in price. What matters is what
one expects in the long term. As a consequencesiment in exploration might not
correlate with price — which is just one of a larganmber of hypotheses about the
political economy of oil. Considering the scopetlo$ thesis, | found it most useful to use
crude-oil price as a source of inspiration, scoasnderstand political reactions and not to
include it as a central analytical feature.

So here we go.
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5.0 Analysis

The analysis is chronologically distributed overefsections, 5.1-5.5. Each section is
ended by a “Summary and Discussion of Results”ciwimcludes a table presenting the

relevant emblematic issues, story lines and the rtiegoretical perspective that was
employed.

5.1 The Lottery

The aim of this section is to point out some cétistorical structures and to start
outlining the dynamics of interest. Who influendbd development of the knowledge
production — especially concerning hard minerabueses, which later were to become

so decisive in the Home Rule negotiations? The@eprovides a starting point for
further investigation.

Figure 1 Map of the political boundaries of the Arctic in 26
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5.1.1 The Beginning of Danish Greenland
It is common to assert the beginning of Greenlamdeu Danish rule to 1721, when the
Danish-Norwegian missionary Hans Egede headed @edéion to find descendants of
the Norse settlers on Greenland. It was believatittiey in their isolation had stayed
Catholics! The King of Denmark-Norway wanted theHeran faith carried across the
Atlantic. Egede found no Norse, but began to Clamngte Eskimos, as the Greenlanders
were called at the time. They were neverthelessrdegl by the King as his subjects
(Segrensen 2005:11). Gradually, an administratios bvalt, the people were organised
and goods traded. Political reform roughly mirrovdtht happened in Denmark, though
with some delay. The relationship between the Deaigl the Eskimos was relatively
peaceful; it seems that Denmark did not meet toohmesistance (Sgrensen 2005:169).
From figure 1 it becomes understandable how Gredras played a strategic,
geo-political role. The issue of Greenland receisecdhe attention around 1900, when
explorers made it known to a wider public, thougimership was still unclear. It was not
until Norway, somewhat chaotically, occupied a featches of land on the coast of East
Greenland in 1931, and Denmark filed a case alntieenational Court in the Hague, that
Danish ownership of Greenland was internationatkhawledged. The Court ruled in
favour of Danish interests on th® &f April 1933 (Sgrensen 2005:53). That the legal
process of 1931-33 took place in financially hanaes might have had implications not
clear at the time. If Greenland really was “Dennmlig lottery slip” as Daugaard-
Jensen, the director of the Royal Greenland TraggaBment, put it in 1931 (in Riis
2004:176), who arranged the lottery?

5.1.2 The Geological Colony

In the 1960s international oil companies starteshiow interest in Greenland because of
seismic surveys indicating potential hydrocarbopos#s. However, geology had already
been a prominent scientific discipline in Greenléorda long time. By the founding of
Kommissionen for ledelsen af de geologiske undetseigi Grgnlané’ in 1878, the
mineralogist Frederik Johnstrup and other promimrtish Greenland-experts formally

defined geological knowledge as the main aim dadrgdic research in Greenland. At that

% The Commission for the Direction of Geological Bys in Greenland
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time there had already been profitable cryoliteastion in Greenland for some decades
and resulting state revenues were asked to be elaavack into more surveys
(Arneborg & Secher 2005:11). Even though many efgbpular expeditions had strong
ethnographic and culture-radical elements, theggsiabnal criteria did not change much
(Arneborg & Secher 2005:16). In fact, even thoughdommission changed its name to
the more generadommission for ledelsen af videnskabelige undetsegeGrgnland’
the attention was to be turned even more towardogeal aspects.

The different, but parallel carriers of two welldwin explorer-scientists, Lauge
Koch and Knud Rasmussen, personify the situaticeadly Greenland research pioneers
and the change that was to come. While Knud Rasmubging one eighth Greenlander
and fluent in Greenlandic, was an ethnographercatidcted myths from Inuit from all
over the circumpolar area, Lauge Koch was a gestiogho focused on the scientific
achievements. Knud Rasmussen’s interactions wehrhit made him a very popular
symbol of Denmark-Greenland’s historical connectiod upon his death in 1933 there
was a public outcry (Riis 2005:284). It is quitstiuctive that Lauge Koch in his
obituary of Rasmussen, praised him as an exploueriticised his scientific
achievements (Riis 2005:286). The age of explomasreplaced by the ideal of
scientific progress and Dr. Koch was one of théydeainslators of the Greenlandic
geology into the language of western science. Qukioch’'sThree-year Expeditiom
1931-34 the ambitions were strictly professional aaluable mineral resources were
cleverly used as bait for state supp®ftelottery slipwas now presented by Koch to the
Danish Minister of Finance “to ask him to look welillingly on the work we have made
in Greenland so far, and intend to continue inftiere”, as Koch confessed in a letter to
one of his colleagues, petrologist and mineralddedge Backlund (Riis 2005:198). It
paid off: Koch’s project was financed and the expead became a milestone of modern
expedition technique at that time. The compositibthe expedition staff speaks for
itself: from a relatively mixed staff of geologistsotanists, zoologists and archaeologists
in the beginning, the number of geologists sogldd and the presence of other
disciplines decreased. The change is also visibllea number of publication-pages (Riis
2005:197,204). Yet the influence of geology did st here. In 1934 the Commission,

%" The Commission for the Direction of Scientific 8eys in Greenland
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and thus Lauge Koch and other leading geologistsg @ssigned the highest authority
regarding Greenlandic place names. This continaethiny years and bore witness to
how deeply the image of Greenland was inscribet aigeological perspective. For
instance, almost half the place names in North Gasénland can be directly traced to
Koch’s expedition (Arneborg & Secher 2005:16). Mariyhese names have later been
changed by the Home Rule administration; howevenly takes a glance at a
contemporary map of Greenland to see their legacy.

To understand how geology’s position could contitiube strengthened the way
it was, the political context should also be inéddThat Denmark had increased its
exploration activity in Greenland at the end of 188 century probably has several
reasons. Similar patterns were seen all over nfaseandustrialised world. What
mattered was that the Danish state and other spongve willing to pay, that it was a
national project, and that the link between exgloreand science was strengthened.
While the former has an adventurous, mostly hestarytelling as its end product, the
latter has the scientific publication. Exploratimfghe early 28 century had both (Riis
2005:300). At the time of the East Greenland disjath Lauge Koch and Knud
Rasmussen argued the Danish case at the interalatiaurt in Haag. Since the Danish
state had paid large shares of many expeditio@¢enland, this was a service the
explorers willingly paid to their homeland (Riis@221,198). It is an ironic addendum
that thelottery slip-aspect of the geological research was to impgngpbrary halt in
Koch’s grand plans for further expeditions in E@s¢enland throughout the 1930s. The
Danish Government feared that a large discovefgrahstance gold, would threaten the
fragile Danish sovereignty over Greenland (Riis2002). Employing the co-production
perspective, we note how the relationship betweemse and the valuable resources
bounces back, or works both ways. Who is whose-tawlwho is co-produced — is
dependent on the perspective. While Greenland raased by the geologists focus on
mineral wealth, it also affected geology in Greedlasince the existence of a resource

potential became the official reason to maintaiergdic activity.
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5.1.3 First Signs of Texas

Throughout the 1930s, a bitter conflict betweenHKarch and other parts of the Danish
geological milieu developed. While Dr. Koch contalhis research with an
internationally mixed team of scientists, the maibhnish opponents of Koch were to
form the organisation that later would become thgesagencysrgnlands geologiske
undersggelsar theGeological Survey of Greenlanghich was established in 1946. In
the end of the 1930s Koch’s opponents turned #tg2ntion to the geographically much
less known West Greenland. Again, the mineral nessuwere an argument for the
scientific activity. As one of the scientists sdi/e haveto know, what valuable raw
materials are hidden in the Greenlandic mountgiRg% 2005:316, , author’s italics).
The difference now was that the resource in questias hydrocarbons, or in this case:
oil. In 1939, the leader of the expedition desadilsome of the results from the
expedition, among others a silt-volcano emittingnaiid into a river: "The phenomenon
is exactly the same as in the oil district of Téxasd “while we are optimistic, one
should not expect to discover a new Texas. Stltdlare many indications of large oil
deposits” (Riis 2005:318). Naturally the public wasigued by such a comparison. It is
noted that the existence of hydrocarbons was iteticdut not promised. As such, the
scientific results appealed to the public imagimatoy framing the potential of Greenland
in a certain way, but to know more about it, m@search was needed. As the analysis
will show, this resembles a pattern to be repebyeldter constellations of science in the
co-production of Greenlandic hydrocarbons.

The oil adventure in Texas apparently had thetsidi inspire dreams of
Greenland’s resource wealth. A few years beforedference to Texas, the legal
foundation had been written. It is quite commosébthe beginning of Danish mineral
resource extraction to 1932 when the introductibthe first legislation of the Danish
subsurface was made. It was extended to cover (arekm 1935. The legislature was a
general act allowing the state to award licensesggn & Nielsen 1985:98). Therefore it
is interesting that the situation in Denmark wasl$i@rent. At the time it was not
believed, at least not at state level, that theigbasubsurface contained any

economically exploitable resources. (Flint-Steple@ns980).
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5.1.4 Knowledge Production during Decolonisation

After World War Two Greenland’s economic and indiasistatus came to the attention
of Danish policy-makers. The time was character®edn optimistic belief in planning
and large government schemes, reports and invetgtmene launched in the 1950s and
60s, notably devised by the so called Greenlandr@iesioné® of 1950 and 1960. The
heavy investment from the 1950s and 1960s hadftnaned Greenland to something
quite different from the Inuit settlements in Caaald seems that Greenland was 20-30
years ahead in terms of western standards of l@mwelfare services (Paldam
1994:139). Formally a big shift happened throughretvision of the Danish constitution
in 1953. Integrating Greenland as an equal pabesfmark would abolish the colonial
status and thereby remove Denmark’s obligatorymempto the UN as a colonial power.
The change was written into the Danish constituéiod decided by popular vote — in
Denmark. Because the Greenlandic politico-admiatiste body, the provincial coung]
did not deem it necessary, the Greenlanders wem asked. Though the “missing
referendum” created some doubts in the UN forungcmowledging resolution was
finally carried out in 1954. From this year the ynzial councils could appoint two
members of the Danish parliament (Sgrensen 2008:129 However, as Jens Dahl
writes “one can characterise the historical develept in Greenland from World War
Two to the introduction of Home Rule as a formahea than a real de-colonisation”
(Dahl 1986:45). It is characteristic that the higth@nking Danish official in Greenland
until 1979 was callelandshgvdingSgrensen 2005:170), drawing on the Indibiefas
hgvding it translates asountry-chief a somewhat strange title for an official in an, a
least officially, equal part of the kingdom.

Based on a report of 1950 by the Greenland Comamisghe predecessor of the
Ministry for Greenland, it was decided that scieotiesearch in Greenland should not be
directed any longer. The scientific disciplinesddano longer be part of large integrated
expeditions; the age of explorers was definitelgrotHowever when one looks at the
distribution of publications it is clear that gegjostill remained one of the dominant

disciplines. In 1975 scientific coordination wasnganised to include more emphasis on

2 Grgnlandskommissionen
2 Grgnlands Landsrad
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communication and presentation to the public. Tdremosition of the commission was
influenced by the Greenlandic and the Danish padiat, even though there were not
many Greenlandic researchers at that time. WheMihistry for Greenland was closed
down in 1987, the Danish Polar Centre establishek®89, and the Greenlandic Home
Rule seemed to work, the position was more ne(aleborg & Secher 2005:17-20).

5.1.5 Summary and Discussion of Results

One issues stand out as emblematic when lookihgdabcarbons before the 1960s: The
East Greenland occupation that made its way tanteenational court. The aftermath of
the East Greenland occupation legalised the Daasglreignty, in 1933, over the entire
Greenland and thus made all resources in Greeplaraf Danish legislature. The
discovery of oil-mud on a scientific expeditionngportant because it shifted attention
from hard to soft minerals. The geologists could/moovide knowledge of the resources
that later was to become so defining for moderrettgpments.

Yet while hydrocarbons played a role in relatiofGieeenland, they were never
believed to have the huge potential later givetinéon in the Home Rule debate. Nobody
guestioned the legitimacy of the Danish rightsxtvaet resources from their colony.
Greenland’s resources were used as bait to fuedtdoat expeditions. The phrase
“lottery slip” is a story line that immediately rekes connotations of adventure. In
combination with a comparison of Greenland and $e%same phenomenon as in
Texas”, this gives a central role to hydrocarbaaraoil adventure.

Regarding discourse coalitions of interest, geaslisgand related fields seem to
have played a role in defining Greenland that gaorae scientists influence far beyond
their scientific realm. This includes the Danistsé&@, colonial (and post-colonial)
scientists, explorers and administrators in Greehldhe combination of research and
exploration points to the adventure aspect of the/dines, with oil adventure as the
common denominator. This justifies a high leveatiéntion to the role played by science
in the construction of autonomous Greenland anddisinistration. Particularly geology
became intertwined with the colonial administratafrGreenland. This is strengthened
by the establishment of The Commission for the @iom of Geological Surveys in

Greenland and the mobilisation of scientist-exptoed the international court in Haag
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science. That leading geologists were responsiiblthe naming of Greenlandic place
names is another example of geology’s central role.

In relation to hydrocarbons it does not seem thatiost World War Two
development did much to change the situation. Ekengh the abolishment of
Greenland'’s colonial status was a big step in igalidevelopment, the change is not

clearly visible regarding mineral resources.

Table 1: Summary of Results from 5.1

Emblematic Issue(s) — East Greenland occupation in the

international court

Story line(s) — The lottery slip

— Same phenomenon as in Texas

Main Theoretical Perspective — Co-production

5.2 The Last Frontier?

If hydrocarbons in Greenland were merely used @srbthe 1930s, this changed in the
1960s. After the discovery of hydrocarbons in tleethl Sea it was Greenland’s turn.
Interest from many foreign companies prompted thadtty for Greenland to revise the
legislature in order to promote this developmetisTesulted in a much more detailed
framework than for the Danish North Sea. What vikeesfactors that made minerals, and
eminently hydrocarbons, the central issue of dgraknt in modern Greenland? Were
did the knowledge come from?

5.2.1 A Comprehensive Thing

It was on a background of general development aptmon behalf of Greenland’s
industrial future thaminelovskommission for Granlaffdvas established in 1960. In its
report of 1963 the commission articulated the ppies of what would become the first
central legal document on hydrocarbons in Greenl@his wasMineloveri® or the
Mining Actas it will be called here (UKG 1974:12). This aciuld later become one of

%0 The Mining Act Commission
31 Lov nr. 166 af 12/05/1965; The Mining Act
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the cornerstones in the debate of Greenland’s aatgnin line with ambitions in other
areas of industrial development the main intentibthe Mining Act was to catalyse
private initiatives to explore and extract minegedources, both hard and soft, in
Greenland. Despite the continuous interest angigctioncerning minerals in
Greenland, it had never become a reliable finarsgatce. During the 1960s things
began to happen elsewhere. The first Danish Narthdd field,Kraka, was discovered
in 1966 and discoveries continued over the nextsyddhen théan-field went into
commercial production in 1972 it was the first coemnaial oil field in the North Sea, just
before the Norwegiakkofisk The Danish compam.P. Mgllerhad used national-
minded argumentation to acquire their sole North &mcession, but it was foreign
companies’ attention that convinced the Ministry@eenland that a more thorough
approach was needed in Greenland. (UKG 1974:13-16).

The Mining Act of 1965 began “All mineral raw matds in Greenland belong to
the State”. This was provocative to those Greemeaho desired autonomy, not to
mention the rights to their land and its resour@ésile the Mining Act outlined the
Danish general perspectives and intentions it waspecific regarding rights to
hydrocarbons exploration and extraction. The DaMstistry for Greenland, established
in 1960, had resource exploitation in Greenlangaasof its responsibility. To draft a
framework for Greenlandic hydrocarbon concesslddgalget vedrgrende tilladelser og
koncessioner i henhold til lov om mineralske r&stof Granland” was established in
1969 (UKG 1974:12). From here on, | will calllihe Concession Committeghis was
new ground for the Danish administration and noiarlenmark really had the
necessary experience and competence in the fietthohging subsurface mineral
resources. But still optimism prevailed: “To makepiples and systems for oil
exploration in Greenland wascomprehensive thingne could see thafinterview with
Gert Vigh 2009 (my italics), see Appendix 3)

%2 The Committee of Licences and Concessions regaittim Greenlandic Raw Materials Act
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5.2.2 Various Geologies

The atmosphere expressed in the multi-disciplifauynal Grgnland reflected the
optimism regarding Greenland’s mineral resourcemixl. Accordingly, the Permanent
Secretary in the Ministry for Greenland, Erik Hdbgrg, opened an article with: “Today
we stand on the brink of one of the most excitirgqals in Greenland’s most recent
history” (Hesselbjerg 1971:65). He described homeercial interest in Greenland’s
minerals had increased since 1968 and that inteeestoved from land based mineral
towards including off-shore areas: from mining yatocarbons. Industrial activity in
Greenland corresponded to the intentions in thargiAct of 1965, and Hesselbjerg
noted that “it would probably be fortunate, if pibdgties for large scale exploitation of
the Greenlandic subsurface turned up” (Hesselldj@id.:65).

Hydrocarbons represented something new, somethitigge Acknowledging
that Denmark lacked professional knowledge in tyardicarbon field, Hesselbjerg
welcomed the fact that there were foreign compani@merican, Canadian, German,
French and Italian — that took the initiative. lemnark, it was the state-agency, the
Geological Survey of Greenland that carried outtmbshe research about Greenlandic
geology. It was from the Geological Survey thatr@lévant information came when
prospects of the subsurface was examined (Hessgll§&1). The Geological Survey
had its opinion on the profitability of the depgsiknown as “Economic Geology”, but
maintained its neutral, non-political position. the state geologist Karsten Secher
wrote, “the mapping done by Geological Survey oé&iand is part of the State’s
general ambition of gaining knowledge about thentigs geological composition and
history, and as such contributes to the localisadiovaluable mineral raw materials”
(Secher 1971:14). The director of Geological Sup¥eEllitsgaard-Rasmussen, and one
of the geologists, Nils Henriksen, followed up oesdelbjerg’s 1971 article by outlining
the financial shortcomings of a continued largdeseaploration. Out of a long list of
research tasks to be completed in eastern Greefdaedf these includes future oil
exploration” (Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen & Henriksen381).

The key to turn optimism into larger state financesld be a comparison with
Norway, which recently had begun the productionibfEllitsgaard-Rasmussen &

Henriksen described the geological situation oft Easenland: the main extension of
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sediments — implicitly those out of which hydrocamb are formed — “are assumed to be
similar to those outside the Atlantic coast of NaywSvalbard and East Greenland”.
Indicating how the huge hydrocarbon potential ef Norwegian continental shelf had
sparked an “intense” survey activity, Ellitsgaardsiussen & Henriksen noted that the
sea off East Greenland remained almost un-expldiee ‘comprehensive thing” is
resonating in the background: "The oil discoveimrethe northern part of the North Sea
has shown which economic and political implicatisnsh oil discoveries have”. This
was Norway’s oil adventure. Turning to Greenland #s east coast it was a “plausible
geological assessment that this shelf area maamigists of sediments, just like off the
Norwegian west coast” (Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen & Hean 1973:68).

This “geological assessment” connects two natiafding processes: Norway, a
nation on the brink of an oil-induced modernisatiand the nation of Greenland yet to be
defined. The Greenland journal continued to puldigities about the hydrocarbon
potential all over Greenland. However, the linkorway was not only geological. The
administrative framework that the Concession Cornteaitirafted for Greenland was

largely inspired by Norwegian practice (see p.48).

5.2.3 To Open Up Greenland
As a pretext to the further discussion of hydrooaghin Greenland it should be noted
that what is popularly termete first oil crisis— a result of several Middle Eastern oll
exporting countries reducing oil output - led tquedrupling of world crude oil prices
in the course of 1973 (Noreng 2006:26). This ndiyuedfected other oil exporting
countries whose state revenues witnessed a dransatiAs a consequence, the
Concession Committee had to re-write their econdraimework. The effects of the first
oil crisis will not be analysed, but it can be amed that, if anything, it did not lead to a
decreased interest in the Greenlandic hydrocarksuei As the Concession Committee
remarked in its report of 1974: “The expected fatai prices imply that if oil is
discovered in Greenland the economic revenue wittdnsiderably larger than under
present circumstances” (UKG 1974:5).

With a short article entitleAbout opening up GreenlariBerg 1973) Cand.

Scient Hans Berg made a comparison between thaisitun the 1930s and the 1970s.

47



Berg connected the industrial aspiration of theQE9Bith ignorance towards Greenlandic
opinion on the administration of mineral resoutdas this also been the situation in
19737 In the following journal issue Erik Hesselbjeras the first to dismiss such a
comparison. In his opinion Berg’s short undocumeateicle could give the impression
that “the direction is towards an uncontrolled exaltion of Greenland’s resources ...
over the heads of the Greenlandic society”. This m@ the case, Hesselbjerg wrote and
emphasised that it was the “long term, gradualcamdrolled development” that was the
aim (Hesselbjerg 1973a:124). The critical tone piaked up again in a later issue by
catholic priest Finn Lynge, who reminded about@amadian experiences with mineral
extraction — this time mining — in Inuit lands. Bdson these examples a tough attitude
towards commercial interests was necessary, hdumet The solution was “a ban on
fraternising with the permanent residents” (Lyn§&3:165). A rather different position
was presented in the next issue, where geologntaheer Aksel Mikkelsen — who
privately had applied for an oil concession alreed$951 — asked for more state
initiative: “at one time or another there has talb#ing ... to make clear whether there
are possibilities for oil production on Greenlandisst coast”. Mikkelsen wanted a
central administrative unit composed of geolodisim the Geological Survey, a legal
adviser from the Ministry, representatives from itindustry, the Nuclear Energy
Commission and the provincial council to “rapidlpsk out all issues about the best
possible exploitation of Greenland’s resource tohbst for Greenland as well as
Denmark”. He ensured that “no Dane today thinksuakaploiting the Greenlandic
resources without the Greenlanders” (Mikkelsen 1893).

Hesselbjerg subsequently replied to Finn Lyngdiglarby stating that “the
Ministry has no illusions about the developmentnirieral extraction in Greenland being
unproblematic”. Arguing for a “flexible and nuanéegproach, Hesselbjerg disagreed
with Lynge about what he termed an “encapsulatmity’. Hesselbjerg stated that

participation and coexistence was the ambitiorhefMinistry (Hesselbjerg 1973b:247).
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5.2.4 Concessions and Drillings

As mentioned above, it was not before the early0%9in the wake of the first oil crisis
and upon the evidence of the North Sea discoveahasthe Danish state saw the
potential for energy supply and state income (Rdrg&6:97). By then it was too late in
many respects. Today the sole concession owner Mgher, still holds the most
valuable areas of the Danish North Sea.

This is contrasted by the Concession CommittBagport til Ministeren for
Gronland® of 1974 (UKG 1974), which shows that the Danissteyn wasiot copied in
Greenland, apart from a few exclusive 50-year cesioas are not counted in. In stead,
when several surveys from the late 1960s indicatezhsonable possibility of
hydrocarbons in Greenland, the inputs to an adtnatige framework came from outside
of Denmark. It was the impression that the prirespdf this framework could be
expected to play an important role in Greenlandtare. Co-author of the Concession
Committee’s report, Gert Vigh, explains that estdidhg contact with Norwegian experts
was among the first things the Concession CommitigeThe visit to the Norwegian Oil
Council chairman Jens Evensen was one of the méiirences that formed the approach
to hydrocarbons in Greenland. Legal foundationsexqmerience from primarily Norway
and Canada, but also the UK and the Netherlandscaasulted and so were the relevant
authorities in these countries (UKG 1974:1,14).&se of the Danish practice of using
50-year exclusive concessions, there was not nxjoérese on licensing in Denmark at
the time (UKG 1974:14-17).

The basic model proposed, influenced by “the Norareg@attern”, was block
systenthat divided the area in question in rectangufy km2 blocks, as seen below on
figure 2 (UKG 1974:2). The concessions were givehQd-year periods and were possible
to prolong up to 16 years. If discoveries were madeuld automatically extend the

concession period to 30 years.

% Report to the Minister of Greenland
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Figure 2: Map showing the concessions off-shore wesn Greenland which were awarded in 1975.
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The decision was made to include three off-shaeasaoff West Greenland, accounting
for approximately 10 percent of the Greenlandictio@mtal shelf accounted for by then.
An area in Eastern Greenland, around Jameson baddanother in North Greenland

was mentioned, though not yet included. The Conmes3ommittee determined that “all

three regions can be seen as potential oil regstM®@KG 1974:67). The focus was on
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West Greenland because it was better known. THmewf the proposed model-
concession was to grant the right to explore hyahtoans and the right to the discoveries
within the area and the period of the concessite. donditions included the principles
of relinquishment: the concession area would deeréaring the 10-year period and the
state could freely administer such relinquishe@s@KG 1974:1-6).

Francis Sejersted refers to Jens Evensen as the&tanshaped Norwegian oil
policy in the 1960s (Sejersted 2006:16). Evensehhesmsecretary Nils Unsen had from
1963, been trained in hydrocarbon-related legehrieal and economic issues by
officials from Phillips. As chairman of the NorwegiKontinentalsokkelutvalg&t
Evensen was able to influence the design of tise llorwegian concession round
(Skjeldal & Berge 2009:32, Ryggvik 2009:73-74)his historical review of the
development of Norway’sil-industrial complexSejersted divides the entire period from
the initial exploration until present time in thrgleases: the enclave-model phase, the
“norwegianification® phase and the abandonment of “norwegianificatjgrdse. A
main (f)actor in designing the guiding principldgite first phase, the enclave-model
phase, was Jens Evensen. In the enclave-model pltastrial development was
connected to modernisation of society in genetalak based on a strong connection
between state and industry and state initiativédcbe required if private efforts did not
lead to the desired outcome. However, the industci@rs were not to be discriminated
by state activity (Sejersted 2006:19). Through ‘Nwewegian pattern” and the thoughts
of modernisation implied by the enclave-model ph&sensen had the opportunity to
affect the main principles of the first model-cossien made in Denmark, on behalf of
Greenland. The concession was not valid for Datasftory, which was still covered by
A.P. Mgller's sole concession. It was worked oulsymall group of bureaucrats in the
Ministry for Greenland. Many things point to a dismmiapproach in Greenland as in the
enclave-model mentality. Industrialisation was nrogsation and Greenland was to be
modernised. Hydrocarbon extraction was from therimegg tied to a belief in the use of

such a development to modernise society. This spards with Danish ambitions on

34The Continental Shelf Council
% Fornorskning
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behalf of Greenland and later with the Home Rule&Boment ambitions of a more
autonomous economy.

The Concession Committee of 1969 delivered fionteto the minister of
Greenland in April 1974. Much had happened througtize five years that had changed
the basic conditions of the report. As mentionkd,first oil crisis and the following
price increase meant that the economic framewodkdde re-calculated. In Denmark,
the model-concession had to be approved by thesBauarliament and a parliamentary
committee. Greenland was represented by three meritbthe Concession Committee.
In addition the administration of Greenland’s prwal council was consulted. If the
Greenlanders had disapproved, no formal procedatgdaave given them access to
veto the concession (Larsen & Nielsen 1985:96).

The model-concession was finally approved, thotginet was not full agreement
among the Greenlandic members. A concession roascheld, and in 1975, 13
concessions were granted to a majority of foregmganies, as shown by figure 2. This
led to the drilling one exploration wells in thensmer of 1976 and four in 1977 (Dahl
1986:65).

5.2.6 Summary and Discussion of Results
At this point it is appropriate to pick up the sentheadline: the last frontier? What
seems to be the case is that the Frontier posgionplicitly part of much of the
argumentation. Finn Lynge’s objections are the @org of a more fundamental critique.
It is not a question of the development pace, lmiestion of which type of development
is desired. Without exception, the articles by Barscientists and administrators assume
that knowledge production is build on Danish, Cdagen-based institutions. While
most acknowledged the necessity of consulting Gaeelit representatives, the direction
of the development was not an issue. “To open wgedand”; a provocative title, but the
attitude can be traced in many articles as an igoéated theme — like saying ’let’s get
started’. On this background the Frontier posittan be applied within certain limits.

Of course the North Sea discoveries, and espgtia|Norwegian ones, played a
role in raising hydrocarbons to the headlines agzgn. The Norwegians had shown how

it was possible to regulate hydrocarbons, attt@etifin expertise and investment, but still
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keep a large share of the revenue. The Norwegigomiaad been co-produced by
hydrocarbons and a “politics of hydrocarbons” wiasaaly visible in Norway. If
someone mentioned that, for instance, the seab@&deainland resembled the West
Norwegian shelf, connotations of an oil adventuceild be implicit — much like the link
to Texas in the previous section.

If hydrocarbons activities were to become the ngnadhic in the development of
Greenland, what was needed more than anythingkm@sledge of the area. The
Geological Survey of Greenland was a natural chsiloee state geologists were active in
Greenland already. Because of the way the Geolb8§igaey of Greenland positioned
itself, evaluation of economically viable resergdilecame a central activity.

The story line “a comprehensive thing” is takeméscribe the expectations of the
Greenlandic hydrocarbon concession. This includastog 13 concessions and allowing
5 exploration drillings off the west coast. Thetfdmat the concessions and drillings were
opposed is believed to be the beginning of thé irsad appearance of a Homeland

positions. This will be explained further in thexhsection.

Table 2: Summary of Results from 5.2

Emblematic Issue(s) — North Sea Oil discoveries/Norwegian
discoveries
— The West Greenland concessions and

drillings

Story line(s) — A comprehensive thing
— To open up Greenland

— The Norwegian pattern

Main Theoretical Perspective — Co-production

5.3 Negotiating Resources
This section will seek to clarify how the Home Rplecess was intertwined with the
hydrocarbons-issue. In other words, this sectidhamphasise how the Greenlandic

nation was co-produced by and with hydrocarbonsinBiative from Jonathan Motzfeldt

53



and the Provincial council, a purely Greenlandiertédrule committee was established
by the minister of Greenland in 1972 and delivatedeport three years later (Sgrensen
2005:143).

Shortly after the Danish-Greenlandic Home Rule Cattes, officially named
Kommissionen om Hjemmestyre i Grenf&ngopularly called
Hjemmestyrekommissionemas established in October 1975. The Danish-Gaadit
commission was granted the mandate to proposec#ispegislation regarding a
Greenlandic autonomy and therefore its work andntdpecame subject to debates in
both Denmark and Greenlarithe Home Rule Commissjas we shall call it, was to
clarify how and whether transferring responsibititfrom a Danish to a Greenlandic
administration — would be feasible. The Home Rutenghission had 7 members from
each part and one chairman appointed by the Mimigt&reenland. It was recognised
that Greenland had legitimate reasons to pursuwmanty. This was regarded as “a
natural consequence of the Greenlandic democrsiitutions that has taken place since
the 1950s” (KHG 1978b:5). While Greenland’s de-oidation of 1953 had been a
Danish controlled and initiated political developrth&om the beginning, this was to
change. What we shall tertime Home Rule processarted in the early 1970s, when the
Greenlandic ambitions of autonomy began to bewddied and ended with the Home
Rule arrangement’s formalisation in 1979.

When the Home Rule Commission’s report was pubtishedpril 1978 (KHG
1978a-d) it included topics that had put a strairiree Danish-Greenlandic relationship
(Brgsted 1979:7). The question of the right torsources was “without a doubt the
most difficult and the most decisive test to theniBa-Greenlandic will to continue the
common kingdom...” (Lars Emil Johansen in KHG 1978h.Apparently, the process
of co-production of Greenland and its hydrocarbaidsnot go unnoticed. Where did the
hydrocarbon-issue influence the negotiations mpeeifically and what characteristics

made it different from other topics?

% The Commission on Home Rule in Greenland (offitiahslation)
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5.3.2 Two Views on Home Rule

In the previous section it was concluded that tbeneland/Frontier positions could be
recognised in the discussions. This section wjltdrassess if they prevail as preferred
positions and, if so, in which way. Concealed i tlverarching process of co-production
to be described, two different views of interpretaton the Home Rule process are
introduced. | use these two views to clarify whah ©e perceived as a double function of
the Home Rule process, pointing both backward anddrd in time. In this way, the
Home Rule process both settles the existing ondeéisaggests the contours of a new one.
In doing this, the ground is prepared for the cleatogcome - it forms the basis of the
emerging discourse of ecological modernisation.

The first view understands the Home Rule processrayotiation of issues
which were already disputed, most importantly sulase resources. During the 1970s,
such new questions were forcefully brought intordredm of the Danish-Greenlandic
relationship and the Home Rule process can beasarsummary of these debates,
which can be roughly illustrated by the Homelandffer line of conflict. In this sense,
the process points backwards in time. Where dobgemve this in the Home Rule
process?

The second view dwells on the outcome of the Homle Brocess; the politico-
administrative response to the new questions wivere raised in this process. The
creation of one administrative framework for minggaresupposes that a scientific
consensus could be created. Or at least, thatishession would recognise that a
consensus was needed to make it work. The consaasusname: ecological
modernisation. This view on the Home Rule proceseare concerned with its
implication of the future framework, thus pointifagwards in time. How did the
involved parts speak or act under the new instihati arrangements, as compared to the
past debates?

5.3.3 First View: New Questions, New Politics
In the late 1960s, a relatively small group of ypueducated Greenlandic men began to
constitute what could be called a Greenlandic caltelite. They began to formulate

what Finn Breinholdt Larsen & Anne Marie Pagh Negidater called “the new politics”
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of Greenland (Larsen & Nielsen 1985:99). Influenbgdhe political thoughts of the
1960s left-wing as they were, familiar with poléleand organisational milieus in
Denmark, young political voices such as Jonathatefilt and Lars Emil Johansen
formulated the decisive thoughts of “a more GremdilaGreenland” (quoted in Dahl
1986:46). As a precursor for future political atttes the organisatioMoung
Greenlanders Counchad been founded in 1963. Though they themselwalsl hiave
been accused of internal elitism, they succeedednmmunicating their indignation into
a broadly ethnically founded Greenlandic natiomal{®ahl 1986:37). One of the reasons
behind the desire of Home Rule, stated by the puetenlandidtHjemmestyreudvalget
or theGreenlandic Home Rule Committegas that: "Greenland and the country’s
indigenous, Eskimo population differ from the resDenmark in so many ways that the
relationship between the Danish and Greenlandersieger be similar to the relationship
between Sealanders and Jutlantdidjemmestyreudvalget 1975, in KHG 1978:13).

A consequence of the enhanced political activity emnsciousness was the
appearance of Greenlandic political parties. teasonable to indicate that the issue of
hydrocarbons was part of the motivation, and tlepscism towards Danish stewardship,

as exemplified by figure 3.

Figure 3: The Parca People
— Couldn’t the Danish state be entrusted the expltation of oil in Greenland?

- Would you ask an alcoholic to guard your beer?

- Kan man ikke overlade olieudvindingen ved Gronland til den danske
stat?
- Har du sat en alkoholiker til at passe pa din ol?

Source: Brgsted 1979:56 (Courtesy of Per Danker)

37 Two regional groups in Denmark
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When the Greenlandic Home Rule Committee publishenl report in February 1975 it
called the mineral resource area “large and dexitgi\a coming Greenlandic Home
Rule” (Hjemmestyreudvalget 1975, in KHG 1978:13)PAvincial council member
suggested replacing the Mining Act opening sententiethe formulation that “all
mineral raw materials in Greenland, and all kindidfies found in our country are owned
by the permanent residents in Greenland. Reseactkxdraction of such minerals is the
prerogative of the provincial council” (Sgrensei®02049).

The national and social-democratic party Siumudr(tfard” ) was founded by
many of the central Greenland politicians in thartédRule process. In the first political
programme regarding mineral resources from 19m6i stated that “the resource
administration shall be moved to Greenland, toteraliernative and critical research in
this field” and that “some forms of «non-Greenlandiesource exploitation shall be
isolated from the rest of the society” (Dahl 19&86%1). The moderate and Danish-
oriented political party Attasut (“interdependenceas the counterpart to Siumut. The
two parties were of the same size and both qugigisaestablished local offices in towns
around Greenland. Attasut’s political programméeictéd a comprise-seeking attitude
towards the Danish-Greenlandic relationship. Attagarogramme only referred to
mineral resources by stating that “the Home Ru#dl lossess competence regarding the
nations resources” and that this competence shmufdreated in understanding with the
Danish authorities” (Dahl 1986:207). The radic#tlis Inuit Atagatigiit (“community of
the people”) was only of marginal influence in tregginning. The party had its
background in th& oung Greenlanders Counevhich was radicalised during the 1970s
with Aggaluk Lynge as one of the founding figurksa resolution from 1979 Inuit
Atagatigiit stated that: “All oil and hard minem@ncessions must immediately be
cancelled and the related plans stopped, becausmsideration for, and defence of,
nature and all its life that is an inseparable pathe Greenlandic people’s culture and
way of thinking”. In addition it should be mentiahthat the party’s share of votes
increased somewhat during the early 1980s and88 Irfuit Atagatigiit formed a
government with Siumut (Dahl 1986:101,170). In Branish political landscape, a rather

broad consensus prevailed regarding Home Rulerenguestion of rights to resources.
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The only parties opposing to official Danish paditview were on the outer left and right
wings and had marginal influence on the coursevehts (Sgrensen 2005:151).

Another sign indicating Greenlandic opposition e occupation of the
Ministry for Greenland by the Young Greenlandersi@ml in 1975. Symbolically, it
took place while the staff was busy presentingtioglel-concession to the parliamentary
committee. The occupants were angry about whatsaeyas outright colonial policy.
This, more than anything, underlined a politicaftsiegarding Greenland in the
Greenlandic and Danish public. As mentioned, 13 essions were awarded in 1975,
despite public and political doubts, and 5 explgeadrillings were carried out in the
summer of 1976-77. As Gert Vigh remarked: “a coasatlle anxiety about what was
being planned began to appear in Greenland, boit@alsome extent in Denmark”
(Interview w. Gert Vigh 2009, see Appendix 3).

5.3.4 A Game of Words

Progress in the negotiations of the Home Rule m®o®luded a quite detailed
settlement of which rights that belonged to whoime §uestion was delicate. Would the
answer set a precedent and decide the future olpeyspresumably huge energy
reserves? That the question of resources and mgigsmportant is also immediately
visible from the contents of the Home Rule Comnois's report. While other areas
concerning the tangible aspects of Home Rule inichdn are sub-categories that either
could or could not be transferred to a Home Ruleiattration, the raw materials area
was a category of its own (KHG 1978a:3). The qoestif property rights to land
including subsurface resources posed serious prsbod® a principal level. The State
Department was asked and two separate reportsondeesd by two Professors in Law,
Peter Germer and Ole Espersen, who disagreed Btralmgut the what was the right
conclusion (KHG 1978a:18, KHG 1978b:3).

The eighth section of the Home Rule Act covereddieiral raw materials area
and was the legal foundation of the Raw Materiale&gnent. The eighth section was
motivated by “the acknowledgement of the Greenlapdipulation’s fundamental rights,
protecting the interests of the kingdom, the pptebf equality and the joint decision-

making” and was introduced with the words in subsamne: “The permanent residents
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of Greenland have fundamental rights to the natessdurces of Greenland”
(Hjemmestyreloven 1978).

It was in this context that the phrase “fundamengdits” from the Home Rule
Act’s eighthsection, subsection one, was subject to debateestgions. The Danish
commission member frodenstresocialisterr& which opposed the report conclusions,
Steen Folke, described this in detail. He did npip®rt the conclusions in Home Rule
Commission’s report. In stead he was allowed t@eraiminority statement which was
included in the report (Folke 1978). Part of thaanty statement was used to shed light
on the negotiations behind the “fundamental rigfasinulation of the eighth section.
Folke described how Lars Emil Johansen from Siutdeitlared that he was able to
accept this solution if the Home Rule Law and theiMy Law stated that the property
rights of Greenland’s subsurface belong to the peent residents”. This was not
accepted by the Danish half of the commission aikeFdescribes how at the next

meeting, Johansen proposed a “flexibilisation”ra$ formulation by:

“replacing the taboo word «property rights» witle thore imprecise and non-binding «fundamental
rights». Even this formulation was not enough far Danish members. Lars Emil Johansen’s proposition
states that: «The permanent residents of Greehlanel the fundamental rights to the natural resarce
including mineral raw materials in Greenland’s sufsce». But the Danish members would not accept th
phrase «the fundamental rights». Again Lars Enfiefisen had to give in and accept removing the small
word «the», before the final compromise was finisbe the seventh meeting June 19{H¢lke 1978:106-
7).

Folke’s minority statement disagreed with the HdRuge Commission in most aspects.
The quote provides crucial insights in the procgssegotiations.

Political interpretations were debated, exemplifigdlhe Danish Prime Minister,
Anker Jgrgensen’s speech to the Greenlandic Ndtiadio in august 1977. Not
mentioning the debated drilling, Jgrgensen nevissg¢ouched upon the hydrocarbons-
issue. Emphasising “reciprocal solidarity” he studt “in Denmark it has always been
the entire society, not the individual property @wvor any local groups, who has owned

the wealth available in the subsurface”. Though #fiould not exclude the recognition of

38 | eft Socialists
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“special rights” based on “belonging to the laniiie common kingdom was the basic
unit (Jargensen 1978:73).

During the Home Rule process, in a debate in th@dbgparliament in October
1977, two Home Rule Commission members, the Dan@hservative Erik Ninn-Hansen
(ENH) and Greenlandic Lars Emil Johansen (LEJ)ioffait picked up on Jgrgensen’s

line of argument.

LEJ: “And Mr. Ninn-Hansen says it is a Danish tteui that one does not grant the property right
of the subsurface to individuals or groups. | shath the attention to the fact that the issueoits n
individuals, nor groups. It concerns a people”

ENH: “It cannot be that one group of people in & pathe kingdom can have some rights,
spoken of as property rights, that do not exigither parts of the kingdom” (KHG 1978b:17-18).

The positions of the debate resemble the argunetite® speech delivered by the Danish
Prime Minister in August that year.

The Home Rule Commission summed up the contentrafémental rights in its
report at the presentation of the eighth sectioogh not mentioning the different
possible formulations that Folke discussed. Inpkasised that fundamental rights “has
the nature of a political statement in principletiahat certain “political-moral demands”
are part of it. But, “a strictly legal interpretai cannot be made”. These political-moral
demands are then asserted as “originating fronmatienal cohesion between a
population and the land it has lived on in hundrefdgears” and that “this cohesion does
naturally lead to demands of certain rights notwagal by legal language” (KHG
1978a:26).

5.3.5 Blowouts — the Right to Pollute?

Having observed how the issues of the “new politiesre settled in the political
negotiations, the issues of ecological concernesgnt a turning point in an analysis
oriented towards the co-production perspectivecétarritorial rights issues had been
somehow settled, another question concerning ragtotse: the right to pollute.
Exemplified by the accidents described below, thenéion began to turn towards
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ecological issues as the legitimising standards Wil be elaborated on in the next
section.

In April 1977, the Bravo-platform in the Norwegi&lorth Sea oil-field Ekofisk
experienced alowout- an uncontrolled flow liquid of gas from a wetinsetimes mixed
with sand — from one of its production wells. Beéne-20.000 tons of oil leaked into
the sea. The blowout was out of control and lakiedhore than a week. Luckily, the
environmental impact was minimal: half of the cibporated into the atmosphere and
favourable weather conditions kept the oil awayrfithe coast, allowing for mechanical
and chemical treatment at sea (Westergard/SNL 28M10,2009).

In October of the same year, in the Danish sedttreNorth Sea, an A.P Mgller
owned oil rig experienced a similar blowout. Theewias located in the Vagn-1 field 10
km from the German sector and was an exploratotly Weis time it was gas, water and
sand that blew out of the well. The gas ignited#hafter and burned for 12 hours
before extinguishing by itself. Again, due to theegemstances it was difficult to portray
it as a pollution accident: if oil had been invalyan international effort would have
been required. Because it was not required by Das@surity standards, contrary to for
instance Norway, A.P Mgller did not keep any padiatcontrol equipment on the rig
(Bulow 2009, Fischer 1978:63-65).

Many felt that the anxiety addressed in relatioth®West Greenland off-shore
concessions was justified by the two North Seadseits. The Bravo-accident prompted
both the Provincial council and the temporary DasieenlandiStyringsudvalg
vedrgrende mineralske réstoffer i Grgnlahd which was responsible for the political
supervision of the west coast drillings — to suggelsalt in exploration activities before
security issues had been resolved. Yet, the Da&asternment decided not to interfere
and the exploration drillings continued in the suenmf 1977 (Larsen & Nielsen
1985:97).

3% Control Committee Mineral Resources in Greenland

61



5.3.6 Second View: Hydrocarbons of Equality

The Greenland autonomy was written into Dansihslagiire as
Hjemmestyreordningéf formalised byLov om Grgnlands hjemmest$td will refer to
this entire body of agreements as iteme Rule Arrangemernthe arrangement was
approved by the Danish parliament in November I®8¥8accepted by popular vote in
Greenland — 73 percent in favour — early in 1978réBsen 2005:151-153). To finalise
the Home Rule Arrangement, as | will call it furtloa, it was necessary to outline
Mineral raw materials as a separate agreementfjwiad been hotly disputed for some
time already, as described in previous sectiores §tso Brgsted 1979:55). Specific
details regarding mineral resources were suggéstedeparate act which became
formalised aRastofloveff in 1979.

In total, Rastofloven and the related administeframework were commonly
spoken of as thRastofordningenor theRaw Material Agreemeras | will call in from
here. The Raw Material Agreement guided all agésitvhich were related to mineral
resources in Greenland. As part of the agreememtiome Rule Commission suggested
a joint committee as a forum where projects andsdets could be debated and prepared
before presentations to the national parliaments weade. The result wésellesradet
vedrgrende mineralske réstoffer i Grgnlahdraellesradeor theJoint CommittedKHG
1978a:66). As shown in figure 4-6, in differentsiens, the Joint Committee would
consist of three-five members from both Denmark @neenland. The mineral raw
materials should be managed by a separate adratiost—Rastofadministrationear
The Raw Materials Administrationwhich would integrate legal, scientific and
economic aspects in one body (KHG 1978a:134).

A “principle of equality” (KHG 1978a:25) was a gung idea that shaped the
configuration of the agreement. In the decision imglprocess that meant a “double veto
right”; no fundamental decision within the Mineralv material area could be taken in
the case of disagreement. Not only did each goventimave the right to veto, but if only

one government member wanted it, the vote woulttibe the parliament, also calléue

“? The Home Rule Arrangement (official translation)

“LLov nr. 577 af 29/11/1978; The Home Rule Act (ci#fl translation)

2 Lov nr. 585 af 29/11/1978; The Raw Materials Act

3 The Joint Committee on Mineral Resources in Garah(official translation)
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double vetolt was emphasised that the decisions in the Zonimittee mainly were
“decisions about the development pace” (FoigheBi®7 The Home Rule Commission
acknowledged that Greenlanders had reasons taustigiarts of such a development. In
the balancing act between rights and interesta# recognised that the content of the
development could be discussed. The Greenlandevasirecognised, had the right to
shape it, the right to secure the special Greerddiiestyle and to benefit economically
(KHG 1978a:26).

That the agreement was separated from the oveoatidRule Arrangement
raised criticism and suspicion of the Danish stedating to secure future control. This is
mirrored in the three figures depicting the ingidns established as a consequence of the
agreement, fig. 4-6. In Danish political scienfishs Brgsted’s version, figure 4, the
geographical distribution of the institutions idgo change the perspective on the
“principle of equality”.

Figure 4: Danish political scientist Jens Brgsted'sersion of the institutional composition of the Rav
Material Agreement
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As Brgsted emphasises, a majority of the relatstitiions were to stay in Denmark and
consequently exercise influence. Moreover, the @agelic access to knowledge about
the mineral resources issues was limited by thg thstance. In Brgdsted’s version it
seems as though they have to cross the Atlantia égical comment, Brgsted’s version
tries to “equalise” Denmark and Greenland by twtnd turning the map normally
centred on Denmark, which makes Greenland lookdika&r-away periphery.

A similar approach is displayed by Danish anthrogwit Jens Dahl in figure 5,
who states that the Mineral Raw Material Administmain real terms is a part of the
Danish State apparatus (Dahl 1986:120).

Figure 5: Danish anthropologist Jens Dahl’s versiomwf the institutional composition of the Raw
Material Agreement
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Though not referring to a map, the “principle otiality” is obviously criticised by Dahl
too. Dahl systematically distinguishes to typesaitact between the institutions. The
double arrow depicts “political and administrato@mpetence and decisions” and the
single arrow “administrative and technical informat. In addition, Dahl specifically
operates with three realms of influence: the Giasdit (upper left), the Danish (upper
right) and below both an international realm congablsy the oil and mining industry. In
Dahl’'s version everything that reaches Greenlandaissferred through the Joint
Committee (“Feellesrad”), while “administrative atethnical information” from “mining
and oil companies” is transferred through the Raateévlals Administration before
reaching the Joint Council.

The official version published in the Home Rulen@nission’s report is shown in
figure 6. As could be expected, this version emigeaghe “principle of equality” in that

the illustration is symmetrically composed.

Figure 6: The official Home Rule report version:Sketch of the political and administrative structeirof
the Raw Material Agreement
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In fact, the only thing disturbing the symmetrydasquality) of the figure is on the
Greenlandic side, the “Greenlandic Municipalitie$’is tempting to draw the
interpretation of figure 6 rather far: in its symnye it almost has something quasi-
religious about it. The horizontal line across ¢méire figure separates the political realm
from the administration, knowledge production anthmercial interests. On the one
hand, the figure seems to state that politicalglexs are taken solely by evaluation of
controllable objective information. From the thaaral perspective of co-production,
such a division is artificial, because the realmgpmduce each other. On the other hand,
and in line with ecological modernisation, it pagts what golitico-administrative
responseanight look like. The two arrows connecting thenldommittee and the Raw
Materials Administration can be seen as a closeditiwvhere disagreements are settled
before the national parliaments (and the presgpabdtic) are involved. Suddenly, the
hotly debated issue of hydrocarbons in Greenlamttidee “modernised out of the crisis”
(Hajer 1996:249).

5.3.7 Optimism and Pessimism in Qaqgaortoq
At Konferencen vedrgrende mineralske rdstoffer i Gaed!’, held in Qagortoq in South
Greenland in June 1978, Danish-Greenlandic palitigj administrators and scientist
gave their view on the Greenlandic mineral resopatential (Grgnlandsministeriet
1978, see details in appendix 1). As one would ggesthave expected there was a
majority of Danish speakers, yet it was not ovenwiieg and the overall appearance was
one of equal representation. The Home Rule Comam&sreport had been published
and the Raw Material Agreement proposed. Thougloaplsould be sure if the
proposals would pass at the time of the confereheegontours of a future
administrative framework were clear. The followiggumé of the conference is made to
give an early impression of what a “principle otiatity” could look like.

There was a sense of optimism towards future dpwedmt when Jonathan
Motzfeldt of Siumut stated that mineral resourcaotion, can “not merely be a national
concern, but in most cases will be an internatiomatter.” In a resource-hungry world,

one had to acknowledge certain “economic laws” laasas for decision making,

“4 Conference regarding Mineral Raw Materials in @taed (my translation)
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something that could have “decisive importanceGoeenland’s future.” Summing up
these statements Motzfeldt describes how “we haea Ipart of debates and discussion
regarding this very exciting and very complicategibning of aroil adventuré
(Motzfeldt 1978:4, my italics). Following this pgesctive, the Mayor of Sisimiut in West
Greenland, Emilie Lennart, went into details regagdhe town of Sisimiut’s potential as
off-shore supply base. The specificity of the pn¢éson is remarkable. Lennart notes
how approximately 205 persons will be employedaitied down to 16 different
categories of employment, for each drilling openatiYet the possibility of employing
Greenlanders would in the short term be limitetridirect functions” and service
(Lennart 1978).

Skepticism from a Greenlandic point of view wageddaby the chairman of the
Greenlandic Workes Union, Odaq Olsen, Greenlandimbrer of the Danish parliament,
Lars Emil Johansen and chairman of the GreenldBualsiness Development Board,
Angmalortok Olsen. The scepticism was based orcipah arguments. A “debate about
the purpose” was needed, because it was “not thel@fment of raw materials that shall
dictate the development of the Greenlandic soci@gdsen 1978:4). Johansen
emphasised the need to “reduce the dependencyeaidfiocountries” regarding import of
goods and services. While Johansen, on behalfuh@&] would not exclude mineral
extraction on land, he (and Siumut) were agairfssiodre drillings (Johansen 1978:4).
What the sceptics shared with the optimists wabétef in the existence of resources
worth developing. When Olsen (A.) questioned thisterce of resources in his
presentation, he indicated that companies coulé teft’the impression of dry wells to
save the “hidden resources” for a “favourable situé in the future: “one wonders when
such a «favourable situation» will appear, so thay will begin the extraction up here”
(Olsen, A. 1978:3). The message is: the resoureethare, the discussion is about who
will own them and how extraction is to take place.

Scepticism or not, the idea that resource extraatias readily available was
challenged by Director of Geological Survey of Giaed, K. Ellisgaard-Rasmussen,
former chief of police and Master of Law, Jgrgenthteg and Head of Department, Gert
Vigh. As Hertling remarked, “common to hard andt soinerals is that large

uncertainties are always attached” and therefos@itid be “worrying to have too large
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expectations to minerals as a basic source foGteenlandic economy” (Hertling
1978:3). Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen was even more dssmjisn his geological review of
raw materials which could be classified as potértiaeliberately do not mention oil,
since its existence is not proven anywhere.” Acewydo Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen, it
would take at least a decade before any resourdd be put into production. However,
in an attachment to the presentation added aféecdhference, Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen
wanted to show how “sorrow can be turned to hagsiriéVhile he put the western off-
shore “on hold with regard to oil”, he saw an aveahe east coast who could be
“matured” in the future (Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen 12.8. Vigh did not change the
impression of the oil adventure being quite rem®tee optimism of the concession of
1975 seemed to have faded, since the positivefagnthe exploration drillings was a
weak trace of gas. Vigh also mentioned East Grednlaowever the surveys “are taking
place regarding possibilities in very long termgigh 1978:12).

Since fisheries still was the primary export aratesincome (in addition to the
Danish block grant) it was natural to include preéagons of potential problems
regarding co-existence of off-shore activities &slderies. Pollution by hydrocarbons to
the sea was the main theme. Olsen (A.) and Johdmaskalready made clear statements
which linked pollution to the protection of fishesiand hunting. As Johansen stated
hydrocarbon extraction onshore could be allowedldted “pollution does not damage
the main commercial interests”. Niels Carlo Heilnfiiom the Greenlandic Hunters and
Fishers Association was positive to hydrocarbomaexion, even from a fisher’s point of
view. Heilman saw two types of risk connected tislodre activities: first, blowouts or
other types of oil spills with immediate conseques)@& risk he considered as “minimal”.
Second, the “consequences for the fisheries onhaltisis” caused by waste and
damaged material (Heilman 1978:2). Poul Johansbmlagist from Greenland’s
Biological Surveys, emphasised that it was “reabtethat the environmental problems
have an important place in the raw materials delsatee there is a potential conflict
between exploiting minerals resources and livirgpueces (fishery and hunting)”.
Regarding pollution from hydrocarbon activitieshdnsen (P.) distinguished between the
phase of exploration and the phase of productidmlé/fihe anxiety so far had been about

“oil spill related to the drillings”, like the Brarblowout, Johansen stated that oil
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pollution in Greenland “so far only had come frdme {normal) traffic of ships” (my
parenthesis). In this perspective, the risk opoilution related to production “was based
on much more experience”, than in the exploratioase (P. Johansen 1978: 6-7).

All though four large bulks of presentations at toeaference do not give a
complete account of the content of the statemémty, do tell a story. Many remarks
could have been made to challenge the optimismtahewiew that risk was only
attached to exploration. As Johansen (P.) remaakedt the production phase, the
danger of pollution could increase when going frexploration to production. Still, the
different views of the presentations did not rideleother out. Acting under the new
administrative framework they stayed within posiavhere all opinions aired at the

conference could be included, at least on a rtestblével.

5.3.8 Summary and Discussion of Results
The relation between the two views on the Home Rubeess is artificial in the sense
that they took place within one interactive proc&tsl | think it showed how the Home
Rule process was able to contain the two opposietdd positions of Homeland and
Frontier (the first view) and a third position whim crucial aspects resemble ecological
modernisation (the second view). Working with egidal modernisation this
containment is interesting since the ability toefate the character and solutions of
environmental problems was crucial to the eco-madec development. In this case it
was the “Greenlandic Greenland” reacting againsivbuts and 400 km2 concession
blocks. At the same time it was the Danish MinidtniyGreenland reacting against what
they saw as antisocial Greenlandic rights clainth wotentially powerful consequences.
The first view focused on the effort to answer @reenlandic claim of ownership
and rights. Due to the words used, and the framirige discussion by the “new
politics”, it seems reasonable to understand tisisudsion as a struggle between the
Homeland and Frontier discourses. This is also @kéed by the negotiation of
“fundamental rights”. However, the problem was tif& new questions about resource
rights were posed in a way which made negotiatetaeen the Frontier and Homeland

position very difficult. Exemplified by the debdtetween Lars Emil Johansen and Erik
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Ninn-Hansen, the distance between the positionaasg@nbridgeable. Where Lars Emil
Johansen saw a people with rights, Ninn-Hansenaskiwgdom with interests.

Yet within the Home Rule Arrangement, the Raw Matekgreement stands out
as representing a seed of change. This was the tWidhe second view. The
hydrocarbons were representing something that jbertis strived to get. Establishing a
separate administrative unit to negotiate questidmsineral development behind closed
doors, before entering the realm of public dehatexactly the “politico-administrative”
response indicating a new regime that Hajer dessris ecological modernisation.

The majority of Danish and Greenlandic politiciavented a Greenlandic oil
adventure. The game of words showed that whilaiime- hydrocarbon extraction —
could be agreed upon, the disagreement was “caugtti&é language to describe that
aim: rights versus interests. Would it have beessitte to let it all fall, to break off the
Home Rule process, because of such a disagreethendbably would not. Instead, a
new discourse-coalition was crafted, which was &blaclude the members of the two
struggling positions.

However, it might be a little early to concludettttee Homeland and Frontier
positions could be dismissed of. Indeed, they ometil to be important markers of
political discussions about hydrocarbons in Gremhld he story line “principle of
equality” both points to the way hydrocarbons beeaanish-Greenlandic project, but
also that the “equality” was questionable. As ticated by the figures 4-6, the last one
being the official version, not everyone agreed thguality” was the right description.

The conference in Qagortoq is a good example of thevihhydrocarbon-issue (and
to some extent other mineral resources) affectedréming of the area. As we noticed, a
long list of aspects regarding exploration andaotion were touched upon. Statements
foresaw an “oil adventure”, while others estimateat “no oil was discovered” and that
at least a decade would pass before discoveriegehatade could be exploited. Of
course, due to the nature of the conference ncoulel write off the hydrocarbon-issue,
but the obvious disagreement about the speaked&ratanding of the development
conditions could at least have been an eye-opAneong the speakers at the conference

no one was asked to speak about a scenario whenineoal resource extraction at all
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was to take place in Greenland. But curiously, réigg hydrocarbons this is exactly
what has turned out to be the case.

Present at the conference was optimism, sceptiarsirpessimism mixed with
relevant information and timely questions. My irtten of containing them in the
subsection above was to see how the hydrocarbae-igas used, now that the Raw
Material Agreement made up the political-admintstecondition in the background. As
such, it is no surprise that none of the speakessed exclusively on the
Homeland/Frontier line of conflict. One way of unstanding the conference is as a
preliminary exercise before the Joint Council amelRaw Materials Administration
came into power. Since the Joint Council shouldaiordiscussions perhaps not suited
for parliamentary disputes, the way the confereumeeeded to include a variety of
opinions on the hydrocarbon-issue must have beesfiaszory.

Table 3: Summary of Results from 5.3

Emblematic Issue(s) — The blowouts

- The Raw Material Agreement

Story line(s) — A more Greenlandic Greenland
— Fundamental rights

— Principle of equality

Main Theoretical Perspective — Ecological modernisation

5.4 Opposition and Administration — Two EmblematicEvents
In this section, | intend to ask how two emblematients framed hydrocarbons in
relation to the Greenlandic nature in rather ddfgrways. It is interesting if and how the
views in the debates around the events resemitlerpaiof the known discourses
Homeland and Frontier and thus connect to the HRale negotiations. Also, how do
they show that the emerging discursive structuwelogical modernisation, is gaining
strength?

By the end of 1978 all of the five exploration vgelNere declared dry by the

concessionaries and the West Greenland off-shereessions were given up (Joint
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Committee 1981:9). This left the newly formed Jdbatuncil without any promising
hydrocarbon projects. When a Danish-American compaoposed a large-scale
exploration in eastern Greenland, we can at legsta that the proposal was received
with interest. This was be become the Jameson Camtession. Yet the section begins
with another kind of event. The Arctic Pilot Prdjeg Canadian proposal of Arcitc
shipping, triggered a discursive pattern that maskeof the arguments of the 1970s,
observed before and during the Home Rule procemsmiark-Greenland formed a

somehow surprising discourse-coalition opposingAteic Pilot Project.

5.4.1 The Arctic Pilot Project

Arctic Pilot Project was a plan for transportatamatural gas from northern Canada in
icebreaking tankers going from the Canadian Ardtie tankers would carry the gas as
Liquid Natural Gas, popularly abbreviated LNG. Shdy figure 7, the gas was to be
transported to a south-eastern Canadian harboampooposed route along Greenland’s
west coast, in some places as near as 25 kilontetthe coast (Rasmussen 1987:150,
Petro-Canada 1979:8). During the 70s many hydrocediscoveries had been made in
the Beaufort Sea and the Arctic islands, especddlhatural gas. The project represented
a solution to the problem of accessing consumeketsufurther south. Nothing similar
had been tried before; relying on ice-breaking eksst®r an Arctic transport route
through ice-covered waters was indeed a pilot ptdjeauritzen 1982:24). The initial
vision was to start operations in 1983 and mowe fall scale activity in 1985, which
implied all year operation of the vessels (Launta®82:37, Rasmussen 1987:150).
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Figure 7: Map showing the proposed route of the Aric Pilot Project
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Source: PC & ATGL 1979:4 (Courtesy of PC & ATGL)

The timing was an important factor for the ArctitoPProject since investments in the
fields depended on gaining revenue. In additioa,g&s price was decisive to the
profitability of such a large scale project. In TQere was a shortage of gas in Canada,
but more importantly also in the United States. Ta@adian situation was changed with
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huge gas discoveries in Alberta and off the eaastcim 1979. Then, contrary to
expectations, the price on crude oil rose recogtd m 1979 and 1980 - called the second
oil crisis — after the Iranian revolution and treranencement of the Irag-lran war
(Noreng 2006:26). This brought new hope into theti&rPilot Project, just as it was

close to being abandoned (Lewington 1987:171).

It was also a busy period regarding the politiced administrative situation of
Denmark-Greenland. The Home Rule Arrangement watsomay and an autonomous
Greenlandic representation was to be taken intowatc The Danish Ministry for
Greenland had been contacted in 1977 by the newlyded state-owned Petro-Canada
and asked to meet with Canadian officials. A scgbDanish bureaucracy saw many
drawbacks and few benefits, which was stated fiimly letter of response. Still, it was
agreed to meet in august 1977 (Rasmussen 19872 hairman of the Greenland’s
Provincial Council was informed in September th@sgear. Much more did not happen
for the next two years. Then two things happenethersame day. The 1 of January
1979, Petro-Canada officially announced that it $iaoimitted the Arctic Pilot Project to
the National Energy Board, the Canadian federalleggry authority (Lewington
1987:168). The same day the Greenlanders votetby¢sme Rule with an
overwhelming majority. As communication went ah#@adugh diplomatic channels,
during the summer of 1979 the Danish governmernitidddo consult the newly elected
Greenlandic government before taking a positioraddition to a presentation and
overview to the Greenlandic authorities, the migigublicised information about the
project to the public. The severe scepticism reaceal the Greenlandic parliament’s
autumn-session was summed up by Greenland’s fiestipr, Jonathan Motzfeldt, in a
letter of reply dated November 1979 (Lauritzen 138240).

One of the aspects touched upon by the Ministgtgiest was the legal context.
Canada was not obliged to ask for opinions nor g=ion from Denmark or Greenland,
but would be able to carry the project though impbance with international law.
Among other things, the Law of the S&aart I, section 3, article 17 rules that “Subjec
to this Convention, ships of all States, whethexstal or land-lockednjoy the right of
innocent passage through the territorial 3¢dN 1998, my italics). The LNG carriers

45 Also known as UNCLOS — The United Nations Convamthn the Law of the Sea
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would fall under the category of innocent passageortantly, the Law of the Sea was
not finalised at this time, which meant the cowegnvere not yet regulated by it. In
March 1982 the problems of commercial all-yeariarshipping were taken up by
Danish and Greenlandic representatives, who isagtatement commenting on the draft
of the article. Though I have not analysed the iptsgffects of the statement, it is
interesting to note that the Greenlandic, throughiark, was heard in an important
international forum.

In December 1979 it was decided to establish atteescientific workgroup” on
behalf of the Danish authorities and Petro-Can&#sifiussen 1987:152, Lauritzen
1982:40). In addition, the Canadian government @sed an environmental agreement in
1976 as a framework to guide regulation and actiorgase of accidents. The Canadian
Minister of Northern and Indian Affairs, John Munxasited both Denmark and Nuuk to
ease concerns and speed up the negotiation priaeasmgton 1987:174). The
Canadians wanted to sign the agreement beforeuathef decision on Arctic shipping.
As part of a larger set of Arctic ambitions, then@dian authorities “pressed for the
agreement” and were “prepared to go to considetahigths to comply with the Danish
safety demands” (Jyllandsposten 1981: Ma{)%7 The Danish side remained sceptical
and the Canadians were “getting a bit impatierdtoading to the same article.
Apparently timing was an issue here as well. Theagent was finally signed in 1983,
but what happened to the Arctic Pilot Project?

5.4.3 Unified Protests

In the beginning the Arctic Pilot Project was orlleaflet, a rough sketch of the
visionary project that was to come. Groundwork tealse done before the official
application, which ended as just described. Fraard#stiny of the project we now turn
towards the framing of it, on behalf of the DanGheenlandic public and their

governments.

6 As mentioned in 4.4.4, the newspaper articlesaténcluded in the literature list, but compileda
seperate list in appendix 4. The articles were nedthglish after they had been translated fromiSran
The translation are therefore not mine.
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Figure 8: Ice Breaking LNG Carrier (artist’s render ing)

Jutrs

Source: PC & AGTL 1979:3 (Courtesy of Scott)

In their application to the Canadian National EyeBgard in 1979 the applicants
proudly states:

" The acknowledged resource wealth of the Arctiec ba made accessible only through the
application of advanced technology and the acqoiisitf practical operating experience, while at
the same time respecting the physical and soctar@af the northern environment” (Petro-
Canada 1979: 12).

Who could disagree with that? Many people in Graet| Denmark and Canada
disagreed strongly. On a formal level neither tlamibh nor the Greenlandic
administration welcomed the proposal. Over the ggats existence of five years the
project aroused an unprecedented, and perhapsaateelp unified opposition among

Inuit and other organisations. The founding oflthgt Circumpolar Conference,
commonly called ICC, in 1977, which a few yeargiaepresented the Inuit in
international fora, can be seen as an exampleo{$hadian 2005:249). Based on the
application, the Arctic Pilot Project quickly becar visible and hotly debated issue in
the media. It can be regarded as one of the mgiriant issues at that time (Rasmussen

1987:151). In the course of 1980 it rose to becomeof the first big issues for an
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autonomous Greenland. During the work of oppositiba indigenous organisational
opposition was tightened and strengthened, comaats made, articles written and so on
(Shadian 2005:257). The Danish and Greenlandicrgavents, ICC and other
indigenous and environmentalist organisation aléad that the project seemed to be
“exporting problems from Canada to Greenland” (Rassen 1987:152). In most of the
process it was evident that the opponents of tlitiAPilot Project were a group with
little influence and power. If the Canadian parlearhhad decided to carry the project
through they had been free to do so. A Danish pstaged that “What would seem to be
involved is a native population that forcefully emagises its own cultural values and
ecologically balanced way of life, versus a greadgt uncaring world whose over-use
and one-sidedly economic philosophy threatensusttit”. Greenland seemed to have a
“moral right” (Information 1982: Mar'®). It was “Greenland’s struggle”, “fighting
against the Canadian oil industry” and the ArcilotfProject should be “defeated”
(Information 1982: Mar 8, AG 1982: Jan 20).

The broad based Danish-Greenlandic opposition wsgdous of the way the
project was presented. On the first Arctic PiladjBct leaflets from 1977, the map
illustrating the tanker route only included Candgaen though the vessel went closer to
the Greenlandic coast this remained a blank slater{tzen 1982:34). Even though it
was later corrected when appointed from the Mipi&ir Greenland, there was
something suspicious about the whole thing. Acewydo an article, the Canadian
politicians made a “show” to give the impressioketéhey took the Greenlandic opinion
seriously (AG 1980: Oct 2. Petro-Canada’s attempt to engage with the public
themselves was conceived as “a flock of foreigmégeavelling up and down the coast
spreading their propaganda” (AG 1982: Jal)2Economic arguments and scenarios,
whether prosperous or poor, only contributed tostigpicion that behind the cooperative
attitude, objections were not being heard. In giclarentitledArctic Pilot Project is to
be pushed trough with offers of jobs and mahesas stated that “Arctic Pilot Project
should not expect that wide spread resistancestpithject in Alaska, Canada and
Greenland will be swept aside, just because thplpdeehind Arctic Pilot Project wave
dollar bills in front of us” (AG 1982: Jurf"®. Petro-Canada and the Arctic Pilot Project

were seen as industrial imperialism of the worst 96 in many previous cases of Arctic
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resource extraction the local residents would tleelnegative impact, potentially long
time after the project, while others would reap ltleaefits. In this perspective fighting
the Arctic Pilot Project formed a piece of a largature; as figure 10 illustrates, it was

nature against the “oil industry” — or the Homelaghinst the Frontier.

Figure 9: Cartoon: All clear! Full speed ahead!

ALL CLEARY!
FULL SPEED

Source: Lauritzen 1978:318 (Courtesy: unknown)

The main arguments against the Artic Pilot profead to do with the ecological
consequences of the project. The “export of problamas not only from one country to
others, it was also from the human, industrial stycio nature. That animals — especially
sea mammals as seal and whale traditionally cagyhtinters — became the focus point
was a consequence of the ecological argument (izanril982:41). Many feared that “a
huge ecological cycle, reaching far beyond the@raill be smashed to pieces”
(Information 1981: Jun 24 and the Greenlandic politicians raised concebuwsianoise
pollution, problems related to icebreaking, airlpiobn and danger of oil spills. None of
the Greenlandic politicians “saw any possibilityaoDanish-Canadian compromise with
respect to the super tanker service from the Arstands in Canada down to the Davis
Strait” and it was argued that “animals circuldteoger these waters between Canada
and Greenland so it does not help just to movenéivégation” (AG 1980: Oct™®). On

the contrary, as the Danish zoologist Berthel Mmhhted out, “marine life, particularly
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whales, is so sensitive to the engine noise tleat tould disappear from the area west of
Greenland” (JP 1981: May 9.

Yet, it was not only the animals that were threaterthe “hunting culture of
Canada and Greenland will be sabotaged” (Informat@81: Jun 28). Since hunting
and fishing continued to be “Greenland’s most intgrorindustry” it was a sensitive
matter, exemplified by the president f the ICChatt time, Hans-Pavia Rosing: “we shall
be killed, but we shall continue to breathe” (A@BQ90ct 29. Connecting the issue of
environmental protection with the Greenlandic tiiadial way of life seemed a logic step
in this context. As the Mayor of Qanaaq, Ussarkakaldkitsok, said: “We must make an
attempt to ally ourselves with foreign environmeéwtganisations to secure a stable
future for sealing and whaling in Greenland” (AG329date unknown). Support was
also gathered in other arenas, for instance whaasits Otto Steenholdt was seeking
“help from the environmental ministers of the Nardountries as well as from associates
devoted to the protection of animals and of natukecording to the article, Steenholdt
“pleaded for help” in the Nordic Council (AG 198@ar 4"). Interestingly the Danish
representation questioned “what the Greenlanderaghlves would do if and when there
is oil production in Greenland, and this oil hadéotransported to other markets” and
pointed out that pollution from a LNG carrier spright be much less serious than that
of oil (AG 1982: Mar 4. This possible line of conflict was not picked Upstead
Danish actors did a lot to distance themselves fPatno-Canada and the project
(Rasmussen 1987:151). Suddenly it was “Denmarkdadscue of Greenland against
Canada”, as the above quoted article was entifl&1982: Mar &).

The experimental character of the Arctic Pilot Bobjwas an aspect that
strengthened scepticism. As the application statedhs “in the nature of a pilot project
that there are elements of uncertainty to be etadligPetro-Canada 1979:9). The story
of the Arctic Pilot Project has been describedras @bout a corporate chameleon who
tried to change according to public and politicai@nds (Lewington 1987:163). This,
and other similar projects announced along the waytributed to widely different
estimates of the extent of the industrial endeavéstimates ranged from three tankers
operating all year (Flensborg Avis 1981: Apf"L4o the passage of 2000 tankers a year
(Jyllandsposten 1981: May 2
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The uncertainty could be seen from different perpes. From the Arctic Pilot
Project consortium, the project was a matter ofigai important knowledge, but from a
Danish-Greenlandic perspective, the uncertaintyavegargument against it. A huge
accident could become an ecological as well agialsdisaster and no survey could
guarantee freedom from risk or harm. As the GreehtaPresident of the ICC, Hans-
Pavia Rosing put it: “it is clearly an experimethie consequences of which cannot be
assessed by anyone” (Helsingar Dagblad 1981).dtavmatter of who had the burden of
proof. Was it the intruding part or was it the oppion?

As mentioned, the Arctic Pilot Project appliedite Canadian National Energy
Board in the beginning of 1979. The board wouldbegin the hearing before it had
satisfactory documentation of the project’'s envinental implications. After several
legal escapades it was decided to begin the hesainnigebruary 1982. The Inuit,
represented by the Canadian Inuit organisatiort lrapirisat Canada, were an important
part of the opposing forces. Urged by the Inuic@mpolar Conference, also the
Greenlandic Home Rule Government accepted toydstifthe Canadian Inuit, even
though Petro-Canada did what they could to preiteAt the hearings, presentations of
traditional hunting techniques were among the thicantributed by the Greenlanders.
Hunter Bendt Frederiksen testified that “I knoveifly a small motorboat passes through
an area, no fish are caught the next day on tha¢'t¢AG 1982: Mar 18). But also
other issue were included as arguments againgtrttiee Pilot Project. The Greenlandic
delegation requested above mentioned Danish z@bIBgrtel Mghl to give a testimony
of his studies of possible negative effects of sigpders on the marine environment (AG
1982: Jan 20). At hearings at the National Energy Board théofgmatic uncertainty of
the project was emphasised by Finn Lynge in hisnesy: “Would it not be more
justified that Arctic Pilot Project should havepmve to us that the tankers do not create
pollution?” (Socialistisk dagblad 1981: Mar")0In short the view was captured by an
article title: Arctic Pilot Project is a Blemish on Canada’s Reqiigdn as a Humane
Country(AG 1982: Mar 18).

When hearings began the Arctic Pilot Project wadeupressure from falling
demand of gas due to the recession of early 1980®iUSA and Canada. In August

1982 the hearing chairman suspend the hearingsaur@asonable marketing programme
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was put together. It was not, and the process leaed in August 1984 (Lewington
1987:176-178).

5.4.4 The Jameson Land Concession

The other of the two events was quite differentkidg hydrocarbon exploration of
Jameson Land offered something very valuable th Bainish-Greenlandic politicians
and administrators. Since the last drillings insbenmer of 1977, and contrary to
attention the topic had received in public andtpal discussion on the Home Rule
Arrangement, there had not really been much agtarbund hydrocarbons in Greenland.
So, when a Danish-American consortium contactedatematerials administration to
review and revive an existing concession in Jamésow in East Greenland, it is

reasonable to assume that it was welcomed.

Figure 10: Map showing the Ittogqqortoormiit area, including Jameson Land, on which Nordisk
Mineselskab had a 50-year concession from 1952.
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Holding a sole concession of a somewhat arbitrgnase of land in East Greenland from
1952 and lasting 50 yeaidprdisk Mineselskalor theNordic Mining Companywas one
of the few private companies, along with A.P. MgilleDenmark, which had been able
to purchase the right to resources when no onevsglithere were any. Contrary to the
North Sea, Nordisk Mineselskab had not done mu@xpbore the potential (UKG 1974)
The largest share owner in Nordisk Mineselskab edhiitto be different. The American
Atlantic Richfield Company — popularly called ARGCOwho owned 35 percent of the
shares, was not unfamiliar with Arctic hydrocarb@imint Committee 1982:7). In 1979
Nordisk Mineselskab and ARCO contacted the newlsngd Raw Materials
Administration and proposed to begin explorationdameson Land, East Greenland
within Nordisk Mineselskab’s concession area. As ofithe operators of fields and
facilities in relation to Prudhoe Bay it had beemtf the Alaskan oil boom. Its
experience with Arctic hydrocarbon extraction ameeistment capacity clearly impressed
the Danish/Greenlandic representatives. The Janr@ittee meeting of august 1980
was held in Anchorage, Alaska, to allow examinabbthe “very big” facilities in
Prudhoe Bay and Valdez (Joint Committee 1981:8).

The West Greenland off-shore Concession had bieen gp during the
introduction of the Home Rule in the summer of 187A8 no other private explorations
in Greenland followed. Now that there was an adstiative and political body to
address mineral resource questions, it might nasuperising that the Jameson Land
project was warmly welcomed and took up a lot efdbint Committee’s attention (Joint
Committee 1981:7). The political agreement folloveed in the autumn of 1980 the
basic principles of the resumption of hydrocarbrpl@rations in Greenland was in place
(Joint Committee 1981:9).

The negotiations ended in late 1984 and the coimresss signed in early 1985.
Another result of the Joint Committee’s work was thrmulation of public participation
through a joint company, called Nunaoil, whose awhip was 50-50 Danish and
Greenlandic. It was emphasised as part of the iptascof equality that guided the

overall arrangement (Joint Committee 1982:11)
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5.4.5 Greenland’s Own Arctic Pilot Project?’

It soon became clear that the event could becomemersial within the Danish-
Greenlandic relation. Whereas the Arctic Pilot Bcoppposition received broad support
and guarantees of no more off-shore drillings heehlbgiven by central Greenlandic
politicians, the new potentially large-scale hydmdon project in Jameson Land took
shape. When the Greenlandic newspaper Sermitstaledran editorial “Greenland’s
own Arctic Pilot Project”, it focused on the corfing attitudes regarding the Canadian
project and the Danish-Greenlandic one (Rasmus3&n:155). Would this project lead
to public protests as well? How would the Home Reterernment deal with it? Would
Jameson Land re-write the story of Danish contndl eolonialist resource policy in the
light of the Home Rule Arrangement’s principlesegiality?

On the face of it there was agreement on the isstiegeen the Danish and
Greenlandic government. While Arctic Pilot Projeets based on foreign relations, this
was an internal matter of the kingdom. This mehat hegotiations took place within the
administrative framework. If there were disagreetadiney could be discussed behind
closed doors until a satisfactory compromise hahbdeund. The Greenlandic parliament
actually ended up reversing the political imag@miponents and opponent of
hydrocarbon exploration. The moderate and Danishdty Attasut was suddenly
sceptical, and two of its parliament members engedoting no to the final agreement in
1984 — against a majority of 23 votes. They “felbeinced that irreparable harm would
be inflicted on the hunting and fishing industriedllogqortoomiut...” (Sermitsiak 1984:
Nov 9"). Masking possible disagreement was also a mhijtiris focus from that of the
Arctic Pilot Project. Whereas Arctic shipping hagkh the large looming threat, the
framing strategy now became that of pushing theeigd transportation as far as possible
in the background. Quoted in a newspaper, the greatithat time, Jonathan Motzfeldt
of Siumut, framed the issue as follows: “explorati® one thing and oil transport from
the area is another thing”. He continued thatoilifis found, we will decide at that time
what to do” (AG 1984, July 1. In the same article Jonathan Motzfeldt estimé#ted
the question of oil transport was not “to be topigatil about 10-15 years from now”.

Driving a wedge between exploration and extractransportation suddenly allowed the

47 This headline was taken from Rasmussen 1987
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politicians to avoid the filthy reality of hydrodaons, quite a remarkable achievement.
The message was that exploration was the challegigenow and attention should be
turned towards the negotiations of the concession.

One of the most debated issues concerning theltiangxploration plans was the
location of the supply base of Jameson Land (sgedil0). The place favoured by the
companies, Hurry Fjord, implied navigation withigls of llloggortoomiut. While the
supplies for the exploration phase were not latigen a few shiploads, the locality was
nonetheless very controversial. The sound outdidloggortoomiut was a very
biologically productive area. Besides the huntesoaiation and local politicians some of
the most vocal voices were Danish. A worried Damwistithologist, Hans Meltofte,
wrote: “there are indications that the home rulharties are suddenly changing their
attitude now that economic interests of their onmat stake” (AG 1983: Nov 3. And
in an open letter to the Greenlandic parliamer cairman of Greenpeace Denmark
complained that: “those were the days ... only twargeago! Of late the politicians
certainly sing a different tune: the prospect étdascoveries in Jameson Land has
eclipsed the lofty ideals of protection of the eowment, balance between man and
nature etc” (AG 1984: Feb 3. In this perspective, the legitimate right tdticise
Arctic industrial activity is the most serious ingaltion, since: “how will it be possible to
argue and fight against the much larger Canadiajegrwhich will follow the Arctic
Pilot Project?” (AG 1984: Feb 2%. This focus on legitimacy followed the approach
used against the Arctic Pilot Project, seeing #imaekon Land Concession as a precursor
to something larger.

The decision to start exploration seems to be diafiele only when it is de-
coupled from the decision of extraction and tramggimn. It is in this light we must see
statements such as “the road to greater indepeadans through Jameson Land”
(Sermitsiak 1984: Oct 1. Clearly, such a framing can be seen as an attenmp-
establish the moral right to continue. When thetjpal independence naturally is
connected to economic independence, the resout@gan becomes a way to secure
the Greenlandic autonomy, and the cultural identityas meant to defend. In Jonathan
Motzfeldt’'s words the agreement was “decisive fa tredibility of Greenland as a

distinct society” (Sermitsiak 1984 Octtﬁ)QThis is important because it shows that the
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co-production of Greenland and hydrocarbons wadingeo a new order. Along with the
co-production of Greenland as both an autonomais ahd as one with interests in oil
extraction, the Homeland and Frontier positionsimcesasingly caught up within the
same project of ecological modernisation. The amutof economic self-sufficiency as
the road to independence was complying with a Dgpasnt of view. The economic
stability and viability that Denmark had tried teate in Greenland since the 1950s now
seemed within reach.

The suspicion that permeated the relations to Gananterests was replaced by
visions of the workers needed and the politicalseguences if the discovery was
sufficiently large. Still, the image of Jameson das a place for oil discovery appealed
to many. The waving of “dollars bills in front o§'Uhad suddenly changed meaning. In
the article “Jameson Land — local workforce invalwe first work phase”, the chairman
of the workers organisation optimistically stathdtt“already at this early date, local
labour will be employed in the oil activity in Jagos Land” (AG 1983: Sep 2). Other
articles tried to estimate the proportions anditipgact on the Greenlandic society and
although these were “entirely based on the assomfitiat ARCO/Nordisk Mineselskab
makes a single oil find that is commercially exfdbie, meaning a find of 500-800
million barrels of available oil” it left an impre®n of huge possibilities. Under such
conditions it was “not unrealistic to expect a ZDy2ar production period” (AG 1983:
Jul 2d"). Other figures that probably made good headlioessed on the total
investment sums in case of discovery: “Oil Compsiuiteady To Invest 100 Billion
Kroner In East Greenland” (AG 1980: Nov*j@nd “New Concession Will Pave The
Way For Investment of Billions in Greenlandic Onorations” (Weekendavisen 1983:
Aug 19-28").

5.4.6 A Change in Attitude

In many ways the dilemma of Jameson Land is obvimm a Greenlandic point of
view. On the background of earlier protest and gfijzm towards hydrocarbons projects
such as the Arctic Pilot Project or the west cofishore drillings, it was easy to be
accused of an inconsistent policy in the suppothefJameson Land Concession.
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As the editors of Press Extracts on Greenland gbder

“There has been a change in the political partigegard to oil exploration in Jameson Land. The
Inuit Atagatigiit which used to be against oil exftion now approves as does the ruling Siumut
party; whereas the Atassut party, the more contieevaf the three parties, who originally was the

one who approved, is now against oil exploratigRress Extracts on Greenland 1986:ii)

In a similar perspective, the editorial of the Gileadic newspaper noted that “now the
situation has suddenly become reversed”, but alkedaEast Greenland to show
solidarity with the rest of the country (AG 1984ct@d"). Was it an isolated case, a
change that only had something to do with Jamesmil Lor was it a change in attitude?
Were all the citizens of Greenland now suddenlypprents of hydrocarbon exploration
and expecting solidarity from the East-Greenlarelers

Indeed, looking through the newspaper articlesethee a bulk of utterances that
seem to strengthen this view. lllustrative is thre€hlandic chairman of Inuit
Circumpolar Conference, Hans-Pavia Rosing, who“wbthe opinion that techniques in
the field of oil extraction and transportation atgrently developing so quickly that it
should be possible to discover an environmentalfg siay of moving the oil away from
Jameson Land”. He emphasised that “we are natwaltye side of the local population,
as we were in the Arctic Pilot Project case” (A@29Sep 2T). What was going on? A
important part of the Home Rule authorities’ balaact was of course the fact that
Greenland’s economy relied on far too few sourfielsing and hunting, which were (and
are) vulnerable to climatic changes. Seen fromghrspective it is therefore completely
in line with a responsible, far sighted approaclemwionathan Motzfeldt remarked that:
“in realistic terms, we are simply forced to find alternative that can supplement and
support our present financial base” (Sermitsiakd198v 2“). The focus on
technological development, to provide the needeticgy and safety, closely follows
the Canadian argumentation in favour of Arctic pimg in the Arctic Pilot Project.

One could however doubt the importance of suchipalimanoeuvres to avoid
loosing voters. Was it, behind the political debatnd seen from an administrative point
of view business as usual? One of the problemisariitst years of Home Rule was that

the implementation of knowledge, the training efflstnegotiating concessions,
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exercising control and so on, takes time. The HRulke Administration did not have
sufficient capacity, nor the skills, to challenge Raw Materials Administration. That
the Raw Material Agreement implied that almostla#l know-how remained in
Copenhagen could be understood as serving notamish, but also Greenlandic
interests. A complete, powerful and skilled adntnaigon that could negotiate with the
industrial contacts, which, as the Jameson Lanctc€ssion exemplifies, was of interest
also to Greenlandic politicians (Davies et al 1988:

That the Raw Materials Administration and otherdawrcratic units supported the
Copenhagen-based, existing structures was to becteg The Home Rule was a
Greenlandic project and not part of the ambitioinhe staff in the Ministry for
Greenland and related agencies. Many of the emefoyere part of a Danish career
system (Dahl 1986:141-143). No doubt this was a point for both Danish and
Greenlandic representatives. When a research penétdedOffentlig Styring af olie og
gas i Grgnlan® (Davies et al 1984) publicly criticised the eqtyatif the hydrocarbons
management and questioned if the politicians h#fccsnt knowledge about the subject
it touched that sore point. The report concluded tthe original intentions of equality
between Greenlandic and Danish decision-maketseimtire decision process has not
been achieved” and the Raw materials collaboratisted on an “instable balance”
(Davies et al 1984:iii). As could be expected, poéticians did not welcome the critique.
The leader of the left wing party Inuit Atagatigaind later president of Inuit Circumpolar
Conference, Aggaluk Lynge, captured the generaiidé towards the report when he
stated:

“that the bureaucrats play a dominant role in tleetimgs of the joint council, as is alleged, isgpur
nonsense. Both the Greenlandic and the Danishigiafis represented on the council are
extremely competent persons. Moreover | do noktttiat the scientists have been very thorough”
(Sermitsiak 1984: Apr 2.

Thorough or not, according to the 368 pages reperproblem was that the goals were
not clear. One of the authors, Anne M. P. Nielsai] that it was “her impression that

civil servants play a dominant role in the meetiofjthe joint council, that there is no

8 Public Regulation of Oil-Gas Activities in Greenth

87



clear political programme with respect to oil deprhent’(Sermitsiak 1984: Apr 2%.
An aspect of this critique also concerns the prajsothat were forwarded by the Raw
Material Administration. There are several examplielsow projects were scheduled
only to take place in the summer half, when empleynis full in Greenland, and how
economic considerations undervalued the importahbenting to the Greenlanders
(Dahl 1986:143).

5.4.7 Summary and Discussion of Results

The two emblematic events point respectively towdhe past and the future. The
structure of the Arctic Pilot Project event makes of a well known line of
confrontation, Homeland versus Frontier. It bringsnind discussions between Denmark
and Greenland in the mid-1970s, only now with cleahdiscourse coalitions. In the
Jameson Land project an old concession suddengniesrevived within a new
administrative structure. The arguments are nowinmcre blurred and when local
politicians or environmentalist attempt to revihe Homeland/Frontier structure, it is
dismissed by leading politicians and bureaucratse¢omes possible to say that some
guestions, which were recently posed with greatsith in the Arctic Pilot Project, are
now irrelevant or at least can be postponed, aqubstion of transport from Jameson
Land.

Arctic Pilot Project became “Greenland’s struggleiptured by the story line
“nature against the oil industry”. “Nature” in teeory line is composed by a combination
of the ecological consequences of the shippinglaadreenlandic way of life, the
hunting and fishing. In this context, hydrocarbosgsresent “the oil industry” as an
industrial product and not nature. The Greenlanditire needed protection against
outsiders, and the protection should be provideGt®enlanders — or perhaps Danish.
The story line “export of problems” in many waysrge to the local/regional tensions of
the event. The word “export” exemplifies the importe of locating the problem: it was
exported to Greenland from Canada. The anxietyesgad by ICC on behalf of
Greenlandic and other Inuit hunters was about ltheahts (p.80). As such, the way one
understands environmental problems resembles guenmnts against the west coast

drillings (p.57). The main arguments against edclghreats kept the threats local, kept
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them Danish-Greenlandic. If we follow Latour’s angent (see 3.3), this is not about
ecology because such local-based has more to dawaitlernisation thaecologisation

The Canadian and Danish-Greenlandic discoursesiegipelear cut and it should
be noted that the Danish-Greenlandic coalition a@s to stay together even though the
Home Rule negotiations were not far behind. Howether most remarkable thing is not
the agreement over the issue, but the agreeméselh Crucial discrepancies seem to be
played down and suddenly one could call “Denmart&orescue of Greenland against
Canada”, a story line which points to the way thkial relation suddenly was
replayed, but now on Greenlandic initiative. Inetlwords, if one argues that Denmark
wanted to keep Greenland as a colony, it can asarduued that it was Greenland that
wanted to stay a colony in some ways.

Interestingly, although the framing of the debatecunding the Jameson Land
Concession follows the structure of the Arctic PRooject, the difference is that the
arguments shifted hands and consequently thaegignhate conclusions were altered.
The uncertainty of environmental effects which colidve duplicated the discussion of
threatening Arctic shipping was therefore not abjpem. The uncertainty made it possible
to postpone the decisions relating to the extradiod production of hydrocarbons, and
concentrate on the less impacting exploration-digs: There are many examples of
what | interpret as relatively realistic, if notday pessimistic, estimates of the prospects
of the project and the meagre chances of largedeses. Of course this could be a
game played by the commercial interests becausenpuietic estimates could give more
favourable concession terms. But at least thiscchal/e curbed the political optimism.

When Jonathan Motzfeldt stated that “the agreemeves that the Raw Material
Treaty'® between Denmark and Greenland works” (Sermits@d1Nov 18), it seemed
to strengthen the idea that a discursive changeakath place. If Hajer's concept of
ecological modernisation is utilised here, theystiore “change in attitude” describe an
aspect of this change. The challenges posed bgciblegically problematic aspects of
Jameson Land did not call for an alternative apgroRather it called for more of the
same, more management. In this perspective, thegeha Greenlandic attitude is
therefore an approximation to an existing develamree discursive formation which was

9] use “ Raw Material Agreement”
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already underway: Ecological modernisation. If aneepts this, what was accomplished
by the Jameson Land Concession could turn out tielibe opposite of “Greenland as a
distinct society”. It seems that a distinct Greedia political project was in fact given up

as an alternative.

Table 4: Summary of Results from 5.4

Emblematic Event | Arctic Pilot Project Jameson Land Concession
Story line(s) —Export of problems — A change in attitude
—Nature against the oil | — the credibility of Greenland as a
industry distinct society
— Denmark to rescue | — The road to greater independenge
Greenland runs through Jameson Land
Main Theoretical - Ecological — Ecological modernisation
Perspective Modernisation

5.5 Consolidation and Change

With this section | want to ask what characterigemanagement of Greenlandic
hydrocarbons after the Raw Material Agreement a@elitbe administrational practice.
Did the new situation make it possible to taketlagate positiongor hydrocarbon
exploitation? If this was the case, the “changatiitude” observed in the previous
section would have been turned into a more perntarwgrdition, which can be termed
ecological modernisation.

As we saw, the meagre results led the companigis¢oup their concessions on
the west coast. What happened to the five exptoratrillings in the western off-shore
area — the “comprehensive thing”? How did scienté#jis case primarily state-
geologists in the Geological Survey of Greenlamt t@vards the political and public
debates about hydrocarbons and how was the saezgifmates interpreted by others?
By asking such questions, | expect to find exampfdsw the process of co-production
continued to shape Greenland and its hydrocarbons.
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5.5.1 Estimates and Perspectives

In an article in the journal Grgnland the statelggists Karsten Secher and Bjarne Leth
Nielsen examines the “background of the expectatregarding oil and mineral raw
material from a strictly geological point of viewr'hey summarise the Danish and
Greenlandic positions:

“From the Greenlandic side was the desire of fmtaperty right to the Greenlandic subsurface ...
and some have seen a potential economic rescueamiag oil adventure and a flourishing
mining industry. Opposite to those desires is ai§hareluctance towards giving away the entire

property right to Greenland’s subsurface” (SecheMiglsen 1979:44)

Concerning hydrocarbon activities so far, the argtlvoncluded that “the intense debate
about to the coming oil millions has until now peovto be wishful thinking not based on
existing conditions” (Secher & Nielsen 1979:45).utbit be that geologists and
bureaucrats really did try to downplay the avaligband the economic potential of
hydrocarbons? If they were, others were readydbk piup. Figure 11 is an example,
though published in 1986, of an illustration ofiestted reservoirs by Geological Survey
of Greenland.

91



Figure 11: Approximate outline of sedimentary basis in Greenland and adjacent shelf areas with a
petroleum geological potential
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Interpreting the geological information carriedfigure 11 could be done rather
differently depending on what one wanted to coneltedbe possible. The marked areas
indicate a “petroleum geological potential”. Wele treapotentialin the sense that all
one needs is thorough investment in exploration@r®theypotentialin the sense that

they might or might not ever be relevant for hy@nton production?
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If we consider Jameson Land, some of the newsgagieles were more
moderately entitledConditional Consent to Oil Exploratiof&G 1980: Oct 16), New
Oil Explorations ImminentPolitiken Weekly 1980: Sep 96 Oct 2'%), Greenland’s
Landsting® to make Final Decision about new Oil DrillingdG 1980: Sep 25 or New
Plans for Danish-American Oil Explorations in Grésmd (Bgrsen 1981: May 25.
However, they still left the impression that theexiplorations would happen and that it
merely depended on a political decision. At a qa#dy stage, the director of Nordic
Mining Company, Roberto Kayser, who presumably &adhterest in downplaying the
hydrocarbon potential to improve the concessiomseestimated the chance of finding
oil to 5 percent (AG 1980: Nov #D How does one interpret that? Were the chances
good?

The more optimistic articles appeared to believelbe estimates were rather
explicit, exemplified by the titl&irst Oil Well — 10 to 15 years AheddG 1982: Aug
11™). Other articles compared Greenlandic prospedts other stories stating that
“according to experts there is every possibilitgttthe Greenlandic sub-surface contains
oil deposits”. The article linked the Greenlandirg to earlier successes: “The structure
in this area is very similar to the Alaskan arebere the largest oil discoveries in recent
years were made” (Vestkysten 1981: Jul)15he Norwegian oil adventure was also
included: “from a geological point of view, thegeavery probability of finding oil in
East Greenland on the same scale as that of thesodveries in the North Sea west of
Norway” (Weekendavisen 1983: Aug 19™35An articles estimated the construction of a
production plant, a harbour, pipelines, approxiya880 production drillings at a total
cost of 100 billion Danish kroner and the oil totkensported by six ice-breaking super
tankers “if 2,4 billion barrels are found” (AG 1@8Nov 2d").

Other areas were also subject to survey and ev@u&eary Land in North
Greenland was discussed in the Joint Committe@®basis of research made by the
Geological Survey of Greenland in 1978-80. Refertmthe Geological Survey, it was
stated that “a necessary condition for the exigt@ioil or gas deposits is fulfilled”.
While the present amount knowledge was not enonighatke a “certain conclusion”, the

Geological Survey “assessed the qualities of tha & justify further investigation”

%0 The Greenlandic Parliament
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(Joint Committee 1982:15). The newspaper arfislerything Points Towards Oil and
Gas in Peary Lantheld that “geologists have discovered rock specgne the
northernmost part of Greenland, Peary Land, whialy wery well contain oil”.

Following this, the article stated that “this dowd mean, however, that oil and gas are
actually a certainty” below (AG 1982: Aug™®5 Commenting on an expedition to Peary
Land, geologists called it a “terra incognita” gesgghically speaking, and though they
were cautious making promises, they could haveofanion on the probability of finding
oil and gas” (Kristeligt Dagblad 1981: Jun™).7Part of the co-production of knowledge
about the existence of Greenlandic hydrocarbonbsgrved to take place in the
interpretation of geological estimates and statesadecause they are unspecific, they
are used to form a much more certain framing imegspaper articles. As the
geological interest moved to new areas, the exeafisnaking estimates was repeated,

regardless of the past results.

5.5.2 Geological Professionalism

Because of the problematic and even conflictingeetspof the Jameson Land
Concession, its relation to the general geologiesg¢arch effort in Greenland is
interesting. The Greenland government “decreedfthate off-shore explorations will

be out of the question” (Politiken Weekly 1980: 2€B-Oct 2% and Siumut-leader Lars
Emil Johansen stated that: “Siumut is still categgdly against oil drillings in the sea, but
possibilities of drilling on land should be invegtted” (AG 1980: Sep 3%. With such
positions one should expect that ambitions for o&x@lorations, especially off-shore,
would be looked upon with scepticism.

In a formal perspective, it was a question of whimlv material-related research
activities that needed a hearing in the Joint Cibuaiecd subsequently political approval,
and which could be handled by the Raw Material Adstiation. Thus, the Greenlandic
Government noted that there had been “changinguiations in relation to the
determination of the «dividing line»” (Joint Couhdok. 27/83, cited in Dahl 1986:145).
A relevant aspect of the question of determininchsa “dividing line” was whether a
relatively short-term political decree, such as@reenlandic Government’s ‘no’ to

future off-shore explorations, had any impact aersdfic activities. While such a
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guarantee made sense to a Greenlandic Governnag¢ntdbl trapped between a
vulnerable economy and political ambitions, it yasbably not very interesting to
geologists specialising on Greenland. Yet, desp#egguarantee, the Greenlandic
Government did acknowledge the need for “as earlyassible to possess the most
comprehensive background knowledge ... regardinghaima@mentally responsible
arrangement of later oil activities” (Joint Count884:28). Was it believed that scientific
research was neutral and that a decision abousinduoil activities was a separate
guestion?

An exploration drilling is a rather expensive patjand something that requires a
certain financial capacity. Perhaps the comparelsgiven up the concessions too early?
Not all the data from the drillings was analysed grologists from the Geological
Survey of Greenland wanted to “form a much moremete picture of the geophysical
conditions”. The Greenlandic Prime Minister anchd@ommittee Chairman at that time,
Jonathan Motzfeldt, “flatly denied” that it had &niyg to do with oil development: "not
at all. It has nothing to do with the policies bétGovernment ... They want to complete
the work out of purely professional interest” (Sitsiak 1984: Apr 2'%). In the same
article the director of the Geological Survey ok@mland, Martin Ghisler, maintained
that “a new interpretation of the data may show the explorations were done in the
wrong places off the west coast. It may be possfmint out new exploration sites, and
this is of course of commercial interest”. From §ii's statements it can be observed
that he does not separate professional/scientificcammercial interest. This indicates
the “professional interest” mentioned by Motzfaklpart of a political demarcation, not
substantiated by the “professionals”. Could ithegt & “commercial interest” was

problem for Motzfeldt, but not for Ghisler?

5.5.3 Towards New Activities

The seminaOlje- og gassutvinning i VestnorderiNordisk Ministerrdd 1987), arranged
by the Nordic Council in 1986, did not display sutifierent opinions on the commercial
aspects of hydrocarbons as mentioned above. Ingteadtatements made at the seminar

seemed represent an integrated view on the ambitibmore hydrocarbon-activities.

*1 0il- and gas extraction in the Western Nordic
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The no-to-off-shore guarantee had been left foldgddith the views of ecological
modernisation as part of administrational and jalitpractice, the co-production could
take new forms. The framing of the hydrocarbon-esauthe seminar points towards the
legitimacy of new activities.

In 1986, the world crude oil price had droppedi® lowest level of the decade,
one third of the price from 1980, something th&eted the liquidity and consequently
the exploration budgets of many oil companies (NgQr2006:14-23). Partly as a result of
this, the Jameson Land Concession area was redimeglin 1990, as the terms of the
concession, seismic survey and exploration dridlihgd not been fulfilled.

Aqqgaluk Lynge, a Greenlandic politician and memtfahe Greenlandic
Government at the time, began by reminding thaR&e Material Agreement did not
fulfil all of the Greenlandic desires. Nevertheldss saw the Raw Material Agreement as
a “sustainable construction”. Regarding future logdrbon activities, Lynge stated that
the Greenlandic Government “wholeheartedly” sugmbrhore activities on “both shelf
and land areas, by several companies”. The Goverindig not want be dependent on a
single project — Jameson Land. He presented hovadllriowned fifty-fifty by the
Danish state and the Home Rulalpngwith The Geological Survey of Greenland was
to carry out a six year seismic programme, KANUMAS$nge 1986:29-36).

While Lynge was careful to spell out that KANUMASsvshort for Kknallitt
Nunaata Maine Seismic programnt, the director of The Geological Survey of
Greenland, Martin Ghisler, seemed not to be comckatbout the symbolism of names. In
his presentation KANUMAS was “planned and presebtedhe Geological Survey of
Greenland”, not mentioning Nunaoil. In addition2®.000 km of seismic lines along East
and West Greenland, the programme implied reprotgdse well data from 1976-1977.
Ghisler avoided any reference to opinions outdmgegeological realm. The much
debated off-shore explorations of 1976-77 wera¢ferred to as “shelf area which has
been subject to the oil companies’ surveys”. Treteza part of Peary Land “demands
anothemil-geological assessmeéntnarine-seismic surveys were “negative incén
geological perspectiveand “the largest continuous area whicloilsgeologically
interesting is on the North Greenlandic shelf. In a co-pradtut perspective it is

2 Greenland’s Marine Seismic programme
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interesting that Ghisler uses the phrase “oil-ggick”, which facilitates the same type
demarcation made by Motzfeldt in the previous sctise. Another example on the
problematic boundary between science and polisoshen Ghisler asserts that Jameson
Land “probably” has the best hydrocarbons potectalsidering “the very large
extraction and transportation problems in Northeatand” (Ghisler 1986:39-41). This
seems to extend an oil-geological assessmentoetatuse Ghisler obvioudhasan

opinion about what project should be preferred.

The Raw Material Administration was represente®&bygretary Birthe V.
Steffensen. She explained the content of the Jamemund Concession and its relation to
the Danish North Sea concessions. Having spent ofidisé time presenting the Jameson
Land Concession, and finally the future plans fqulerations, she ends her presentation
by noting that the concessionaries had stoppeatallities because of the low oil prices
of 1986 (Steffensen 1986: 151). That this uncetyaabout if the plans are ever carried

out is interesting because the presentation ipscific, exemplified by figure 12 below:

Figure 12: lllustration of public involvement. X-axis: Extend of public involvement. Y-axis:
Maximum daily production in 1.000 barrels per day.
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Source: Steffensen 1986:153 (Courtesy unknown)
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As displayed by figure 12, the administrative fravoek included a model showing the
official Danish-Greenlandic involvement in relatitmthe potential production. It shows
how this involvement could increase from 25 per@rii-200.000 barrels per day to 50
percent at 375.000 barrels per day. As a comparieerDanish and Norwegian North
Sea outputs were 60.000 and 823.000 barrels perespectively (BP 2009). Who could
tell what was most realistic: 0 or 375.000 barretssomewhere in between?

The concessionaries pointed to the world cruderaik decrease of 1986 as the
reason to suspended explorations in Jameson Lamddoyears ahead. Meanwhile they
would renegotiate the concession term. They wet@looe — Greenland wanted to
renegotiate the terms of Denmark and Greenlandisrgiof the public revenue from
hydrocarbons exploitation. The conclusion by Stefé mirrored an uncertain situation:
“the framework for oil activities which was des@ibhere will possibly be subject to
considerable changeithin aforeseeable futurgSteffensen 1986:121-156, my italics).
Expecting a new process of co-production to takeglit is noted how the time
perspective is “a foreseeable future”. | inter@tffensen’s statement as an indication of
that Greenlandic ambition for hydrocarbon-actigtrew had taken the initiative in
designing the administrative framework.

The last Greenlandic presentation was a thorougbweof “hydrocarbon
activities in Greenland” by the Secretary from H@me Rule, Mads Christensen. As
mentioned by Steffensen. He referred to the exjmesd “some discontent” about the
model of sharing public revenue of hydrocarbonaetion. Along with Lynge,
Christensen argued that the Greenlandic sharenlyi replace the Danish block grant
and thus there are “no real incentives for Greatilafhe West Coast drillings — the
“comprehensive thing” — are not forgotten: “thesend reason to omit the fact that it
plays a certain role in this context that the adfehdrillings that took place in 1976 and
1977 gave rise to a widespread Greenlandic resistamthe public opinion and among
our (Greenlandic) politicians, towards off-shorélitig” (my parenthesis). The fear of
damage to fisheries and environmental impactsse ¢ oil spills or blow-out accidents
made up the basis for that attitude. The paragisaphactly equal to a passage in Lynge’s
presentation. Still in line with Lynge, Christenssates that this “widespread

Greenlandic resistance” had changed during “trestatouple of years”™: a “growing
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political understanding” about the sensitivity eflyphaving one concession resulted in a
long-term strategy, with activities “on-shore adlvas off-shore Greenland”. As
Steffensen, Christensen’s presentation indicatsctiange is going to happen on
Greenlandic initiative. Passing the hurdle of “Graedic widespread resistance”,
Christensen seems sure that this has been resdlvedreation of the Greenlandic
nation continued closely connected to the hydramasibsue. As Christensen concludes:
“it seems that things are on the move” Christeri€#86:329-340). In fact, they were

already moving.

5.5.4 Summary and Discussion of Results

The analyses showed that seemingly objective ptaems of knowledge could create a
politics of hydrocarbonswWhen Secher & Nielsen wrote from a “strictly gagital point

of view” they nevertheless commented on the Homle Brocess and the expectations of
an oil adventure.

Reprocessing the west coast data was initiatedisteawhen Greenlandic
politicians many times had stated that no offstamtevities were ever to be carried out
again. How do we understand the state-geologigesngt to reopen the case? As
Jonathan Motzfeldt, representing the Greenlandiee@onent, stated it was of
“professional interest”. From the perspective ofpcoduction it makes little sense to
insist on the boundary between geology and poliegarding hydrocarbons. From the
early 1970s to the mid 1980s the hydrocarbon-isswechanged character. It was no
longer one problem among others. During the Homle Brwwcess hydrocarbons
manifested themselves as the fundamental questiehwould break the negotiations.
From being a threat to the definition of a “Greawli@ Greenland”, hydrocarbons became
a cornerstone in the ambitions of autonomous Gaeehlas noted in 5.4.7. A politics of
hydrocarbons had come into being, with its ownitagbns, strategies etc., which
included politicians, scientists and administrat&sch a constellation made up the
Greenlandic presentations at the sem@i&rand gas extraction in the Western Nordic,
in which Lynge and Christensen referred to a “grayypolitical understanding” about
strategies regarding hydrocarbons. It seems th&zfi®ldt (in 1984) wanted to close the

discussion of new hydrocarbon-activities by refegrio a “purely professional interest”.
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Two years later (in 1986), Lynge and Christensénabout activities in “on-shore as
well as off-shore Greenland”. When an administeaframework had been formalised
the discussion went from being about basic questiooil or no oil — to a detailed

discussion about how to carry out the hydrocarlmivities.

Table 5: Summary of Results from 5.5

Emblematic Issue($ - The reprocessing of West Coast data

Story line(s) - Oil-geologically interesting
— Growing political understanding

— A sustainable construction

Main Theoretical Perspective — Co-production
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6.0 Summary of Results

The analysis, which was distributed over five setj sought to answer the research
guestion by interpreting relevant statements amhisvirom the period in question. It
also included preceding events and statementsiiexioialise and to identify relevant
parts of the process. This chapter will summahserésults, schematically presented in
table 6 below.

The first section investigated some of the histdrbackground of hydrocarbons
in Greenland. This pointed towards geology as i#ld fvhere many of the general
thoughts about Greenland’s potential in a Daniskpextive were spawned. This
framing was exemplified by Greenland being preskatea “lottery slip”. Not only was
geology the first and leading scientific disciplineGreenland for many years. Many
prominent and popular explorers were also geolegidie case of the East Greenland
occupation in the international court is the magbartant event during the period
examined by the section. It shows that the comluinaif science and exploration was a
powerful tool in gaining territorial control ovell af Greenland.

The second section focused on the connection leatiwgdrocarbons and modern
development of the Greenlandic society. The coemgemblematic for its time, was the
discovery of North Sea oil, or perhaps more thesequences it had. The Mining Act of
1965 and the Concession Committee indicated thmbieg of a growing interest in
hydrocarbons exploitation as a crucial factor océ€andic development. Several
institutions filled the positions of supplying theeded knowledge, for instance the
Geological Survey of Greenland. Though the deveknwas questioned by many, the
concessions off the west coast were granted. Rsaigainst the Danish controlled and
initiated industrial development began to be maséle. It now became clear that the
Homeland position was a significant force of legdicy and argumentation. The
discussion at the time, exemplified by story lisash as the “comprehensive thing” and
“to open up Greenland”, is now placed between th@oeing positions of Homeland and
Frontier. Curiously, the story line “the Norwegipattern” represents something new in
the sense that it differs from a strictly Danisinfiework.

Stating that Greenland was Denmark’s last fronti¢o simplify too much;

developments took place within a broader regionatext. Concerning administrative
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attitude — exemplified by the Concession Committeeis also a slight move away from
the Frontier position. Towardghatseemed not to be entirely clear at the time.

The third section went more thoroughly into relgthydrocarbons to the broader
political development in Greenland, representethkeyHome Rule process as the major
event. The section had a double view on the Honle pocess.

The first view was on the new questions and newipelwhich were raised and
debated before and during the process. It focusgtle@Greenlandic statements relating
to the Homeland position with an ethnic/nationapéasis. This was exemplified by the
story line “a more Greenlandic Greenland”. The mahtics, especially of the Siumut
party, provided the background for a broad Greeahtaguestioning of resource
extraction. This was influenced by the west cofishore concessions, the
“comprehensive thing”, and the Danish dominatediadhtnative process around this.

Many on the Greenlandic side of the Home Rule Casion insisted that
Greenlanders were a people with rights, while dagling Danish negotiators insisted on
solidarity in the sense that no-one in the kingddrould have special rights. The
discussion of the phrase “fundamental rights” tHates this. However, regarding
hydrocarbons the ethnic or national rights questias not the only challenge. The
blowouts in 1977 are important because they rdiadtthe environmental perspective in
the rights-debate. The blowouts showed the rigbodifition as something that could
change the hydrocarbon-issue. It was not only atgedtbout the right to explore and
extract, but also about the right to pollute.

The second view emphasised the solution providetthdyprocess, exemplified by
the Raw Material Agreement. The point was to lomkdhanges brought about by the
hydrocarbon-issue in the way nature was going tmaeaged after the Home Rule
process. The Home Rule process was seen as siéipstowards ecological
modernisation in the sense that the Home Rule Cgsian actually managed to devise
an administrative solution. The story line “prineif equality” captures the way the
Raw Material Agreement framed the natural resouriéesn being a contested area, it
seemed that now hydrocarbons would be the prim@avind force in a Danish-
Greenlandic partnership. Figure 4-6 displayed ¢vatybody did not see the agreement

as “equal’. In fact, the insistence on the termuady” is interesting since almost all
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institutions are placed in Copenhagen. An ovenoéthe presentations from a
conference in Qagortoq was analysed in relatiorctimeing joint administration of
hydrocarbons. While many relevant and difficult sfiens were brought up, the
conference itself seemed to take place without negaofrontations. The diverging
opinions presented at the conference did not eratund another.

The fourth section is where the turning point regay discursive structures was
made explicitly visible — from the conflict line éfomeland/Frontier towards ecological
modernisation as the primary realm of reference. éction examines two emblematic
events, the Artic Pilot Project and the Jamesordl@ancession. The events are
emblematic in the sense that they each portrayfeatares of the discursive changes of
hydrocarbons in Greenland in the period. The aito isnderstand how hydrocarbon
activities in Greenland continued under the Hom&Rdministration, where central
politicians had argued against the concessiongldltidgs on the west coast.

It was found that the Arctic Pilot Project exemiglif lines of argumentation
closely related to a Homeland/Frontier conflicteTdpposing discourse-coalition
employed many of the same arguments as the Grekolkside in the Home Rule
process, which resembles the Homeland positionanynaspects. The Canadian interests
behind the project were aligned to a position closine Frontier. Since it was concluded
that this argumentative structure by and large lefaidehind during the Home Rule
process, it seems that the discussion of the Ritat Project relates backwards in time.
The Arctic Pilot Project was argued to be an eveat mobilised a very broad discourse-
coalition opposing the project. The coalition ceteil of a large spectrum of political,
administrative, organisational and public opiniofknost everyone in the coalition
agreed that this was an “export of problems”. Masgiects of the project were subject to
suspicion, exemplified by the story line “naturaiagt the oil industry”.

On the other hand, The Jameson Land Concessionavasmderstood as having a
discourse-coalition with a similarly clear aim. Tigh the two events may seem alike,
there were obviously large differences. It becappmaeent that many of the same
ingredients used to oppose the Arctic Pilot Projeste present: There were objections
based on ecological arguments, both with regadiinage to nature and possibilities of

hunting. The concession-project was experimenttiensense that it was the first of its
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kind in Greenland, and it could reasonably be wstded as a precursor for further
industrial developments. The huge difference wastthose who stated the ecology-
based arguments against the Jameson Land Progeatach smaller coalition. It was
some Greenlandic, but mainly Danish voices, whotadito conserve the Greenlandic
environment, exemplified by the open letter frora @hairman of Greenpeace Denmark.
The members of Attasut who voted against the canme®bjected to the pace, the low
level of involvement of the locals and the lackrdbrmation. But they did not question
the project in principle.

The coalition which carried the Jameson Land Caiocaghrough used the core
arguments in a new way; something indicated bystbey line “change in attitude”. The
uncertainties related to the concession-projeceéwamned to an argument for, not
against. The central issues involved were separktlogical challenges could now be
a matter of supply base localisatimncompensation to hunters and fishersglamage
done by the seismic surveys. But the basic linkidexd by the Homeland position, in a
Homeland/Frontier conflict, was not legitimate angre. The issues did not compose a
broad and interconnected front as they did in f@osition-coalition. Similarly, the
hydrocarbon-activities were separated into expionadnd extraction. The section shows
how it became possible to postpone the discusditredatter. More knowledge was
needed before such a discussion was relevant docklukecisions could be made. In
other words, more management and more surveysishigy the Jameson Land
Concession is understood as a definitive turn tdeacological modernisation. The
related story line was termed “The credibility afe@nland as a distinct society” to mark
how such a change was seen as central to Greesilandd to greater independence”,
another story line. The ambitions of autonomouse@lend now were on a par with the
ambitions implied by ecological modernisation. Wtlese issues in place, hydrocarbon
extraction could become part of the narrative abaomous Greenland too.

The fifth section of the analysis ends the penmoduestion and looks beyond by
describing central arguments from a conference lwtaok place in 1986. The section
picks up on the views articulated by the “changattitude” related to the Jameson Land
Concession. From a co-production perspective, esipl@now turned towards

scientists, state geologists in particular, andathg politicians and administrators frame
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nature through the hydrocarbon-issue as a scieatiia. The emblematic issue of the
section is the reprocessing of west coast dateehlyee-producing (recycling?) the story
line termed the “comprehensive thing” in sectiowtWhe section notes how Greenlandic
politicians defended the reprocessing as a “pradaasinterest”. In this perspective, the
possibilities of relating vague geological estinsai® other realities, for instance the
Norwegian North Sea discoveries, were investigalee. section finds that many
newspaper articles convey over-optimistic conclusjdut also that geologist pointed to
the desires of a Norwegian-like oil adventure. Tikialso exemplified by figure 11
(p-93), with the areas of “oil-geological interedeven if geologists and politicians
wanted to separate things, the section indicatesthe hydrocarbon-issue mixed desires
and facts. The process of co-production continoezhtipe the way hydrocarbons was
related to the narrative of autonomous Greenland.

The statements from the seminar in the sectioc@mérming the result from
section four, especially concerning the Jamesom IGoncession. There is now a
“growing political understanding” of the need fommral resource projects and the Raw
Material Agreement is characterised as “a sust&nadnstruction”. That the Jameson
Land Concession was terminated during 1986 didisbairb the presentations of for
instance public involvement, figure 12 (p.98), bg hewly founded Danish-Greenlandic
oil company Nunaoil. The Raw Material Agreement haatked the way it was supposed
to and the desire of new hydrocarbon-activitiestdam a “growing political

understanding” was seen as a culmination of thagda

Table 6: Summary of Result from 5.1-5.5 in a Chronlogic Perspective

Time / Section | Emblematic Issues | Story lines Main
(or event) Theoretical
Perspectives
1920-1960/1 — East Greenland | — The lottery slip — Co-production
occupation in the — Same phenomenon as
international court in Texas
1960-1975/2 - North Sea Ol —A comprehensive thing — Co-production
discoveries/Norwegian— To open up Greenland
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discoveries
— The West Greenlan

concessions

— The Norwegian patterr
)

1975-1980/ 3

— The blowouts
— The Raw Material

Agreement

- A more Greenlandic
Greenland

- Fundamental rights
- Principle of equality
— Political-moral

demands

- Ecological

modernisation

1980-1985 / 4a

— Arctic Pilot Project

—Export obplems
—Nature against the oil
industry
— Denmark to rescue

Greenland

— Ecological
modernisation

1980-1985 / 4b

— Jameson Land

Concession

— A change in attitude
— the credibility of
Greenland as a distinct
society

— The road to greater
independence runs

through Jameson Land

- Ecological

modernisation

1985-1987 /5

— The reprocessing (

west coast data

bf- Oil-geologically
interesting

— Growing political
understanding

— A sustainable
construction

— Co-production
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7.0 Conclusion

The aim of this thesis has been to answerkgiv did the issue of hydrocarbons relate to
the framing and management of Greenland’s natasalurces and nature between

approximately 1975 and 19857

The issue of hydrocarbons gave content to an eatemdst turn in the administrative
framework of autonomous Greenland. From 1975-198%age of the framing is visible
through the way problems relating to the hydrocasissue is discussed, both in formal
fora such as the Danish parliament and the Home Rammission as well as more
informal fora such as news papers and the Jounreailénd.

The research question prompts attention to theeavapts and statements became
legitimate. | found that hydrocarbons were parthef Danish discussion about Greenland
from a quite early stage, something which framedittage of Greenland. Larger events,
such as the case of the East Greenland occupatitwe international court and the North
Sea discoveries helped legitimise hydrocarbonedlatatements through the connection
to central narratives.

Two important aspects of the hydrocarbon-issue ghawit was changing
character: ecological issues and Greenlandic rightsis. In the beginning all of these
were intertwined, strongly connected within the Hxend position, in a way that made it
hard to recognise their difference. This is indesdted tahe framing and management
of the Greenland’s natural resources and natiaring the Home Rule process it
slowly became clear that the right to extract drertght to pollute represented two
different issues. While the new politics of Greenldad claimed the right to govern
both, the sovereign right to extract was givenTupe character of the Raw Material
Agreement proposed an administrative frameworkdieatt with the politics of
hydrocarbons including pollution, but left the riglyuestion behind with a vague
formulation. Since the rights question was soltkd,environmental problems remained
the main issue.

This way, the hydrocarbon-issue became relateldetincreased focus on the
management of nature and natural resources. Wdnilerethe hydrocarbon-issue had

revoked conflict between rights and interestseddn to revoke conflict between modern
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development and nature. Contrary to the rightstgision, the ecologically problematic
aspects of hydrocarbon-activities were not settlethe case of Greenlandic
hydrocarbons, this implied that a basic yes/nodgiaimt regarding exploitation became
difficult to insist on, because nobody knew thesmmuences for sure. Thereby, the
Greenlandic hydrocarbons and nature became a ccateddi matter, something that
should be managed. From this perspective, the Houhe process can be summed up as:
Those who manage are those who have the rightliitgpand vice-versa.

Hydrocarbon-activities in Greenland had the paéétd become an ecological
dilemma. The politico-administrative turn, beguntbg Raw Material Agreement, was a
change of framing and management which by and la@gembled Hajer’'s ecological
modernisation. During the Arctic Pilot Project ahd Jameson Land Concession, the
argumentation around the hydrocarbon-issue becarmsexaronmental question. The
environmental challenge it posed centred attergiolocal problems and risks; it was
still a matter of blowouts or other oil spills. Witegards to Latour, it can be questioned
whether this was about ecology or just another twaypodernise. It seems as though the
administrative framework, which was originally mdde hydrocarbons, was extended to
cover the environment too.

The hydrocarbon-issue gradually moved towards émére of the creation of
autonomous Greenland. Hydrocarbons in Greenlandhen@reenlandic nation were co-
produced in the same process. Thus, when hydragsieere connected to an ecological
modernisation it allowed the newly formed Home Radeninistration, in a joint Danish-
Greenlandic effort, to adopt this, not only as @adrto independence, but as something

giving credibility to Greenland as a distinct sagie
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8.2 Appendix 1-7
Appendix 1: List of details regarding Konference vedrgrende mineralske rastoffer i
Grgnlandof 1978

PROGRAM
for
"KONFERENCE VEDRZRENDE MINERALSKE RASTOFFER
I GRENLAND".

Sulissartut Hgjskoliat, Julianehdb, 20. juni - 23. juni 1978.

1. dag, tirsdag.den 20.::juni.

Formiddag.

Kleswtioy Konferencen &bnes af ministeren for Grgnland,
Jgrgen Peder Hansen

Den nuvzrende politik i forbindelse med efter-
forskning og udnyttelse af rastoffer i og ved
Grgnland. (Ministeren for Grgnland, Jgrgen
Peder Hansen og formanden for Grgnlands lands-
rad, Lars<Chemnitz).

Kl. 12.00 - 14.00 Pause.

Eftermiddag.
Hjemmestyreordning vedrgrende rastoffer.

(Landsrédsmedlem Jonathan Motzfeldt, pro-
fessor, dr. jur. Isi Polghel, formand for
Hjemmestyrekommissionen).

2, dag, onsdag den 21, junit.

Formiddag.

Kl.  9.30 Lokaliseringspolitiske og besksftigelses-
messige aspekter i olie-, mine- og vand-
kraftindustrien i Grgnland. (Borgmester
Emilie Lennert, forbundsformand Oggq Olsen).

—
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Kl. 12.00 - 1l4.00 Pause

Eftermiddag.

Samfundsgkonomiske virkninger for det
grgnlandske samfund og for rigsfslles-
skabet i gvrigt i forbindelse med mi-
nedrift og en evt. udnyttelse af vand-
kraft og oliefund (folketingsmedlem
Lars Emil Johansen, kommitteret, cand.
Jur. Jgrgen Hertling).

5. dag, torsdag den 22. juni.

Formiddag.

Kl. 9.3%0

Generel orientering/statusrapport ved-
rgrende réstoffer i Grgnland. (Direktgr
K. Ellitsgaard-Rasmussen, Grgnlands
Geologiske Undersggelse). (Kontorchef
Gert Vigh, Ministeriet for Grgnland).
Den norske olieudvikling. (Direktgr

F. Hagemann, Ol jedirektoratet, Norge).

Kl. 12.00 - l4.00 Pause,

Eftermiddag.

Lokaliseringspolitiske og beskmftigelses-
messige aspekter i olie- mine- og vand-
kraftindustrien i Grgnland. (Vicedirektgr

H. @Zlgaard, Grgnlands Tekniske Organisation).

Erhvervsmsssige og gkonomiske betragt-

ninger over relationerne mellem evt. olie-,

mine- og vandkraftudnyttelse og de besti-
ende erhverv i Grgnland. (Angmalortok

Olsen, formand for Erhvervsudviklingsréadet,

professor Anders Jlgaard).
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_3_

4, dag, fredag den 23%. Jjuni.

Formiddag.
Kl. 9.3%0

Fiskerimmssige og miljgmessige aspekter
i forbindelse med olie-, mine- og vand-
kraftudnyttelse. (Landsriddsmedlem Niels
Carlo Heilmann (KNAPP), fiskeribiolog
Poul Johansen, Grgnlands Fiskeriundersg-
gelser).

Kl. 12.00 - 1l4.00 Pause,

Eftermiddag.

Sociale og samfundsmmssige aspekter for
det grgnlandske samfund i forbindelse
med minedrift og en evt. udnyttelse af
vandkraft og oliefund. (Professor
RobergﬂPetersen).

Konferencens afslutning ved borgmester Henrik Lund.
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Appendix 2: List of Articles from the journal Grgnl and

The journal Grgnland, chronological list of artel& he style of reference is: year(issue),
pages: author(s) (author’s profession or back gititle

1970(5), pp. 129.136: Bjarne Leth Nielsen (Canikrgcin Geology)Pa spor af sjeeldne
metaller i sydgr@nland — man har boret pa kvankffekan uranmalmen brydes?

1970(6), pp. 173-179: W. Dansgaard, S.J. JohnseErB& Clausen (Physics Laboratory
I, H.C.@rsted Institute)Grgnlands klima — far,nu og 50 ar frem

1970(8), pp. 225-228: Gert Asmund (Chemical Engiraeel PhD)Danmark bar have et
institut for minedrift

1970(12), pp. 374-375: Erling Hgegh (Politician aman of the provincial council
1967-71):Grgnland, minedrift og selvrespekt

1971(1), pp. 14-21: Karsten Secher (State geolo@i€tologi i Grgnland — en geologisk
vandreudstilling til grenland

1971(3), pp. 65-76: Erik Hesselbjerg (Permanentedaty in the Ministry for
Greenland)Muligheder i Grgnlands undergrund?

1971(12), pp. 365-374: Bjgrn Thomassen Pruspektering i dstgranland

1972(4), pp. 97-110: Erling Fundal (Mag. Sciebtgt vestgrgnalndske jern — geologiens
arbejdsfelt og eskimoens veerktgj

1973(2), pp. 58-64: Bagrge Fristrup (Senior lectuogr Jargen Taagholt (Ingeneer):
Geofysisk aktivitet i det nordgstligste Grgnland

1973(2), pp. 65-69: K. Ellitsgard-Rasmussen (Dveof the Geological Survey of
Greenland) & Nils Henriksen (statsgeoloBErpsektiver ved fortsat geologisk
udforskning af Nordgstgrgnland

1973(3), pp. 100-102: Hans Berg (Mag.Scient in gtaphy):Om at lukke Grgnland op
1973a(4), pp. 123-126: Erik Hesselbjerg (PermaBewctetaty in the Ministry for
Greenland):

»Om at lukke Grgnland op«

1973(5), pp. 164-166: Finn Lynge (Paté&hminco, Greenex og socialmedhjselperne —
nye problemer, gamle problemer

1973(6), pp. 181-189: Martin Ghisler (Geologistlalmefterforskning i Grgnland
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1973(6), pp. 190-193: Aksel Mikkelsen (Engineéin at lukke op for Grgnlands
resourcer

1973(6) pp.194-198: anonym & (Paul Marshall (Engime Grgnland — et
udviklingsland, interview med Paul Marshall

1973(7), pp. 242-245: Dan Laursen (Dr.PHjofiler af udenlandske videnskabsmaend i
Grgnland. V.

1973b(7), pp. 246-249: Erik Hesselbjerg (Permafectetaty in the Ministry for
Greenland)ingen illusioner om, at begyndende mineralvirksodnh@&rgnland bliver
problemfri

1974(3), pp. 65-71 : Ellen Boye (Bamarbejde rundt om Nordpolen

1974(5), pp. 143-154: Bjarne Leth Nielséhraneftersggning og uranforekomster i
Grgnland

1974(6), pp. 195-196: Arctic People’s Confererizansk oversaettelse af resolutionen
fra Arctic People’s Conference, 22-25 november 1973

1974(7), pp. 225-230: Ole Petersen og Robert &gt inguist) Seelfangeren og vejret
1974(9), pp. 285-292: Jens Dahl (Anthropologistinedrift og samfund

1974(9), pp. 273-284: Ole Stecher og Peter ThyM#)edrift i Grgnland — om
rentabilitet af malmforekomster og muligheden fore#ektiv kontrol med mineselskaber

1975(7), pp.209-212: Jgrgen Jgrgensen (Histor@m)zegning af kommission for
videnskabelige undersggelser i Grgnland

1975(7), pp.213-220: Jargen Taagholt og H.C.Blistad foregar der af videnskabelig
aktivitet i Grgnland i dag?

1976(1), pp.5-14: Finn Lyng&n administrator fra de canadiske nordomrader ser
tilbage — interview med Graham Rowley

1976(2), pp.58-64: Jakob Janussenk®ad er hjemmestyrekommissionen og hvad laver
den egentlig?

1976(7), pp.209-214: Jens Brgsted og H.C.Gulnenlandsk hjiemmestyre pa danske
betingelser?

1977(1), pp.22-24: Isi Foighel (Dr.jur, Chairmantioé Home Rule Commission):
Hjemmestyrekommissionens arbejde, ligeveerdigt daeyae og neutralt formandsskab

121



1977(3), pp.69-85: Ole B.OIlsen og Anker Weidick gixeer):Vandkraft i Grgnland —
perspektiver og problemer

1977(3), pp.95-104: A. Eichstedt Nielsen og GeargllPetersenStatus for Grgnlands
energisituation

1977(3), pp.86-90: Jargen Taagholt og Preben GudsesrDet ukendte land under
indlandsisen

1977(6), pp.165-170: Carl Johan Ohsten &dlseggelsen af kulminebyen Qutdligssat

1978(1), pp.70-76: Anker Jgrgensen (Premier Minist®enmark 1972-73, 1975-82):
Anker Jgrgensen’s tale i Grgnlands Radio 8. aua37

1978(1), pp.64-69: Lars Emil Johansen (Politici@dh): MF Lars Emil Johansens tale i
folketinget den 16. januar 1974

1978(3), pp.106-109: Axel Kjeer Sgrensen (histori@phaevelsen af Grgnlands
kolonistatus et grgnlandsk krav?

1978(6), pp.191-203: Angmalortoq Olsen @gtragtninger om hjemmestyre med
specielt henblik pa erhvervslivet

1979(2), pp.44-51: Bjarne Leth Nielsen og Karsteoh®r:Grgnlands mineralrigdomme
1980(5), pp.117-144: Jagrgen TaaghBtlirskning i Polhavet

1981(1), pp.16-21: Peter Appel (Geologi§&ieologiske undersggelser i Isukasia, Nuuk
kommune

1981(2), pp.33-40: Bjarne Leth Nielséfi:ars regional uraneftersaggning i Grgnland
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Appendix 3: List of Interview details

Gert Vigh (DK) — Retired Director of the Raw Materials Adnstration. Face-to-face
interview 21.04.09.

Kim Andersen (DK), MP (Denmark), Chairman of the Joint Coun&ib(n 2003), face-
to-face Interview 22.04.09

Kaj Kleist (GL), Retired Director of the Home Rule adminidtiat Telephone interview
18.05.09

Jarn Skov Nielsen(DK), Director if the Bureau of Minerals and Pe&woin in
Greenland, recommended by the Home Rule repregentatCopenhagen. Face-to-face
Interview 25.05.09

Anonymous (GL), Greenlandic intellectual. Telephone intervié8:07.09
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Appendix 4: List of News Paper Articles

Press Extracts on Greenland 1981-1985

Issue | Page | Date

vlinl

vinl

vin2
vin2

vlin3
vln4

vln5

vln5

vln5

in
issue
10

16

38

42

45

37

44

10

16

10
11

13

1980 Sep 12-19

1980 sep 25

1980 Sep 26
1980 oct 2
1980 oct 2
1980 oct 2

1980 Oct 16
1980 Oct 16

1980 oct 16

1980 oct 16
1980 nov 20
1980 nov 20

1981 mar 5
1981 april 14

1981 apr 19

1981 may 25
1981 may 27
1981 jun 3
1981 june 15
1981 jun 17

1981 jun 17

Newspaper

Politiken
Weekly

Title & author (if stated)

Heated debate on development of resources
in Greenland

Atuagagdliutit / Greenland landsting to make final decision
Grgnlandspostenabout new oil drillings

(AG)
Politiken

Weekly
AG

AG
AG

AG
AG

AG

AG
AG
AG

AG
Flensborg Avis

Helsinger
Dagblad

Barsen
Jyllandsposten
Jyllandsposten

Vestkysten

Kristeligt
Dagblad
Helsingar

New Oil Explorations Imminent

The Canadian supertankers will be put into
operation

Greenland is to participate in negotiations
about supertankers

Qaanaaq wants to from common front with
inuit in Canada againt supertankers

Oil and the East Greenlanders

Conditional Consent to Oil Explorations

The landsstyre maintained its opposition to
tankers

Against supertankers

Possibility of Danish approval of APP

Oil companies ready to invest 100 billion kr
in east Greenland

Peary land next goal in oil exploration
Denmark is hesitating with an
environmental treaty for arctic natural gas
Canada’s economy and the environment in
the arctic ocean are the pavons in the game
for a new supertanker route

New plans for Danish-american oil
explorations in Greenland

Canada is pressing for environmental
agreement with respect to Greenland
Environmental agreement with Canada in
connection with the arctic pilot project
delayed

Oil pipeline across greenland

Interesting results in north Greenland

Opposition to supertankers along the coast
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vln6

vin7

v2nl

v2n2
v2n3

14

15

28

26

29
30

34
19

10

12
13

14
15

10

13

15
17

18

29
51

14

1981 jun 22
1981 jun 26
1981 jul 24

1981 oct 20
1982 jan 6

1982 jan 20
date lost

1982 jan 27
1982 mar 4

1982 mar 6
1982 mar 10

1982 mar 17
1982 mar 17

1982 mar 17
1982 mar 24

1982 jun 9
1982 jul 9-15

1982 jul 20

1982 aug 6-12

1982 aug 6-12

1982 aug 11
1982 aug 18

1982 aug 25

1983 apr
1983 jul 1

1983 jul 20

1983 aug 10

Dagblad

Jyllandsposten

Information

Kristeligt
Dagblad

Jydske tidende

Sgnderborg
AG

AG
AG

AG
AG

Information

Socialistisk
dagblad
AG

AG

AG
AG

AG

Politiken
Weekly

of Greenland and Canada

Attempt to continue research in Greenland
Postcard from Greenland (VII): a new Alta
Arctic gas

Greenland fears Canadian supertankers

Dkr 200,000 to Danish peary land
expeditions

APP hearings begin February 2

We must ally ourselves with environmental
organizations

Defeat app?

Denmark to the rescue of Greenland against
Canada

Greenland’s struggle

Greenlandic criticism of Canadian
supertanker project

APP also reads ag

APP is a blemish on canada’s reputation as
a humane country

APP would like to go to Greenland

Greenlandic participation in the second part
of the app hearings as well

APP is to be pushed trough with offers of
jobs and money

Industrial research in Greenland

Neestved tidendeThe search for oil on again in Greenland

Politiken
Weekly
Politiken
Weekly
AG

AG
AG

AG
Sermitsiak

AG

AG

Oil venture in jameson land encounters
resistance amongst hunters
Greenlandic oil search free for state

First oil well — 10 to 15 years ahead

APP gas may smooth relations between USA
and Europe

Everything points towards oil and gas in
peary land

995,000 kroner for research in jameson land
ICC sets same conditions for jameson land
as for APP

Greenlandic workers in jameson land? —
part 1 (sgren Andersen and jens matiesen)
Greenlandic workers in jameson land? —
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v2n4

v3nl

v3n2

v3n3

v3n4

19

15

34

10

12

14

15

16
17

1983 aug 19-25

1983 sep 7
1983 sep 21

1983 sep 21
1983 sep 21

1983 nov 30

1983 dec 21
1983 dec 30
1984 feb 22
1984 apr 27

1984 apr 27
1984 jul 11
1984 jul 17

1984 sep 28
1984 oct 10
1984 oct 10

1984 oct 19
1984 nov 2
1984 nov 9
1984 nov 14

1984 nov 14

1984 nov 16
1984 dec 14

part 2

WeekendaviserNew concession will pave the way for

AG

AG

AG
AG

AG

AG

Sermitsiak

AG

Sermitsiak

Sermitsiak
AG
AG

Sermitsiak
AG
AG

Sermitsiak

Sermitsiak

Sermitsiak

AG

AG

Sermitsiak
Sermitsiak

investment of billions in Greenlandic oil
explorations
Marine agreement to safeguard the fragile
arctic
New joint company entering the search for
oil

@hcession not obtained without a fight
Jameson land — local worksforce involved in
first work phase
Supertankers threaten hunting population
and environment in east Greenldr{tlans
Meltofte, ornithologist
Joint council rejected acceleration of
jameson land project
Jameson land and the environmgate
Oxholm, editor-in-chief)
Open letter to the landstingesper Boje
Christensen, Greenpeace Denmark)
Political resentment makes debate on
jameson land an election issue
A reversed north south dialogue

There is no alternative to hurry fiord

An agreement with arco Greenland was in
effect accepted

Scrutinisation of oilfields off west coast
Outboard motor or possibly kayak

Joint committee on resources recommends:
search for oil can start

The road to greater independence runs
through jameson land

Oil exploration — but the hunters will be
protected

23 said “yes” — 2 said “no” to oil

exploration

10,000 square kilometres of land to be
explored

Jameson land: liaison committee will ensure
local population’s insight into the search for
oil

Oil agreements can be signed in December
Jargen peder Hansen is the chairman of the
new Danish-greenlandic oil company
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vanl | 25 1985 jan 3 AG Thank you for good and exciting teamwork
2 1985 feb 27 AG Fight against oil pollution
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Appendix 5: Interview Guide

Intervjuguide

Grunnleggende spgrsmal:

Hvordan gikk det an & komme fra uenighet i 1978nighet i 20087

Personlig
« Hvordan vil du beskrive din personlige erfaring nsgebrsmalet om
petroleumsutnyttelse i Grgnland?
[How will you describe your personal experiencétwihe issue of petroleum
extraction in Greenland?]

Historiske sammenhenge: hvor startede det? Hva fisitva? Hvem spillede hvilke
roller? Hvem tog initiativ til hva?
. Hvordan har forholdet mellom en generell naturféedse og
petroleumsutnyttelse forandret seg siden innfgnsaleHjemmestyret?
[How has the relationship between a general cormrepf nature and petroleum
extraction changed since the introduction of thenddrule?]

« Hvorfor var det behov for en ny avtale mellom Gaswl og Danmark na, hvorfor
var det ngdvendig med selvstyreavtalen?
[Why was a new agreement between Greenland and &&meeded, why was it
necessary with the Self Rule agreement?]

Betydningsfulle hendelser, diskusjoner, artikleskér med mer. Hva har veert de sentrale
inputs i tankegangen? Hvor kommer ideene fra?

« Hvilke hendelser har veert viktige for utviklingenrastoffomradet, seerlig
petroleum, i Grgnland?

* [Which events have been important to the developmemineral raw
materials (petroleum) in Greenland between 197 Staaaly?]
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« P& hvilken mate har spgrsmalet om rettigheter bhatydning for forstaelsen
og diskusjonen av denne utviklinffow significant has the issue of rights
been to the appreciation and the discussion coimgetinese events?]

* Har noen personer, artikler, bagker el.lign. veektige og sentrale for
utviklingen av rastoffomradet (petroleum) i Gragrdan

» Er det noe som seerlig har skapt debatt omkring idébeelatert til utnyttelse

av petroleum i Grgnland?

Samspillet med
» Hovilken rolle spiller geologiske analyser av pe&wmsressurser
[How have geological analysis of petroleum resosiaféected these events?]

Det daglige arbeide: Hvilke utfordringer og probtmer der?

» Hovilke kortsiktige regionale konsekvenser kunrfer av store
petroleumsreserver i Grgnland ha?
[What kind of short term regional consequencesathg finding of large

petroleum reserves in Greenland have?]
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Appendix 6: Interview Contract
Forespgrsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjektet

Petroleum i Grgnland — Viten og ressurser i etiskkierspektiv
[Petroleum in Greenland — Knowledge and Resourcas iArctic
Perspective]

Bergen, 05.02.09

Bakgrunn og hensikt
Dette er et spgrsmal til deg om a delta i en fdrglsstudie for & belyse utviklingen i
spgrsmalet om petroleumsutvinning i Grgnland fra0t&llet til i dag. Studien er et
mastergradsprosjekt i Region og regionaliseringWeiversitetet i Bergen. Jeg gnsker a
fokusere pa mgtet mellom danske og grenlandskepeypkier. Som kontekst gnskes
diskusjonen satt inn i en arktisk, regional samnaeigh

Hensikten med dette er & se om utviklingen av floidtctil petroleumsutvinning
pa Grgnland kan skape innsikt i starre regionalaskje globale, tendenser og meninger.
Og da seerlig med forholdet mellom viten og natwueser som innfallsvinkel.

Kriterier for deltakelse

Det viktigste kriterium er en dyptgdende og relangvarig erfaring med det feltet jeg
skriver om, nemlig spgrsmalet om viten og naturresss, naermere bestemt petroleum, i
Grgnland. Og seerlig mgtet mellom danske og grgslandynspunkter om dette. Denne
erfaringen kan enten veere direkte; at du har delsabeidsprosesser der vedrgrer
spgrsmal om petroleum i Grgnland - teknisk, adrratist, politisk osv. Eller indirekte;
at du pa annen vis har beskjeftiget deg med spgmmaéettigheter, naturressurser og
viten i Grgnland, Danmark eller Arktis pa en mamgeg vurderer som relevant som
kilde.

Hva innebaerer studien?

Et strukturert intervju pa en halv til en hel timesighet. Intervjuet vil bli tatt opp og
transkribert etterfalgende. Jeg vil farst ha erkedlastlagte sparsmal og deretter er det
mulighet for en mer fri samtale. Intervjuet vil osom kildemateriale i
forskningsprosjektet sammen med rapporter, beteglknj medieutklipp og sekundaer
litteratur. | alt tenkes & gjare 5-7 intervjuer.

Tidsskjema — hva skjer og nar skjer det?

Hgsten 2008 + Varen 2009: Litteratur/dokument siydiakgrunnsinformasjon og
kontekst. Var/sommer 2009: Intervjuétgst 2009: Analyse og skriving. Var 2010:
Oppgaven ferdiggjares og levers

Bakgrunnsinformasjon om studien

Mitt utgangspunkt er en interesse for hvordan tégigpavirker oss som mennesker i et
samfunn. | dette prosjektet velger jeg & se pafeetm som eksponent for teknologisk
utvikling. Etter min mening er Arktis er veldig aressant omrade i denne sammenheng.
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Det skrives mye om bade klimaforandring og uutrgtteaturressurser, samtidig som
Arktis som territorium fortsatt mangler a definehest klart.

Nettopp det at kommersiell petroleumsutvinning ikiee skjedd pa Grgnland etter
30 ars undersgkelser gir en unik mulighet for &leen hvordan vi som samfunn
forholder oss til petroleum som fenomen. Detteevila kunne danne fundament for
overveielser om de samfunnsmessige konsekvensestdramtidig petroleumsfunn.

Hva skjer med informasjonen om deg?

Du velger selv om du vil veere anonym. | utgangpenkhnsker jeg & publisere studien
uten anonymitet, dvs. med fult navn, men avgjgretsdin. Du vil fa mulighet til sjekke
studien innen den publiseres og vil kunne rettsletie dine sitater.

Ditt intervju og den informasjonen som registrasasdeg skal kun brukes slik som
beskrevet i hensikten med studien. Ved anonymiitetpplysningene og pravene vil bli
behandlet uten navn og fadselsnummer eller ande&tdigjenkjennende opplysninger..

Ved anonymiteer det kun autorisert personell knyttet til prégge som har adgang til
navnelisten og som kan finne tilbake til deg.

Da utvalget er lite vil fullstendig anonymitet vamanskelig & garantere. Om anonymitet
gnskesil det sa langt som mulig bli forsgkt & publisessultatene sa du ikke kan
identifiseres. For eksempel vil dine sitater bdréntrodusert med en kort generell
beskrivelse av din stilling.

Frivillig deltakelse

Det er frivillig & delta i studien. Du kan nar str@lst og uten & oppgi noen grunn trekke
ditt samtykke til & delta i studien. Dersom du @mskdelta, undertegner du
samtykkeerklzeringen pa siste side. Om du na stdrjalelta, kan du senere trekke
tilbake ditt samtykke.

Informasjon om utfallet av studien

Du vil fa informasjon om utfallet av studien. Soidiigere skrevet vil du fa mulighet til
sjekke studien innen den publiseres og vil kuntte g slette dine sitater. Dessuten vil
jeg naturligvis sende deg den ferdige oppgave givag vil jeg veere takknemmelig for
alle kommentarer, synspunkter og innspill du miétteme med.

Samtykke til deltakelse i studien
Om du bekrefter ditt samtykke pa e-post eller telekan vi vente med signering til vi
treffes.

Jeg er villig til & delta i studien

(Signert av prosjektdeltaker, dato)
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Appendix 7: Example of Categories used in Analysis

Categories of interviews:

en)
Homeland: when Environment, nature, identity apeaa part of Greenland’s position
before and in the first years of Home Rule (problel@s are a treat, narrative:
Greenlanders are hunters of nature)
Eco.mod.: when Environment, nature, identity apeapoart of Danish or mid-80s Home
Rule and the need for More knowledge (problem: laidknowledge and means to
control development, narrative: Greenland needsiadfinancial base to gain political
independence)

B <) or the history of thigcdssion of hydrocarbons

Opposition (reverse frontier): the opposition tonfiier activities as e.g. APP —related to
‘homeland’ (problem: outside world is trying to ioge its industrial culture, narrative: it
is possible to protest, we can do something alput i

)

Administration — how JC works (problem: to avoidatireement, narrative: as ecomod or
science

Arctic or regional perspectives (light green)
Contact: when contact is made to other areas, getmip

Change in orientation or attitude (yellow)
Conflict: is any conflicting postitions mentiones @ problem?

Knowledge — localisation and use (turquoise)

Time: is time an issue a: * we have to make thesitat now’ ‘it will be ready in 2 years’
Place names: how are place names mentioned inttblea

Estimate: current estimates

Science: the role of science
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Summary in Danish

Dette speciale handler om olie og gas — hydrocaien Grgnland. Selvom man
gennem 40 ars indsats ikke har fundet hydrocarbtterfsom har kunnet udnyttes
kommercielt, har hydrocarboner veeret taet forbuntt ambitioner om grgnlandsk
selvsteendighed. Fgrst i Hlemmestyreordning fra I8¥8enest i Selvstyreordningen fra
20009.

Specialet undersgger hvordan hydrocagpmrgsmalet og konstruktionen af det
autonome Grgnland, Hjiemmestyret, sendrede karakitdOi75-1985. Dette analyseres
via to teoretiske perspektivaskologisk moderniserin@Hajer 1995) odko-produktion
(Jasanoff 2004). Der argumenteres for at forstaedégranlandske hydrocarboner og
den grgnlandske nation skabte hinanden, blev kdyaeret. Dette ses af at diskussionen
om rettighederne til den grgnlandske undergrund étstattet af en diskussion om
forurening ved hydrocarbon-aktiviteter. Hvor reftigglsdiskussionen indikerede en klar
konflikt, kan spargsmalet om forurening aldrig rafklares. Herved blev naturen
inddraget i forvaltningen af hydrocarboner. Denmidudering af gkologiske aspekter i et
moderne forvaltningsregime forstas som etablerirafean ny diskurs, gkologisk
modernisering. Specialet inkluderer en historis&lgse af den dansk-grgnlandske
hjemmestyreproces, inklusiv Hlemmestyreloven ogijeestyrebeteenkningen og en del
andre relaterede dokumenter. Det empiriske magain&luderer og artikler fra
tidsskriftet Grgnland, artikler fra greanlandskedamske aviser og interviewer med

ngglepersoner.
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