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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
As a result of its cold climate, the Arctic has proven to be a sink for contaminants
such as mercury and persistent organic pollutants (POPs). These chemicals migrate to
the North via atmospheric transport and other pathways including ocean currents. Upon
reaching the region, these contaminants accumulate in animals. During the past two
decades, Arctic residents and scientists have expressed concern about the potential
adverse health impacts that these contaminants may be causing for humans in the Arctic
who are exposed to the contaminants through consumption of traditional foods including
fish, birds, and marine and land mammals. Some national and global efforts, like the
International POPs Treaty, have been undertaken to address these concerns. However,
there are many unanswered questions for residents of the North. Relative to some other
parts of the Arctic, the situation in Alaska has received little attention. While the State of
Alaska, various researchers, and nonprofit groups including the Alaska Community
Action on Toxics (ACAT) do work on the issue in the state, many Native communities
harbor unaddressed concerns about how contaminants may be impacting the safety of
their traditional foods.
ACAT, who provided direction for this research, and other authors have identified
the problem surrounding contaminants in traditional foods as an environmental justice
problem. This paper analyzes the situation in Alaska through the application of five
frameworks of the Environmental Justice (EJ) Movement, a movement which seeks
justice for communities, often people of color or ethnic groups with few resources and
political clout, who face disproportionate exposure to environmental ills. Here, the
following five frames will be used a lens for understanding the situation in Alaska and for
seeking solutions to existing problems: distributive justice (considers disparate impacts),
procedural justice (public participation and righttoknow), corrective (or compensatory)
justice, indigenous rights, and ecological sustainability. Use of these frames assists first
in understanding if an injustice is occurring, and second, offers avenues for
communicating about the situation within Alaska and with EJ groups elsewhere.
Furthermore, framing this situation in Alaska with the EJ framework allows activists to
tap into the collective wisdom and experience of EJ activists elsewhere about how to
mobilize around an issue in order to gain attention and seek political remedies. This
paper presents strategies for mobilization based on an understanding of the problem as
defined by the five EJ frameworks and the feedback of ten stakeholders.
At the centerpiece of this research, I interviewed ten individuals involved in
environmental issues in Alaska at the Alaska Forum on the Environment. These
individuals are all stakeholders in the topic of contaminants and their impact on
traditional foods in Alaska. The input of stakeholders is valuable because developing an
understanding of their perspectives and grievances offers insight into how the problem
posed by contaminants is defined and communicated about. Additionally, understanding
stakeholders' views is part and parcel to developing solutions to the problem that both
resonate with these stakeholders and include the wisdom that they have to offer. The
objective of conducting these interviews and analyzing the responses was to develop
answers to the following research questions:
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1. How do Alaskans involved in environmental and health issues, specifically as
related to concerns about the safety of traditional foods, view and define the
problem that global toxins may pose to human health as a result of traditional
food consumption? Is there a perception of an environmental injustice among this
group?
2. How can an effective environmental justice framing of concerns about dietary
exposure to toxins in traditional foods be used by ACAT to develop strategies for
working with stakeholders throughout Alaska and with leaders and policy makers
at the national and international levels to develop programs and policies that work
to ensure the rights of Alaska Natives and to minimize their exposure to
contaminants through traditional foods?
To answer the first research question, I analyzed the responses gathered in the
interviews using the EJ frameworks. In terms of the distributive justice frame, there was
a general consensus among respondents that the Arctic and its indigenous populations are
disproportionately impacted by the threat of globallyborne contaminants. The integral
nature of subsistence food to indigenous culture is at the heart of this disparate impact.
The greatest amount of disensus among respondents arose around topics within the
procedural justice frame. Some stakeholders expressed frustration with the lack of
sufficient information about contaminant related risks and with opportunities for
procedural involvement, for example, stating that the concerns expressed by Alaska
Natives often go unaddressed. Other respondents felt that there are ample opportunities
for procedural involvement through the distribution of information and through
opportunities for public participation such as the Alaska Forum on the Environment.
There was also disagreement among respondents about the best approach to
communicating about the safety of traditional foods. Respondents tended to agree that
there is a need for corrective justice actions, particularly by industries and by national and
international governing bodies. This general consensus that new and better policies are in
order to regulate contaminants suggests that there is a problem occurring and that
remedies are needed to correct this problem, to right this injustice. Within the indigenous
rights frame, a few respondents pointed to human rights violations resulting from
concerns about access to safe food through subsistence activities. Finally, many
respondents recognized that the health of the Arctic is connected with ecological
sustainability on a global level and thus, if the health of Arctic regions and its inhabitants
is being jeopardized by current industrial production and waste practices, so too is the
health of the rest of the planet.
Using the five EJ frames to analyze interview responses, I concluded that
although stakeholder opinions' varied, their comments do indicate that, from their
perspectives as stakeholders, an environmental injustice is occurring for Alaska Natives,
particularly for those who live in rural, subsistencebased communities. I propose the
following three solutions to the problem:
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Establish a major research and educational project in Alaska, similar to
Canada's Northern Contaminants Program.
Enact new comprehensive, enforceable, precautionary U.S. laws that govern
and regulate chemicals.
Extend global policies that phase out chemicals.

In advocating for these solutions, groups like ACAT can use the EJ frames to
communicate about different aspects of the problem and about different injustices that
deserve rectification. For example in petitioning the U.S. government for support and
funding, activists can point to the need for more extensive education and for more
procedural involvement in illustrating the value of a major contaminants program in the
U.S. In petitioning for U.S. and global policies that phase out chemicals and thus protect
Alaska Natives, ACAT and other activists can invoke any or all of the other EJ frames as
these corrective policies will do much to assure distributive justice, indigenous rights, and
ecological sustainability. Within the EJ movement, the specific EJ framing of different
facets of the problem in Alaska can be used to find common causes and familiar territory
with EJ groups nationwide, particularly with regard to disparate impacts. These
commonalities and shared visions for justice can be used as momentum for building a
coalition to mobilize around the solutions presented in this paper.
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INTRODUCTION
The Arctic, long thought to be a distant, cold land home to pristine landscapes and
remote communities, has come into the limelight over the past few decades as increasing
evidence has pointed to dramatic environmental changes in the region. Stories of
receding coastlines and melting permafrost are joined by disturbing reports of changes to
Arctic flora and fauna and the detection of chemicals of distant origin that find a final
resting place in the region’s cold climate. These changes in the environment are reflected
in the Arctic’s human residents who must contend with the consequences of changing
climate and concerns about the presence of globallyborne contaminants in the region’s
animals. In particular, indigenous populations in the Arctic are concerned about visual
changes that they see in their traditional foods and rising rates of infections and other
health problems among humans (Cone, 2005, Van Ootsdam et al., 1999).
It is a striking irony that residents of the Arctic who are culpable for relatively
few environmental ills and who live in what has long been characterized as one of the
purest places on the planet now face a seemingly disproportionate burden resulting from
actions taking place worldwide. These threats to human health among a population who
is largely not responsible for the presence of chemicals in their environment arguably
constitute an environmental injustice whereby a group of people, particularly indigenous
people or people of color, are endangered by environmental impacts in which they played
little or no part in creating (Cone, 2005). This paper will examine the situation in the
state of Alaska where stakeholders interviewed as part of this research echo many of the
concerns heard around the Arctic and where a relatively small amount of the research
about impacts on human health has been conducted. While Canada, Greenland, and the
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Faroe Islands have hosted a significant number of wellknown research endeavors, many
questions remain in the minds of Alaska Natives who want to know more about how
traditional food in their particular region is impacted and what that may mean for their
physical and cultural health (Carpenter et al., 2005). A fitting response to these questions
would be the launching of increased research to complement and extend current research
being undertaken by nonprofits, state agencies, and researchers from Alaska and
elsewhere, and, as I argue, a potentially fitting argument for attracting more research is
that Alaska Natives are facing an environmental injustice that should be rectified to
ensure their rights.
This research seeks to understand how Alaskans involved in environmental and
health issues, specifically as related to concerns about the safety of traditional foods,
view and define the problem that global toxins may pose to human health as a result of
traditional food consumption and to determine if there is, among this group, the
perception of an environmental injustice. To answer this question, ten interviews were
conducted with stakeholders from nonprofits, agencies, and tribal governments, and the
responses gathered in those interviews were analyzed using five frameworks. This
analysis sought to discover if stakeholders articulate the potential problem in a manner
consistent with environmental justice framing. The suggestion, gathered from
stakeholders working with this issue, that the rights implicit in these frameworks
(distributive justice, procedural justice, corrective justice, ecological sustainability, and
indigenous rights) are being violated in some cases, helps to further define the problem
that contaminants pose for traditional foods. In many instances, the interviewees'
responses give credence to the argument that an environmental injustice is occurring.
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This paper concludes with a discussion of the ways in which interview
participants representing multiple perspectives both differ and agree about varying
aspects of the topic and about the environmental injustice that threats to traditional foods
may pose. An analysis of these responses provides insight into ways of articulating the
problem and communicating about the problem surrounding toxins in traditional foods in
a fashion that will resonate with stakeholders.
Finally, I will discuss how an effective environmental justice framing of concerns
about dietary exposure to toxins in traditional foods can be used to demonstrate to
stakeholders throughout Alaska and to leaders and policy makers at the national and
international levels about how the rights of Alaska Natives are being put in jeopardy. In
analyzing the interview responses, I will develop suggestions for ACAT about strategies
for invoking the different EJ frameworks in their efforts to mobilize around the safety of
traditional foods. In conclusion, I will argue that more research is in order and that
policymakers at national and international levels should seek to establish laws and
regulations that protect the physical, spiritual, and cultural health and environment of
Alaska Natives and all residents of the North.
Paper Organization
This paper begins with a literature review including a background section and an
explanation of environmental justice. This section is followed by a description of the
research methods and data analysis, the results of the interviews, a discussion of the
results, and a final chapter discussing conclusions and recommendations. The first
portion of the literature review, the background, sets the stage for the broad topic of
global contaminants and their route to and impacts in Arctic regions. This review also
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considers the cultural impacts and the health concerns surrounding this phenomenon.
The second part of the literature review describes the environmental justice movement
and five frameworks used by scholars who analyze the movement. This paper analyzes
the situation in the Arctic through these environmental justice (EJ) frameworks.
The chapter on methods and analysis describes the development of the project,
including the development of the interview protocol. The section on data analysis
permits readers an understanding of how the information gathered in the interviews was
coded, analyzed, and reported. In the results chapter, I report the responses from the
interviews. Responses pursuant to each framework and to other emergent themes are
discussed with evidentiary support of direct quotes. In the discussion that follows, I
analyze these responses in light of the EJ frames by looking for trends and disparities
while revisiting relevant literature. The conclusions and recommendations chapter
suggests three steps that can be taken to address the problem facing the Arctic and offers
recommendations for advocating for these solutions using environmental justice framing.
This final chapter also includes recommendations about topics related to contaminants
that deserve the attention of further research.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Background
In 1986, scientists testing breast milk samples found, to their surprise that the
sample taken from a Nunavik (Quebec’s Arctic region) Inuit woman was highly
contaminated (Cone, 2005). The discovery was both ironic and alarming. The Inuit
woman’s breast milk had been gathered to serve as a baseline comparison as it was
assumed that this sample would represent the cleanest possible representation. It was
therefore striking to find that not only was this sample not the cleanest, its contaminant
levels were off the charts. Concerned scientists began to investigate and found that,
matching trends elsewhere, women’s breast milk in Arctic regions of Canada contained
two to ten times the quantity of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) compared to southern
regions of the country (AMAP, 2003).
In the decades since that 1986 accidental discovery, scientists and Arctic residents
alike have expanded their awareness and understanding of the presence of toxins in
Arctic regions. The sources of these toxins are global as well as local. In Alaska,
hundreds of formerly used defense sites (FUDS) in particular emit pollutants into the
environment (AMAP, 2002). Other local sources, such as smelters and waste dumps,
also play a role. While Alaska is home to many local sources of pollution, across the
Arctic, "[l]ocal sources of POPs are considered to be only minor contributors to
contamination of the Arctic environment" relative to the global contribution (AMAP
2002, p. 17).
Globally borne contaminants travel to the Arctic where the climate proves to be a
sink for many of these chemicals which break down slowly in the cold conditions.
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(Muckle et al, 2001; Suk et al., 2004). There are four major pathways by which
contaminants travel; atmospherically, in ocean currents, via the transpolar ice pack, and
along Arctic rivers (AMAP, 2002). Organisms, including salmon and birds, also serve as
a fifth conduit for contaminants (AMAP 2002; Francisco 2003). Of these, atmospheric
transport is most responsible for longrange transport and is most active in the winter and
spring (AMAP 2002, 1996). Ice core samples reveal that this transport phenomenon
began with the industrial era and began to reveal itself visibly with the development of
"Arctic haze," a haze originally noticed by pilots flying in Arctic regions (AMAP, 2006).
Contaminants that travel to the Arctic in the atmosphere often join, dropout, and
rejoin the atmosphere a number of times before reaching Arctic regions. This process is
known as the grasshopper effect and explains, in part, how pollutants are able to travel
long distances (AMAP, 2002). Scientists are continuing to study the pathways that
contaminants follow. Transport models reveal much about the flow of air and water, and
for Alaska, these models show the Aleutian Flow circulating between Alaska and eastern
Russia while other atmospheric vectors bring toxins from east and southeastern Asia
(AMAP, 2006). To some extent, lengthy travel over broad expanses of ocean diminish
the contribution of contaminants to any one location, however, as regions such as
Southeast Asia increase their chemical output, other regions will face the consequences.
For example, Lars Otto Reiersen of the Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program
(AMAP) notes that, "The increase in levels of organic mercury in some parts of the
Arctic is primarily due to increased burning of coal for energy production in Southeast
Asia" (Guynup, 2002). Alaska's physical location on the globe protected it from some of
the pollution resulting from early industrial development that other Arctic regions fell
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victim to, but as Asia continues increase production for exports and grow in population,
there is concern that an increasing quantity of contaminants will make their way into the
Alaskan environs.
Once in the environment, toxins enter the food chain and biomagnify as animals
farther up the food chain consume species of lower trophic levels (Muckle et al, 2001).
Additionally, many of the chemicals bioaccumulate in organisms, meaning that over
time, increasing quantities of a given chemical will be present in an organism. As
members of the top of the food chain, the upper trophic level, humans who consume local
foods are exposed to a wide array of chemicals. This is also true for other top predators
like polar bears whose exposure to toxins has been linked with numerous health and
developmental problems (Cone, 2005; AMAP, 2003).
In addition to naturally occurring substances such as mercury and lead, new
chemicals are created each day. The actual number of existing chemicals is thus hard to
track, but the National Toxicology Program (NTP) states that more than 80,000
chemicals are registered for use in the United States alone, with approximately 2000
additions each year (NTP, 2005). Many of these chemicals are poorly understood and
accordingly, their environmental fates and consequences are a mystery. Some chemicals,
on the other hand, are wellknown and wellstudied. The most notorious chemicals
posing threats to the Arctic include methylmercury (MeHg, the organic form of mercury),
lead (Pb), cadmium (Cd), and numerous organochlorines (OC), a broad category of
persistent organic pollutants (POPs) including PCBs, dichlorodiphenyltrichlorethane
(DDT), and polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs or flame retardants) (Cone, 2005).
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These chemicals are found to varying degrees in traditional foods in the Arctic.
Traditional foods, or country foods, include whales, seals, fish, and caribou, among
others. Many organochlorines are lipophilic, indicating their attraction to lipids, or fats,
in animals (AMAP, 2003; Hoekstra, 2004). These toxins thus accumulate in the fat
content of Arctic animals. As a result, concentrated toxins can be found in seal fat and
whale blubber. This proves problematic in the cold Arctic climate where ample fat stores
are imperative for the survival of animals. Additionally, Arctic residents consume these
animals out of necessity and do so now with the knowledge that local animals are an
important source of n3 fatty acids, selenium, and other nutrients that both fortify health
and make life in the Arctic possible (Van Ootsdam et al., 1999).
This historic reliance on traditional foods is at the heart of indigenous Arctic
cultures. Even amidst the pressures of modernity and the introduction of market or
"western" foods, products commonly found in grocery stores throughout most of the
contiguous 48 states and southern Canada, the gathering and sharing of traditional food
remains at the heart of many Arctic communities. This is particularly true in remote
regions of Canada, Alaska, Greenland, Iceland, and Russia. Beyond the pragmatic
attainment of food, hunting defines the purpose and structure of Arctic cultures (O’Neil et
al., 1997). As a result, the threat the global toxins pose to traditional foods is an assault
on the continued existence of Arctic culture and communities. If consumption of
traditional foods poses too great a threat to the health of its human consumers and
hunting loses its role as the center of Arctic cultures, the cultures themselves may face
demise. In Alaska where 16% of the population is indigenous, "traditional cycles of
knowledge" and historical cultural practices remain at the heart of many of the 227
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federally recognized tribes who include the following major cultural groups, "the
Athabascan of interior and southcentral Alaska, the Yup'ik and Cup'ik Eskimo of
southwest Alaska, the Inupiaq and St. Lawrence Island Yupik of northwest to northern
Alaska, the Aleut and Alutiiq from Prince William Sound to the end of the Aleutian
Island chain, and the Eyak, Tlingit, Haida, and Tsimshian of southeast Alaska" (Alaska
Native Heritage Center, 2007).
Two prominent issues arise when considering the threat to traditional foods. First,
social and cultural norms and purpose are jeopardized. Second, human health may suffer.
Both of these problems point to an environmental injustice. The environmental justice
movement is a movement that confronts the environmental exploitation of and silencing
of racial and ethnic minorities, the poor, and indigenous peoples worldwide. At the First
National People of Color Environmental Leadership summit, participants called for an
end to "the poisoning of our communities and land and the genocide of our
peoples,"(1991). In the Arctic, human health may be suffering at the hands of
environmental contaminants that are, for the most part, neither produced nor used locally.
Arguably this poses an injustice to Arctic residents who must deal with the consequences
of distant global consumption and global pollution and who are likewise concerned with
poisoned communities and genocide.
The tragedy of this, as mentioned earlier, is twofold in nature. Indigenous
cultures and Arctic communities will and do face complex cultural changes as the
centerpiece of traditional hunting is jeopardized in light of concerns about toxins, hunting
regulations, and complex cultural changes (Cone, 2005). Along with these cultural
changes, significant dietary shifts are occurring in Arctic regions (Kuhnlein et al., 2004).

9

Cone reports that in surveys conducted in Canada, residents have not altered their
consumption of traditional foods because of concerns about contaminants (2005).
However, more research is needed to understand the role that these concerns about
contaminants may play in dietary shifts in different regions throughout the Arctic.
These cultural changes are paired with documented and observable impacts on
human health. Scientists are concerned about prenatal development and the impact that
toxins in traditional diets may pose in utero and once the child is born and breastfeeding
(Van Ootsdam et al., 1999). Among infants and children, exposure to toxins has been
linked with neurodevelopmental delay and lowered IQ in addition to high rates of
infections as compared with counterparts in more southern geographical regions (Ayotte
et al, 1997; Van Ootsdam et al., 1999; Hansen, 2000; Muckle et al., 2001; Curns et al.,
2002). Pertaining to adults, scientists express concerns about links between chemical
exposure and fertility issues, cardiovascular problems, cancer, and osteoporosis.
Despite increasing research linking contaminants and health impacts, proving that
contaminants are causing particular problems is infinitely challenging. Epidemiology is
“the branch of medicine that deals with the study of the causes, distribution, and control
of disease in populations” (Stedman's Medical Dictionary, 2002). A major challenge for
scientists is demonstrating epidemiological links between food and health problems in the
Arctic where the small population makes achieving statistical power challenging and
where a multitude of chemicals are present (Hansen, 2000). Furthermore, as with
epidemiological studies elsewhere, scientists studying Arctic populations must contend
with infinite confounding variables that might also result in health problems. Isolating
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the role of contaminants is a challenging but necessary objective for scientists who study
traditional foods.
Concerns are growing as increasing evidence points to the impact that toxins may
be having at levels previously thought to be safe. Based on studies completed since
1995, The EPA, for example, lowered its suggested Reference dose (RfD) for mercury,
"an estimate of a daily exposure of the human population (including sensitive subgroups)
that is likely to be without appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a lifetime"
(Hansen & Gilman, 2005, p. 127). These changes reflect the growing awareness that
chemicals such as methylmercury and PCBs do have adverse impacts at low levels that
were previously thought to be harmless. As the bar for safe exposure drops, it becomes
increasingly likely that exposure through traditional food consumption will surpass
recommended dietary exposure. This creates a challenging situation for scientists, risk
managers, national leaders, public health officials, and local leaders who carefully weigh
the health risk, and the potential fear and alarm that can be generated in communicating
those risks, against the nutritional and cultural benefits of traditional foods.
In Alaska, a few different projects are ongoing that inform public health education
about traditional food. The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Programme (AMAP) is
one such project that looks at Alaska, in addition to the rest of the Arctic region. AMAP,
based in Norway, monitors contaminants throughout the Arctic and supports Arctic
governments in their efforts to contend with and prevent contaminants (AMAP, 2006).
In addition to AMAP's biomonitoring for the Arctic at large, the Alaska Division of
Public Health is conducting statewide hair monitoring to gauge contaminant levels in
women. Also, the Alaska Traditional Knowledge and Native Foods Database allows
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Alaska Natives to share information about traditional foods while the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) is sponsoring the Alaska Traditional Diet
Project. These projects complement educational information produced and distributed by
the Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium, the University of Alaska, and nonprofits
like the Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT). While these and other similar
efforts are important, the authors of the collaborative document, "Contaminants in
Alaska: Is America's Arctic at Risk?," argue that the U.S. needs, "a strong comprehensive
outreach program," because the U.S. currently, "lacks a strong national Arctic
contaminant research and monitoring program, thus research and public education lag far
behind most programs in other Arctic nations" (Interagency Collaborative Paper, 2000).
Additionally, these authors point out that the U.S. needs a multimillion dollar program
on par with Canada's Northern Contaminants Program to answer the questions of
scientists and impacted residents alike. Launching a program of this caliber would
provide more information specific to Alaska and would therefore allow for the best
possible dietary guidelines and personal choices about food.
At this time, based on existing research from Arctic regions, public health
officials encourage continued consumption of traditional foods with some exceptions for
certain foods and for some segments of the population, particularly women of child
bearing age. Given that the introduction of market foods is linked with increasing rates
of obesity, diabetes, and other conditions, traditional foods remain the recommended
choice in the public health and research community (Van Ootsdam et al., 1999).
There are a number of reasons for this suggested adherence to traditional ways in
spite of the known threats. First, the hunting and gathering of traditional foods is at the
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very heart of most indigenous Arctic cultures (Cone, 2005). To advise against
consumption of these time honored foods threatens the way of life for many Arctic
residents. This threat adds to the rapid cultural changes already sweeping the region as a
result of global influences and increasing availability of market foods, tobacco, offroad
vehicles, and television. For many Alaska Natives, these changes have detrimental
effects. Rates of addiction, obesity, and suicide have soared in the Arctic in the last few
decades (AMAP, 2003). There is concern that replacing traditional foods with market
foods will further exacerbate these cultural and spiritual issues while robbing Arctic
residents of the types of food that best suit life in the harsh Arctic climate. Lars
Rasmussen of Greenland offered the following message, "I want people out there to be
aware that hunting is so important to us, so fundamental, that we will not be able to
survive without it" (Cone, 2005, p. 83).
Rasmussen’s comment highlights the second argument for maintaining traditional
food patterns. Traditional foods contain selenium and n3 polyunsaturated fatty acids
which have, in some studies, been shown to protect consumers against the harmful
impacts of methylmercury and PCBs (Dewailly et al., 2001). Additionally, traditional
foods provide an abundance of nutrients that ensure health for Arctic residents. Without
these foods, some researches have concluded that, "the mineral nutrition of most Arctic
populations would be compromised to such an extent that nutritional deficiencies would
occur" (Suk et al, 2004, p. 114).
Appropriately chosen market foods can, however, be a good choice for certain
Arctic residents, such as women of childbearing age. Market foods, such as cornish hens
and sardines, are typically drawn from lower trophic levels and have lower lipid
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concentrations (Dallaire et al., 2003). As a result, the concentrations of contaminants in
these foods tends to be lower. This is not, however, to suggest that market foods are
completely free of environmental contaminants (O’Hara et al., 2005). Another point of
this discussion is to note that, as Bayen et al. point out, chemical contaminant levels in
traditional foods drop considerably with cooking and preparation (2005). Compared
with expensive sugar and carbohydrate loaded market foods, wisely chosen and prepared
traditional foods are preferable.
In addition to posing a significant economic cost to Arctic families, many of
whom are economically strapped already, there are regions, where simply acquiring
market foods is challenging (Webster, 2005). Thus, groups such as ACAT and public
health advocates view it as a priority to address threats to traditional foods not only at the
local level but also at the level of global policy.
Local and personal awareness and response to contamination is an important
precautionary step for Arctic residents. However, it is perhaps more important to loudly
encourage worldwide recognition of the role that environmental contaminants are playing
in the Arctic. Some regional and international actions have been undertaken. In 1995,
the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) began a study of the "Dirty
Dozen," 12 chemicals, known to be toxic to people and animals. Upon confirming the
risks posed by these persistent organic pollutants (POPs), including PCBs and DDT, a
series of negotiations began in 1998. These negotiations culminated in May 2001 with
the signing of a pact to ban or severely restrict these 12 contaminants (Cone, 2005). This
pact, the Stockholm Convention or International POPs Treaty, had been ratified, and thus
implemented as enforceable law, by 122 countries as of April 2006 (PANNA, 2007).
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The United States has still not ratified the treaty despite encouragement to do so from
multiple Alaska Native tribes and groups ranging from the World Wildlife Fund to the
Breast Cancer Fund to the Center for International Environmental Law (POPs Watch,
2006). Certainly the Stockholm Treaty is not sufficient to protect Arctic regions against
the thousands of unregulated chemicals in the environment although it does include
procedures for adding new chemicals to the original ban list, but its implementation is an
encouraging achievement and an example of the type of ongoing actions that must be
taken in order to ensure that Arctic food will not face increasing contamination in the
future (Downie & Fenge, 2003).
Besides the Stockholm Treaty, other international regulations exist that impact
Arctic regions. For example the Convention on the Prevention of Marine Pollution by
Dumping of Wastes and Other Matter put forth by the London Dumping Convention is
one such piece (Verhaag, 2003). Another example of action with implications for the
Arctic is the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe's (UNECE) 1979 Geneva
Convention on Long Range Transboundary Air Pollution (UNECE, 2007). However, as
Verhaag points out, "no single international treaty designed to protect the environment of
the Arctic regions exists…regional agreements that deal with the Arctic region are not
binding" (2003). Verhaag further argues that while groups like the Arctic Council which
was formed from 1991 Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) (with
representatives from each of the eight nations represented in the Arctic), is an important
force for protection of the region, ultimately, a "comprehensive international treaty to
protect the Arctic environment" is needed (2003).
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In the limelight more recently, the Kyoto Protocol with its focus on lowering
carbon emissions in order to reduce greenhouse gases stands to have positive
repercussions for the Arctic as would the increasing implementation of green chemistry
which is, "the use of chemistry for pollution prevention," and the "design of chemical
products and processes that reduce or eliminate the use and generation of hazardous
substances" (EPA, 2007). Through its Office of International Activities (OIA), the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency is also undertaking steps to strengthen its international
collaboration in realizing that it cannot fulfill its mission without international
cooperation (EPA, 2006). Of particular relevance to Alaska, EPA's work with China's
Environmental Protection Administration to reduce air pollution and greenhouse gases
holds promise for minimizing China's airborne particulate contribution to Alaska's
environment (EPA, 2007).
The European Union adopted a new policy in December of 2006 called the
Registration, Evaluation, and Authorization of Chemicals (REACH). REACH, which
takes a precautionary rather than reactionary approach to governing chemicals through
strict registration, will play a role in protecting not only Europe's Arctic regions but the
rest of the Arctic as well (Cone, 2005). Establishing REACHlike regulations worldwide
would do much in terms of protecting Arctic regions. The lesson of the contaminated
food supply in the Arctic both reveals the detrimental consequences of past pollution and
issues a message for precaution in future global policy decisions about pollution and
waste management.
In conclusion, the health findings discussed previously come largely from studies
conducted in Canada, Greenland, and the Faroe Islands. Alaska is impacted differently
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than other parts of the Arctic as a result of wind and water circulation patterns. While
researchers have looked at local sources of pollution in Alaska, more studies about the
impact of global transport need to be conducted in the face of many unanswered
questions (Carpenter et al., 2005). In other settings, the environmental justice movement
has served as a venue for attracting attention, research, and solutions to concerns about
contamination facing communities, particularly those populated by people of color. An
effective use of environmental justice framing may likewise prove useful for Alaska
Natives and other Alaskan residents who are concerned about toxins in their traditional
foods.
Environmental Justice Frameworks
While some authors and organizations have defined the scenario in the Arctic and
in Alaska as an environmental injustice, to the best of my knowledge, no one has
rigorously considered the elements of the situation in the Arctic using a detailed
environmental justice framing. In this section, I will the highlight five frameworks with
which I will analyze interview responses regarding perceptions about globally borne
contaminants in Alaska. The objective of this approach is to partition the situation
occurring in Alaska in order to understand grievances and opinions specific to themes
common to environmental justice discourse. By analyzing these frames separately, I will
better understand how stakeholders frame the problem and thus will be in a position to
offer strategic suggestions about how to most effectively frame the issue in a manner that
will resonate with stakeholders when discussing both the problem and potential solutions.
Before considering how specific EJ claims can be applied to the Arctic, an
attempt must be made to define the problem facing Arctic residents. As Gary Bryner
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notes, "A major challenge in environmental justice is deciding how to define the
problem," and subsequently, "choosing a core strategy for developing a legal and political
response" (Bryner 2000, p 3334). Arguably, Alaskans who are concerned about toxins
in their food are still in the stage of defining the problem. Without a substantial body of
scientific evidence documenting adverse health impacts from exposure to toxins through
food, residents are left to speculate about the exact causes of and implications of high
rates of infections in humans, changes in the appearance of the wildlife that they hunt,
and the findings of some studies linking exposure to chemicals with health impacts. In
this paper, the use of the terms "health" and "human health" denotes, "the context of the
social, cultural, and spiritual dimensions of health recognized by Aboriginal
peoples,"(Van Ootsdam et al., 1999, p. 4).
Health and safety worries are often the initial event in situations where concerns
about environmental justice surface. In her analysis of how the EJ frame is applied in
other cases, Capek argues that individuals and communities disproportionately impacted
by pollution are able to effectively articulate claims only once they have legitimate
confirmation of their suspicions about health problems or other happenings in their
communities (1992).
The Environmental Justice Movement (EJM) will be defined in further detail
shortly, but in general terms it is a loosely connected movement encompassing activists
from around the globe who are working toward goals of justice, such as fairness in
environmental decision making and in the distribution of pollution and wastes (Capek
1992). The EJ movement with its colorful history and toolbox of tactics also employs
communication strategies and processes whereby a group of people who are experiencing
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an environmental injustice articulate their grievance using familiar themes of injustice
and justice (Capek 1992). Other people and organizations may join the impacted group
in pointing out the injustice and demanding a change, because the framing of the issue as
an injustice matches preexisting injustice frames of potential supporters, i.e., those who
the movement is able to politically mobilize. As Dorceta Taylor (2000) outlines,
"framing is an important aspect of the way social movements communicate their
grievances and goals to others," and that injustice frames, "bridge the interests of
individual movement actors with those of the collective and larger society"(p 566). By
revealing similar struggles and suggesting pathways for action, the EJ frame is useful for
mobilizing people in the face of injustice.
A typical EJ struggle involves a community, often largely comprised of racial or
ethnic minorities who, with socioeconomic constraints and little political power, face an
environmental threat such as the existence of a nearby waste facility or the proposed
siting of a new industrial site. The EJ movement points out that minorities and low
income persons are disproportionately exposed to unwelcome neighbors such as
incinerators and that the disproportionate exposure that often results in health problems is
unjust. The EJ movement consists of grassroots organizations that mobilize around these
injustices and demands justice for the impacted community (Edelstein, 2004; Taylor,
2000).
Capek states that environmental justice is a claimsmaking activity that by
defining a given problem as an environmental injustice implies a particular set of
mobilizing strategies including actions such community organizing, requiring
information through righttoknow, coalition building and obtaining a hearing for a
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concerned community (1992). As Capek points out, the use of the term justice highlights
the movement’s focus on rights, in particular the right to a clean, healthy, and productive
environment. According to the U.S. EPA, environmental justice is:
The fair treatment and meaningful involvement of people of all races, cultures,
incomes and educational levels with respect to the development and enforcement
of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Fair treatment means that no
group of people should bear a disproportionate share of the negative
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, governmental and
commercial operations or policies. Meaningful involvement means that: (1)
people have an opportunity to participate in decisions about activities that may
affect their environment and/or health; (2) the publics contribution can influence
the regulatory agency's decision; (3) their concerns will be considered in the
decision making process; and (4) the decision makers seek out and facilitate the
involvement of those potentially affected (Bryant, 2007).
Bunyan Bryant, a leading scholaractivist from the University of Michigan expands the
definition of environmental justice to include long term goals and policies. Bryant states
that:
Environmental justice are those cultural norms and values, rules, regulations,
behaviors, policies, and decisions that support sustainable development, so that
people can interact with confidence that their environment is safe, nurturing, and
productive. Environmental justice is served when people can realize their highest
potential, without experiencing the “isms”. Environmental justice is supported by
decentpaying and safe jobs; quality schools and recreation; decent housing and
adequate health care; democratic decisionmaking and personal empowerment;
and communities free of violence, drugs, and poverty. Environmental justice
communities are where both cultural and biological diversity are respected and
highly revered and where distributive justice prevails (Bryant, 2007).
Five subframeworks of EJ (distributive, procedural, corrective, ecological
sustainability, and indigenous rights) discussed below each focus to varying extents on
particular rights and in the case of the Arctic, ways in which the rights of residents are
potentially being infringed upon.
First, the situation in Alaska will be viewed by considering issues of distributive
justice. In his taxonomy of EJ, Robert Kuehn points out distributive justice is the most
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commonly employed frame with its argument that people should have equal rights to the
distribution of goods and opportunities and that no particular group of people should be
disproportionately exposed to ills or hardships, such as pollution (2000). The EJ
movement has documented numerous scenarios in which people of color are
disproportionately exposed to toxic waste facilities and other sources of pollution. For
Native Americans in particular, many concerns have arisen surrounding mining, nuclear
facilities, and waste disposal sites. Kuehn points out that one challenge for populations
concerned with unjust distribution of pollution and environmental harm is that there are
no hard guidelines for determining disparities or for addressing them (2000). Certainly,
it is challenging for Arctic residents to prove disparate impacts.
The distributive justice frame as applied to Alaska yields the argument that
Alaska Natives are bearing an unequal burden of exposure to toxins as a result of the
transport and bioaccumulation of pollutants in the Arctic food chain. Some examples of
disparate health impacts that may be linked with elevated levels of contaminants in
traditional foods include Curns et al.’s findings that from 1994 to 1996, the average
annual rate of otitis media (ear infection) outpatient visits among Alaska Native infants
was three times greater than that for infants in the contiguous 48 states (2002). While
firm epidemiological links between contaminants in food and infections remain
unproven, various studies have documented such correlations. Similarly, Van Ootsdam
et al. note that the levels of numerous organochlorines such as PCBs and dioxin are “two
to 10fold higher in milk of Inuit women from Arctic Canada than nonAboriginal
women from southern Canada” (1999, p. 69). These studies offer a few examples of
environmental health impacts facing Arctic residents. This distributive injustice is
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particularly striking because Alaska Natives, like most other Arctic residents, use and
produce a negligible amount of these chemicals themselves, yet they are concentrated in
the Arctic and disproportionately impact consumers of traditional foods.
Procedural Justice, the second frame, is concerned with how public policy
decisions are made and thus calls for equal opportunity for all impacted persons and
groups to participate in decisions that affect their lives (Kuehn, 2000). Kuehn points out
that this framework affirms fundamental rights of selfdetermination and argues that
injustice occurs when certain voices, particularly those of less powerful groups in society
such indigenous groups, are left out. Bryner labels this framework as "public
participation" and notes that pluralist politics, as encompassed by a democratic society,
should include all relevant interests in decisionmaking (2000).
For Alaska Natives, decisions which permit the release of pollutants worldwide
do not include their input, despite the impact that these pollutants may be having on the
food supply and health. Additionally, as will be discussed, concerns exist around rightto
know issues among Alaskans who feel ignorant to potential environmental threats or who
are wary of information that they are offered by some sources. Righttoknow is coupled
with, and in fact precedes, participation in striving for procedural justice. "Rightto
know" was originally outlined in the Emergency Planning and Community Rightto
Know Act (EPCRA) in 1986 and legally established the right of individuals to know
about the chemicals that they are exposed to on a daytoday basis. EPCRA established
policies requiring waste and production facilities to report their management practices
and emissions (Environmental Law Institute, 2002). As will be seen later in this paper,
interviewed stakeholders tended to frame righttoknow issues more broadly,

22

encompassing knowledge of not only contaminants in their environs, but also the
potential threats posed by these contaminants.
A third EJ framework for viewing a given problem calls for corrective or
compensatory justice. When an existing injustice has already been dealt and identified,
corrective justice demands that responsible parties compensate the victim(s) for damages,
receive punishment, correct the injustice, restore conditions to those previously
experienced, or some combination of these corrective measures (Kuehn, 2000; Bryner,
2000). This framework espouses the "polluter pays" principle. For the Arctic,
identifying the polluter and the extent of the globallyborne pollution is particularly
challenging as the sources of pollution are so numerous and come from industries,
nations, and individuals worldwide. As Kuehn points out, this framework recognizes that
injury may occur even when no law is broken, thus making corrective actions difficult to
compel (2000). This is largely the case for the Arctic. While some broken laws and
regulations are at the source of the potential problem, many polluters are emitting
chemicals in compliance with national regulations. As a result, it may be particularly
difficult to achieve corrective justice in the Arctic because of these challenges to
removing the source of harm.
One point of consideration in studying the situation in the Arctic is to determine
who some of the responsible parties are and how they might be held accountable for
compensation. If responsible parties could be identified, another layer of challenges
would develop in the attempt to compensate for or correct for problems such as
contaminated traditional foods and illnesses which might or might not be traceable to
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particular sources. Finally, it is hard to quantify harms like health and cultural changes
and this too adds to the challenge of achieving corrective justice.
A fourth vantage point for articulating environmental injustice grievances facing
Alaska Natives and other aboriginal peoples of the Arctic is that of ecological
sustainability. This framework is less straightforward than those mentioned previously.
Bryner discuss the elements of this framework, a framework which suggests that justice
will be upheld when ecologically sustainable actions are practiced (2000). Bryner states
that this approach includes prevention and is cognizant of the true costs (externalities)
resulting from practices such as using coalbased energy (2000). The ecological
sustainability framework highlights the connectedness of land and people everywhere.
This framework furthermore decries many current practices of industrial production that
are unsustainable and suggests replacing these polluting practices with sustainable
production systems which recognize planetary resource limits both in terms of extraction
and waste disposal. Bryner notes that the forces responsible for exploiting natural
resources also exploit people and thus assurances of human health, ecological
sustainability, and justice are tightly linked (2000).
Arguably, a lasting solution to the concerns facing Arctic residents is possible
only through ecologically sustainable practices worldwide. Essentially, achieving
sustainable practices and thus ecological sustainability worldwide is a prerequisite for
achieving justice for humans in that current, unsustainable practices leave certain
populations to bear a disparate burden. Eradicating this burden extends beyond
addressing the other four rights discussed here and includes changes to production and
waste practices that are sustainable and harmless to people worldwide such as is being
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done with Europe's REACH program. Within the parameters of this project, I will focus
most closely on injustice resulting from infringement upon the rights of Alaska Natives.
However, I will touch upon the notion of ecological sustainability in my
recommendations for further consideration as I feel that embracing sustainable practices
is imperative to rectifying the other injustices arguably faced by Alaska Natives.
A final framework that I will consider in analyzing the plight of Arctic residents
and of Alaska Natives in particular is that of indigenous rights. This framework is not
applicable to all EJ situations but certainly is important when discussing Arctic regions.
The use of the indigenous rights frame in Alaska is important because the potentially
impacted residents’ injustice extends beyond distributive, procedural, corrective
injustices and ecologically unsustainable practices.
The indigenous rights perspective recognizes the right of selfdetermination and
the right of existence for indigenous populations (Churchill, 2002). The United Nations
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples states that, among other things,
indigenous populations are not to be deprived of necessary subsistence resources or of
cultural practices that are integral to their way of life (2006). The UN Declaration also
reinforces the procedural justice and corrective justice frameworks described previously
in holding that indigenous groups are entitled to the opportunity to participate in
decisionmaking and to receive just redress when deprived of their opportunities and
resources for subsistence.
Furthermore, the indigenous rights framework acknowledges the unique legal and
cultural relationship between Alaska Natives and the U.S. government, in particular
rights stemming from original inhabitation as acknowledged by treaties. These rights
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held by Alaska Natives reflect the increasing notion that violations of indigenous rights
are synonymous with violations of human rights (Genugten & PerezBustillo, 2004). By
threatening the Native food supply and thus very way of life and cultural foundation, the
threat posed by global toxins appears to impinge on the basic human rights of Alaska
Natives as well as specific rights ensured by Alaska National Interest Lands Conservation
Act (ANILCA) including the right to practice traditional activities such as subsistence
hunting and fishing (1980). Title VIII of ANILCA addresses subsistence use and states
that:
The continuation of the opportunity for subsistence uses by rural residents of
Alaska, including both Natives and nonNatives, on the public lands and by
Alaska Natives on Native lands is essential to Native physical, economic,
traditional, and cultural existence and to nonNative physical, economic,
traditional, and social existence. (§801)

Activist groups working in Alaska have employed, in light of threats to culture
and way of life for Alaska Natives, the argument that human rights are in jeopardy,
particularly rights to food and survival. Such groups, like ACAT whose funders include
the Alaska Conservation Foundation, Health Care Without Harm and the National
Institute of Environmental Health Sciences, have also used the broad EJ frame described
here to try to draw attention and response to the threats to food, water, and air in Alaska.
ACAT's goals include eliminating toxics, ensuring righttoknow, the use of the
Precautionary Principle, and protecting the rights of Indigenous People. ACAT works to
eliminate local sources of toxins in Alaska by working with communities to, in particular,
get the U.S. military to remediate formerly used sites and dumps. ACAT has performed
extensive mapping of Alaska to document the locations of such sites (www.akaction.org).
ACAT also lobbies for state policies, most recently working to halt extensive herbicide
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spraying along the Alaska Railroad. Similarly, ACAT works on national policy issues
with a current focus on outlawing the pesticide lindane and collaborating with other
groups to encourage the U.S. government to ratify the International POPs Treaty
(www.akaction.org).
Encouraging U.S. ratification of the POPs treaty is currently a rallying point for
environmental groups at large and for groups concerned with the impact of toxins in the
Arctic in particular. In advocating for this ratification, activist groups often point to the
Arctic as an indicator of global environmental health (Circumpolar Conservation Union,
2007). This argument is used by groups working to limit contaminants and by groups
working on issues related to climate change. Global climate change results in earlier and
more dramatic effects for the regions near the Earth's poles than for other regions
(AMAP, 2006). The culprits for contamination and climate change are often one in the
same and therefore, advocacy around the two issues are often undertaken by the same
groups.
For example, the Inuit Circumpolar Conference (ICC), which represents the
interests of indigenous people throughout the Arctic, sent a delegation to Washington
D.C. in early 2007 to go before the InterAmerican Commission on Human Rights
(ICHR). The ICC argued that, "The impacts of climate change, caused by acts and
omissions by the U.S., violate the Inuit's fundamental human rights protected by the
American Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man and other international
instruments" and therefore the US must change its practices in order to uphold these
rights (Buncombe, 2007). Groups like the ICC and Arctic Monitoring and Assessment
Programme (AMAP) which are comprised of representatives from all eight Arctic nations
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are supported in their work to raise awareness about contaminants and climate change
both in terms of education in the Arctic and with policy makers by many smaller groups.
Many of these groups, like ACAT and Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami of Northern Canada are
based in the North and consist of many indigenous peoples (Inuit Tapiriit Kanantami,
2007). Other groups, such as the Circumpolar Conservation Union in Washington D.C.
communicate about Arctic issues in decisionmaking centers (Circumpolar Conservation
Union, 2007).
According to Pam Miller, executive director of ACAT, the EJ frame in particular
is invoked and utilized by some groups working on issues related to contaminants
including the REDOIL Network (Resisting Environmental Devastation on Indigenous
Lands) in Alaska, and the International Treaty Council (ITC) which supports indigenous
groups and advocates for indigenous rights with the United Nations, and some Alaskan
communities who have mobilized around both local and global pollution concerns
(2007). Also, Alaska Natives have participated in and testified at the EPA National
Environmental Justice Advisory Council (NEJAC).
On the other hand, while Miller reports that EPA representatives do work with
tribes on EJ issues, there is little opportunity for real change on this front as there are no
enforcement teeth available to these EPA personnel. Now that the EJ Office has been
closed for EPA's region 10, of which Alaska is part, attention to EJ issues within the
region may diminish (Cornwall, 2006). Also, Miller reports that the EJ movement at
large has focused on the contiguous 48 states without much attention to Alaska (2007).
Although the efforts of groups working on Arctic issues related to contaminants and
particularly climate have gained increasing attention in the past decade, the hesitancy of
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the U.S. to get on board with the Stockholm Convention reveals that the movement to
phase out contaminants needs more momentum, especially when pitted against the
powerful lobbies of industry. Increased connection with the EJ movement may prove an
effective venue for framing the issue of contaminants and for building momentum.
Given the national and global nature of the problem of contaminants in traditional
foods in Alaska, a stronger marriage of activist groups and communities in Alaska with
the EJ movement elsewhere holds promise for mobilizing a larger contingency around the
problem. One route to this union is effective communication using the EJ frames. These
five frameworks serve as a lens for understanding and communicating the different rights
which may be jeopardized by the presence of globallyborne chemicals in the Arctic and
their impact on the safety of traditional foods. Each of these frameworks provides a tool
for articulating the potential environmental injustice grievances across groups, agencies,
and individuals concerned with environmental justice. By analyzing the responses
gleaned from interviews conducted with Alaskan stakeholders and invoking these themes
accordingly, my research will point to evidence that an environmental injustice is
occurring, will call for increased mobilization on the part of nongovernmental
organizations and governments, and will offer suggestions about how to mobilize to
reduce the severity and ideally solve the problem.
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METHODS AND DATA ANALYSIS
In order to glean some insight from a few stakeholders concerned about toxic
contamination of traditional foods and associated environmental and health issues view
the problem as an environmental injustice, I conducted inperson, oneonone interviews
with Alaskan stakeholders who attended the 2007 Alaska Forum on the Environment
(AFE) in Anchorage, Alaska.1 This approach was suggested by Pam Miller, Community
Action on Toxics (ACAT) with whom I worked in developing this research. Miller
stated that her organization often felt frustrated by not feeling that their concerns, and the
concerns of the Native communities with which they worked, were being heard by state
and national decisionmakers. With this knowledge, I set out to address this topic in
some fashion, ultimately arriving at the environmental justice analysis presented in this
paper. For conducting interviews, Miller suggested that rather than traveling to remote
parts of Alaska, the AFE would afford me an excellent opportunity to interact with
individuals convening in one place. Furthermore, the AFE is attended by stakeholders
representing various perspectives about environmental issues in Alaska. Grassroots
activists, employees of government agencies, industry representatives, community
leaders, and hundreds of Alaska Natives attend the AFE. I wished to interview
individuals from these types of groups who are knowledgeable about environmental
issues, particularly as related to traditional food, because an EJ analysis of their informed
perspectives permits understanding of how the potential problem of contaminants is
understood by those involved in the issue. This understanding, ideally, will provide
1

The Alaska Forum on the Environment, [http://www.akforum.com/aboutus.htm], Mission Statement;
Alaskan's working together to promote a clean, healthy environment through communication and
education.
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insight into strategies for communication and mobilization that would resonate not only
with this group of ten stakeholders but other stakeholders as well. Furthermore,
knowledgeable stakeholders are arguably in the best position advocate for solutions. If
the framing of the problem and the types of solutions developed do not resonate with
stakeholders aligned with concerns around contaminants in Alaska, the framing and
solutions will likely not resonate with any other groups. Ultimately, solutions will begin
with stakeholders such as and including those interviewed as part of this research.
Before proceeding with my project and particularly with the interviews, I
submitted the plans for my research to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the
University of Montana.2 The IRB, whose task it is ensure ethical research and
compliance with federal regulations, approved my study in January, 2007.
Participant Recruitment and Interviews
Identifying subjects was accomplished in more than one way. Pam Miller of
ACAT provided me with a broad list of groups whom she thought should be represented
in my attempt to gather multiple perspectives. Using this general list as a guide, which
included the Alaska Intertribal Council, state universities and other research groups, the
EPA, the Alaska Department of Conservation, Tribal Environmental Coordinators, the
Alaska Division of Public Health, and ACAT, I phoned and/or emailed each of the listed
organizations. Only two individuals responded to my inquiries. As a result, I identified
the remainder of my participants during the Alaska Forum on the Environment. Within
the many sessions I attended and per general conversations, I was able to locate
representatives of most of the groups listed above who were in attendance at the
2

The University of Montana Institutional Review Board,
[http://www.umt.edu/research/irb/irboverview.htm].
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conference. Additionally I was able to pinpoint other individuals who work with issues
surrounding toxins in traditional foods, including, for example, a public health nurse and
a tribal environmental coordinator. My goal was to interview eight to ten people. In the
end I conducted ten interviews. I was successful in speaking with agency
representatives, community leaders from Native Alaska communities, and representatives
of nonprofits. I did not get a chance to interview any university researchers or anyone
from national regulatory agencies, namely the EPA. In retrospect, speaking with
someone from an Alaskanbased industry might have been valuable as well.
Most interviews were conducted in the Spurr Room, a small private room on the
lower level of the Egan Convention Center where the AFE was held during the week of
February 12th, 2007. Three interviews were conducted in ACAT’s offices. Interviews
were conducted privately with only myself and the participant in the room.
I began each interview by reading an informed consent statement and obtaining
the verbal consent of the participant. Participants were told the nature of the study, the
goals for reporting the study, their right to keep the interview in its entirety or in part
confidential, their right to skip any question, and their right to discontinue the interview
at any time. A copy of the informed consent protocol can be found in Appendix C. I
recorded the interviews using a digital audio recorder, upon obtaining the consent of the
respondent to do so. All participants permitted audio recording. No participant opted for
confidentiality with the exception of a few comments, and all participants were agreeable
to subsequent contact if I developed any further questions. Following the conference, I
sent seven of ten interviews to a transcribing service and transcribed three of the
interviews myself.
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The Participants
All ten respondents are stakeholders in the topic of traditional foods in Alaska,
and arguably leaders to varying extent, and thus were chosen to participate in the study
because their perceptions offer insight into the most effective means for defining,
communicating about, and mobilizing around the problem per analysis of their responses
using the EJ frames. Of the ten respondents, six persons represented nonprofit
organizations in Alaska. Three of these six respondents are Alaska Natives (two of who
are Yup'ik and one Aleut), and three (not the same three) respondents are employees of
ACAT. Four nonprofit groups were represented. They are ACAT, the Alaska Native
Tribal Health Consortium, the Bering Straits Citizens for Responsible Resource
Development, and the Aleutian Pribilof Islands Association. Of the ten respondents, two
participants represented state agencies in Alaska. One is a toxicologist with the Section
of Epidemiology within the Division of Public Health of Alaska's Department of Health
and Social Services and the other is an environmental specialist with the Department of
Environmental Conservation. No federal agency representatives were available to
interview. Of the ten respondents, two are Alaska Natives who will be referred to as
"tribal members" as they do not represent either of the other two categories. One is the
environmental director for his Inuit community and the other serves on the school board.
A breakdown of the interview participants by affiliation is outlined in Table 1.
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Table 1: Interview Participants by Affiliation
Number of interview
participants of this
Affiliation
Type of group affiliation (10 total)
ACAT
Nonprofit
3
AK Native Tribal Health Consortium
Nonprofit
1
Bering Straits Citizens for Responsible
Nonprofit
1
Resource Development
AleutianPribilof Islands Assoc.
Nonprofit
1
AK Department of Health and Social
Agency
1
Services, Division of Public Health
AK Dept. of Environmental Conservation
Agency
1
Environmental Director (Native Community) Tribal member
1
School District (Native community)
Tribal member
1

Rather than naming individuals or creating pseudonyms in the chapter
documenting results, I have chosen to associate comments with the respondent's role as a
stakeholder in issues related to traditional foods. Thus, a respondent will be referred to as
a nonprofit representative, an agency representative, or a tribal member. (Some
respondents will be identifiable to readers who are familiar with stakeholders in Alaska
working on these issues.) The purpose in this approach is to promote understanding of
the different perspectives held by stakeholders. This is not to say that all stakeholders of
the same type of affiliation offered similar responses. Often, this was not the case. But
this approach allows for some insight into ways in which particular groups of
stakeholders share perspectives or diverge on certain issues. However, given the small
sample size, the perspectives presented here are to be valued because they do come from
informed stakeholders, but they must not be unduly generalized to all stakeholders in this
issue.
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The ten respondents provided hundreds of comments, 278 of which I assigned a
primary code. There are pros and cons to this approach to coding and qualitative analysis
which includes noting the quantity of responses attributed to particular stakeholders and
to particular EJ frames. On one hand, applying quantitative methods to a qualitative
approach takes the responses out of context and may thus undermine attention, for
example, to a particular message that only one interviewee discussed. On the other hand,
attentiveness to the quantity of comments offered by certain groups or about certain EJ
frames reveals, for example, that some frames receive more attention than others. In
Figure 1, the ownership of response is broken down in an effort to see if any particular
group was more outspoken or verbose than another. As the figure shows, approximately
onequarter of the responses were offered by each type of respondent, therefore
suggesting that no one group dominated the responses.

Figure 1: Percentage of Total Coded Answers by Type of Respondent

Tribal members
22%

Agency
21%

ACAT
28%

Other non
profits
29%
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Interview Protocol Development
The interview questions that I developed sought to determine whether participants
viewed the problem of toxins in traditional food in a manner consistent with the five EJ
frameworks described previously: distributive justice, procedural justice, corrective
justice, ecological sustainability, and indigenous rights. Additionally, the interview
questions were crafted in a straightforward fashion with openended questions that
permitted the respondent license to speak at length about her/his general understanding of
the topic. The first question was intended to simply get the respondent oriented to the
topic and one of the final questions allowed the respondent an opportunity to suggest
her/his solution to the potential problem posed by global contaminants.
Ultimately the interview protocol contained 14 questions with a number of
prompts. The interview protocol can be found in Appendix B. I intended to have
interviews that would last approximately 45 minutes. In application, interviews varied
from about 20 minutes to nearly a full hour.
Data Analysis
Once all of the interviews were transcribed, I read them and performed an initial
coding as “content analysis is accomplished through the use of coding frames” (Berg,
2004, p. 280). Coding is a process of identifying and organizing themes, categories, and
concepts achieved through a close reading (Berg, 2004). During my first round of
coding, I noted interesting or telling comments and ascribed an EJ framework to each
comment as relevant. During this first round of coding, I also noted a number of
comments that did not fit well with any of the frameworks and decided to note but not try
to classify these particular comments at this stage. Thus, my approach to coding was a
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deductive one due to the presence of an existing theoretical perspective, in this case the
EJ frameworks (Berg, 1989), but I remained open to emergent themes that did not fall
within the preexisting frames.
With a general knowledge bank of the content of the interviews, I embarked on a
second round of coding. With this round, I found comments that I had previously missed
that deserved attention. I also began to recognize the nature of the emergent themes,
often associated with uncategorized comments from the first coding. The two themes
that came into focus were that of righttoknow issues and communication. At the close
of my second round of coding, many comments were identified with two or more codes
as I continued to sort and analyze.
I conducted a third round of coding which included a great deal of recoding. In
conjunction with this round of coding, I began to place quotations from the interviews in
a spreadsheet. This process moved me to look at the data a bit differently. First, I found
it necessary to recode some data based on emergent themes. Second, I found that the
physical process of putting the data in an excel spreadsheet forced me to look at the
comments with a more precise eye and to, more so than in the first two rounds of open
coding, begin to conceptualize how the interview data did and did not fit the frameworks
as I anticipated.
In the spreadsheet itself, I permitted, when necessary, a comment to carry two
codes. In the column labeled Code 1, I noted which theme the quote best fit. As
appropriate, quotes were given a second code in another column labeled Code 2. This
strategy allowed me to sort the comments using both codes and thus to critically consider
which theme the comment matched best. In some cases, I opted to recode comments
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once I could see how their nature meshed with other comments of the same theme. In
parsing out quotes with elements of both communication and procedural justice, this
double coding allowed me to see the comments twice and to twice consider the context
and the message offered by the interview participant. In this third coding in particular,
the data began to speak for itself. Notably, the largest percentage of comments was
linked with procedural justice, righttoknow, and communication. Thus around these
closelylinked topics, I performed what Berg describes as axial coding in which
"intensive coding around one category" is performed (2004, p. 280). I found that
interviewees paid a great deal of attention to issues surrounding the righttoknow about
both contaminants and their health impacts. Interview participants also highlighted many
problems with communication amongst stakeholders and thus I determined that rightto
know issues and communication constituted notable subthemes to procedural justice.
Subthemes are distinct topics or themes that constitute a portion of a broader theme.
Once I had identified these emergent codes, I still found that a few comments
were simply coded as "justice" given their general nature. Over time, I realized that
these "justice" comments arose in answering question twelve of the interview protocol,
"In your opinion, are any of the impacts of toxins in the Arctic we've discussed unfair?"
It should be noted that I only employed this particular wording of the question for the
initial three interviews. In application, asking the question this way seemed elementary
on one hand and confusing to interviewees on the other. Thus, I altered the wording
slightly and later inquired, "In your opinion, do the impacts of toxins in the Arctic
constitute an injustice?" In the chapter documenting the results, the answers to this
question are summarized separately.
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While, based on the frequency of comments, procedural justice and
communications demanded the most attention, I rearranged the data within Excel
numerous times, looking at different categories and performing some level of axial
coding for each of the themes. This process allowed me to consider the data in a different
context, and to therefore, in a sense, crossreference the quotes with other quotes that fell
under the same theme. In some cases, once observed in a different context, I found that I
had to recode comments. Furthermore, given the shortcoming of having only one
individual performing the coding, it was particularly important to perform a rigorous
coding regimen (Berg, 1989).
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RESULTS
The interview protocol was designed to elicit feedback about the five EJ
frameworks, therefore it came as no surprise that the bulk of comments spoke to these
themes. However, as noted in the previous section, righttoknow and communication
were both identified as subthemes to procedural justice from the analysis of responses.
The findings for each of these categories are described in this chapter. It is important to
note that although the responses have been coded for a specific category with which they
best fit, the topics covered are not always fully independent of one another. Rather,
different facets of injustice are interwoven and multilayered.
The frames evident in the data, including recommendations made by respondents
applicable to each theme are reported in this chapter as well as the discussion chapter in
the following order:
1. Distributive Justice
2. Procedural Justice (including RighttoKnow and Communication)
3. Indigenous Rights
4. Corrective Justice
5. An Injustice: Answers to Question Twelve
6. Ecological Sustainability
Some topics, as will be discussed, received much more attention than others, perhaps as a
result of the interview design. Procedural justice was addressed at length by respondents,
even when the particular question on the table was not intended to draw comments about
just procedures and public participation. However, although respondents made many
comments about procedural justice, responses related to this and the other themes were
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often general in nature and did not often include details and specifics to illustrate
comments. I suspect that the general nature of responses resulted largely from the
wording of the questions and the broad scope of topics that were squeezed into a short
interview. On the other hand, respondents did not seem reticent to answer questions or to
offer opinions.
As will be seen in this description of the 278 responses assigned primary codes,
the degree of discrepancy among respondents varies a great deal by theme. Figure 2
shows how the coded responses compare with the themes which the answers were
intended to elicit. Notably, the percentage of coded responses that addressed distributive
justice and particularly procedural justice outpaced the percentage of questions intended
to draw comments about these topics. Whereas 4 (or 34%) of the questions asked about
procedural justice, 130 (or 47%) of the responses addressed this theme. Similarly, one
(8%) question asked about distributive justice while 75 (27%) of responses were coded as
distributive justice. In part, this is explained by the "other" questions which were open
ended in nature. I also think that the large percentage of responses about procedural
justice is indicative of the importance of this frame to the interviewed stakeholders.
Responses about other frames lagged behind the percentage of questions directed
at these frames. At times, this may have happened because for example, an interviewee
commented about both indigenous rights and distributive justice within the same
statement and it was necessary to choose one primary code for many comments which
had elements of multiple codes.
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Figure 2: Comparison of Questions Directed at EJ Frames
and Nature of Coded Responses
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Distributive Justice
In situations where an environmental injustice is occurring, Kuehn reports that the
distributive justice theme is the most commonly invoked theme (2000). In this study,
27% (75 of the 278 primary coded responses) of the comments spoke most directly to
distributive justice. While more comments pertaining to procedural justice were offered,
perhaps resulting from interview design, a great deal of attention was given to distributive
justice. Respondents focused primarily on a few topics when discussing distributive
justice. Many comments about unfair distribution centered geographic concentration of
contaminants of global origin in the Arctic. Respondents also highlighted
disproportionate impacts on populations consuming a traditional diet, cultural impacts for
Alaska Natives, and alarming rates of cancer.
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One nonprofit representative, talking about geographical disparities, stated
simply, "Even though we feel pristine and far away from everything I understand there
are a lot more toxins up here than people realize," and furthermore remarked, "Well, it is
true that they [Alaska Natives] live an isolated life way up here, and who would have
guessed all this stuff is raining down on them?" Echoing a few other participants,
another nonprofit representative referred to the knowledge that global chemicals are, "an
invisible threat, and yet it is affecting the integrity of our health and of the ecosystems in
the North." Still another nonprofit representative lamented, "I think it’s unfair because it
seems like the Arctic areas are being hit or are being hit the worst with global transport
coming up to the cold areas." A common theme and concern among most respondents
was that contaminants are traveling to Alaska from all over the globe, particularly from
eastern Asia.
Many respondents talked about the disproportionate impact that consumers of
traditional foods experience as a result of the threat of contaminants. This disparate
impact, which is compounded by the geophysical forces that concentrate toxins in the
Arctic and by the inseparable link between traditional foods and indigenous culture,
received a great deal of attention from all respondents. In fact, nearly every comment
about food tied to the importance that food holds for culture. Respondents of each type
recognized this relationship and offered rich commentary about the importance of
retaining traditional food consumption. One nonprofit representative acknowledged that
maintaining trust in traditional foods is particularly important given other contemporary
cultural changes for Native communities, pointing out that:
[Native communities face] tremendous challenges and in some cases, tremendous
dysfunctions, and struggles and everything else, but boy, hunting and gathering
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and sharing are, become even more important in light of that…. For people to
think that there’s anything wrong with their food really strikes at a deeper
chord…
The threat of contaminants is alone sufficient to wreak havoc on indigenous
communities. One nonprofit representative who is also an Alaska Native reflected on
her community, pointing out that cultural cohesion and knowledge must not be
undermined by contaminants or fears of them:
We're loosing vital cultural, spiritual connections, but even more than that, even
more than just the very hard to quantify parts there's the very, very real self
sufficiency parts that by not needing to eat it you're not going out to get it, you're
not learning the skills, you're not taking care of yourself, and these losses, I
believe, are more disempowering to our culture and to our future than just the
threat of a contaminant.
An agency representative similarly observed that the gathering of traditional foods is at
the, "very root of [Alaska Native] culture, of their spirit, and when they move away from
that it damages the very fabric of their whole lifestyle." This threat to culture
demonstrates that the disproportionate impact felt by Alaska Natives extends well beyond
simple threats to the food supply and human health. While nonindigenous residents of
the Arctic also stand to be impacted by toxins to some extent as well, the threat to Native
culture is much greater than any threats of this type to nonindigenous groups because of
both diet and culture and the relationship between the two. Both tribal and non
indigenous respondents recognized this distinction.
Part of the disproportionate cultural impact results when Alaska Natives switch
from traditional foods to market foods. While there are numerous reasons for doing this,
one factor influencing this decision is the fear of contaminants. The outcome is that not
only are cultural and spiritual practices lost, but a host of new problems arise. As Alaska
Natives have switched to market foods, related medical problems have begun to plague
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communities. A nonprofit representative pointed out, "The other diseases are directly
related to a change from a traditional diet. There was no known recorded history of
diabetes among the Aleut people before the introduction of storebought foods."
These adverse health impacts that result from diets high in carbohydrates are
certainly not unique to Alaska Natives, but the difference is that, to some extent,
consumption of these foods is not what many Alaska Natives would opt for if
contaminants were not a suspected threat. A tribal member reflected:
I think it's terrible when you have people that are living off natural resources and
those natural resources aren't safe to eat anymore and we're being forced to eat
food that, you know, is western created that also isn't healthy for you.
As this quote suggests that concerns about contaminants is influencing the decision to
reduce or eliminate intake of traditional foods.
The previous quote also reinforces the point that adverse health impacts are a
possible consequence of consuming either traditional foods or market foods. One non
profit representative pointed out that some of the seemingly unexplained high rates of
illness may be resulting from exposure to chemicals in traditional foods previously
thought to be safe. This respondent stated, "This is really born out in the scientific
literature these days that we're finding levels in people that live in the North that can
cause a range of health problems."
In attending the AFE, it was clear that Native communities are worried about
cancer. Respondents gave some striking feedback about cancer in their Native
communities and with communities with whom they have worked. Comments from a
tribal member such as, "I've never seen the statistics, but just thinking of all the people
that I have known that have died of cancer is like, you know, it's probably 90 or 95
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percent of the deaths up there," give credence to the suspicion that indigenous
communities are suffering from a distributive injustice surrounding health impacts. A
nonprofit representative offered a similarly striking reflection about cancer rates in a
village with which she has worked:
This is a village of 160 people, and I could just, in the 20 years that I’ve been
close to this village I could just go on and name individual after individual who’s
died of brain cancer, died of throat cancer, died of breast cancer, another one with
breast cancer. You know, it just seems like the cancers go on and on and on …
It’s become who next, you know, “who next?”
Another tribal member who also represents a nonprofit expressed frustration with the
tendency to ascribe health problems to individuals rather than considering environmental
causes:
My dad died of colon cancer. My mom a year ago May got colon cancer. I've
had three miscarriages myself. Family on both sides, we come from big families,
you know. So many relatives that have died from cancer, and they tell us it's
lifestyle.

To recap, respondents commented about multiple facets of distributive justice.
While a few respondents stated that the very presence of globallyborne contaminants are
unfair to everyone, suggesting that Alaska Natives are not wholly unique in their plight,
these and all other respondents gave some responses demonstrating some
disproportionate impacts. To summarize, remarks about disproportionate impacts
centered on geographical distribution and what that means for the North, consequences
for consumers of traditional foods, consequences for indigenous cultures, and the health
of impacted populations.
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Procedural Justice
The greatest number of participant responses belonged to this theme as almost
onehalf (47%) of the responses addressed issues of procedural justice. All of the
respondents made at least one comment about procedural justice, perhaps resulting from
the nature of the interview which included four questions likely to elicit responses about
this EJ frame (questions 811). Statements about procedural justice were additionally
made in answering all but two (questions 2 & 3) of the other interview questions (see
Appendix B for Interview Protocol). Comments pursuant to two subthemes to
procedural justice, righttoknow and communication, were also common and will be
discussed shortly.
Responses pertaining to opportunities for procedural justice ran the gamut,
revealing significant discrepancies among stakeholders. The Alaska Forum on the
Environment (AFE) itself served as an example for many respondents and therefore as a
useful microcosm for understanding the broader landscape of opinion surrounding
opportunities for public participation. A nonprofit representative, another tribal
member, and all three agency representatives highlighted the AFE as a good opportunity
for participation. One Alaska Native, attending the forum for the ninth consecutive year
held that, "Forums like this really are a wonderful opportunity and saying it [raising
issues] enough eventually gets action." On the other hand, two respondents felt quite
differently about the AFE. One woman, representing a nonprofit, argued that, "this
venue here, AFE, you know, it's all agency and agency and military and regulatory
agency. It's their own agenda. You know, they push their own agenda, and so there's a
sense that we're not being heard, that we're not being validated."
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Similar comments were offered about opportunities for public participation in
general. Of the ten interviewees, three respondents held, by and large, that opportunities
for procedural justice are ample while five respondents stated that this was not in fact true
in many cases. The two other respondents, both Alaska Natives, pointed to examples of
situations when public participation was upheld and others when it was not. It is
important to note that all of the respondents offered complex answers and demonstrated
that they understand that opportunities for participation are variable. Thus, for example,
the respondents (including both agency participants) whose comments suggested that
they think that procedural justice typically occurs, did note that there is room for
improvement and cited events, such as stakeholder workshops and the Alaska statewide
hair monitoring program, that are designed to remedy gaps in procedural justice.
Both agency representatives spoke about ways in which they perceive that Alaska
Natives do have opportunities for procedural involvement. One agency representative,
illustrating opportunities for participation stated:
They [Alaska Natives] have more power than we do sometimes. I mean, when
they go to those…I've seen some [Alaska Natives] travel to the conventions in
other countries about POPs treaties and stuff like that, and they can have very
powerful impacts there.
A nonprofit representative agreed that Alaska Natives have plenty of opportunities for
participation:
Yeah, [Alaska Natives are] very able to [offer input about decisions]. I mean if
you get the chance to travel to a village, one thing you'll see is that each village
has its own tribal council and they run on a very Robert Rules of Order system.
It's extremely impressive, and they make big decisions.
Another agency employee offered the following comment which demonstrates the
perception, voiced by both agency representatives, that agencies are working to create
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forums to inform Alaska Natives, listen to their concerns, and make decisions
accordingly:
We're listening to local communities and their concerns and addressing those and
giving them feedback that, you know, we have taken those considerations in mind
and before we provide them just advice and say, oh, yeah. Go forth and eat all the
fish you can.
Other respondents, including both tribal members and four of the six nonprofit
representatives reported that they are at times misinformed, uninformed, and unable to
participate in decisionmaking. In contrast to the previous response expressing this vew
that agencies are aware of concerns and that all stakeholders are listened to, one tribal
member reflected about an incident in which her community's opposition to new
development was swept under the rug by the state and by the industry:
They [an industry looking to develop a new mine] had community input or
whatever those forums were that, you know, to hear what people had to say, and
they went up and gave testimony. "This is bad. We don't want this." Lots of
people [from the community] said that. They didn't accept that. I think the state
didn't accept that. Anyway, they canceled it [a meeting]. Then they rescheduled
another one [meeting] and didn't really advertise it well, and then the people that
had already given their statements thought, "I've already given my statements so I
don't need to go back." So the second or the third time around they got less and
less input from the community, and it looked like on paper people didn't care…so
the validity of the community input is questionable sometimes.
Referring to working with state agencies, a tribal member remarked how geographic
isolation can impede opportunities for remote villages to offer input and participate in
decisionmaking:
Yeah, yeah, there’s an infrastructure that’s there. It’s intimidating. Plus the fact
that it’s a white organization, okay? It’s a white organization and then we live out
there and who’s going to come to my village, population 22…and listen to me?
Lack of knowledge about how to participate and influence decisions was also expressed:
I want to say that people are very concerned and feel powerless in really making
change.

49

Even when agencies asked for the views of members of affected communities, those
residents felt their views were not really listened to and made little difference in
outcomes:
A lot of times agencies like the military or regulatory agencies they come in and
tell you what they're going to do after the fact. They don't involve the
communities, the leadership from the beginning. They don't come in to hear their
areas of concern.
Recurring themes among these and the many other comments suggesting a lack of
procedural justice are that some communities do not know where to turn for help,
communities that do seek help or public participation often feel that their input falls on
deaf ears, and in some cases, only lip service is given to participation. For example, one
tribal member in highlighting the low priority given to less powerful stakeholders in
some situations, stated that he felt deceived after feeling, "sooo good" that "finally an
agency that's going to listen to me" and treat him as the "best client" only to find that in
fact, his concerns went unaddressed. As with this respondent, some of the frustration
offered by respondents was directed at state agencies. However, given the widespread
nature of global transport of chemicals, procedural concerns at the state level represent
only one layer of participation. While some respondents focused on statelevel
participation, many spoke to national and international participation as well.
On one hand, a few interviewees pointed to the participation of Indigenous Arctic
residents in international events such as the Stockholm Convention as an example of
ways in which they are able to participate on the global level. On the other hand, other
interview participants commented on Alaska's remoteness as an impediment to
participation. Not only are communities in Alaska remote and thus challenged in
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participation at the state level, Alaska is also distant from the contiguous 48 states and the
Arctic is a remote region of the world. These physical realities create barriers for
procedural justice according to respondents from agencies, tribes, and nonprofits alike.
To summarize, responses relevant to the procedural justice theme characterized
nearly onehalf of the total responses collected in the interviews. (About onethird of the
procedural justice results will be reported shortly under the subtheme headings, Rightto
Know and Communication.) Some respondents, including but not limited to the agency
representatives, argued that many opportunities for participation for concerned residents
and Alaska Natives do exist and that where opportunities may fall short, strides are being
made to increase opportunities for procedural justice. The remainder of the respondents
offered a spectrum of responses. A few respondents felt that tribal governments offered
tribal members a great deal of input about decisions impacting their lives, but that further
opportunities for participation are in order in addition to tribal governments. Other
respondents expressed great frustration by blocks to procedural justice at local, state,
national, and international levels for Alaskans seeking knowledge of and input about
contaminants in their environment.
RighttoKnow
Procedural justice or the right to equal and meaningful participation in decision
making, is necessarily preceded by adequate knowledge of the topic, or fulfillment of an
involved party's righttoknow. Thus, the righttoknow is treated as a subtheme of the
procedural justice theme and is framed, by interview participants, as the right to
knowledge about contaminants and their potential adverse effects. Here, the rightto
know extends beyond the legal definition discussed earlier and considers the both
contaminants and their consequences.
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Many respondents talked about righttoknow issues, particularly in answering
question eight, "how knowledgeable are Alaska Natives about concerns surrounding
toxins?" Of the 24 (9% of the total 278) responses most closely aligned with rightto
know concerns, five of the responses implied that Alaska Natives are knowledgeable
about concerns surrounding traditional foods. For example, one nonprofit representative
pointed out that, while at the Alaska Forum on the Environment, she had listened to
"traditional native people saying, 'does that bioaccumulate?' Now, I don't think in the
general population you would hear someone say that."
This notion that some Alaska Natives are impressively abreast of issues
surrounding their traditional foods was echoed by other respondents who pointed out that
hunters are the first people to recognize that something is wrong, through observations of
changes to wild foods and the environment. Speaking from the perspective of a non
profit employee interacting with various Native communities, one respondent stated:
I think people in rural Alaska, Alaskan Natives, are so close to the land
and the sea and have such intimate knowledge that often the hunters and
the elders I think know things before there's scientific documentation. So
I think there's a lot of awareness about how contamination might effect
traditional foods because people report to us they see things that they just
hadn't seen before there was contamination like runny bone marrow or
strange growth in tumors, diseases, and lesions and things like that that
they just…people didn't see before the rise of industrial contamination and
people.
However, as this respondent noted, understanding that changes are occurring does not
suggest that Arctic residents are completely knowledgeable about the impacts to health
and the environment resulting from these changes. There are different ways of
"knowing" about what is occurring in one's environment. Noting "lesions" and "pus
sacs" only demands, in the reflections of another nonprofit representative, further
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research into the causes and consequences of these observable changes because noticing
visible changes is not sufficient for understanding the consequences of these changes.
For some communities, these concerns have resulted in growing awareness and education
about contaminants. One participant stated, "for a while there was a lot of fear in my
community when we first found out about what was going on, but the more we found out,
the more the fear went away."
However, many communities remain uninformed or, perhaps worse, partially
informed. At one extreme, a tribal member who serves as environmental director for a
small Native community reported that," Because I’m naïve, there’s no threat." A few
other respondents noted that levels of awareness varied greatly by community, including,
as suggested by this comment, very little knowledge of global contaminants and, as a
result, a greater likelihood of putting themselves at risk. Other interviewees expressed
concern about partial information which left people "fearful" of their traditional foods
and convinced that their food was universally unsafe, without understanding the many
nuances of different chemicals and their impacts on different foods.
Interviewees representing nonprofits, government agencies, and tribal
communities alike agreed that impacted people should be informed. Among respondents
and while at the Alaska Forum on the Environment, I repeatedly heard the statement, "we
have a right to know." However, among the respondents, there was disagreement about
how effectively this right is being fulfilled. One nonprofit representative reported that,
"We hear a lot that, you know, people don't necessarily trust the judgments or decisions
that state and federal agencies make about whether foods are or are not safe," and that,
"The agencies have tended to downplay the effects of these chemicals and have disputed
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that at the levels that we're finding that there would be health effects." Conversely,
agency representatives pointed out that it is challenging to convey information about
topics that are not fully understood. For example one agency representative pointed out,
"You can't explicitly link a cancer to a, you know, a specific toxicant, and sometimes
that's kind of a difficult thing to communicate." Another agency voice stated that her
agency does its best to field questions and offer balanced information; "What do people
want from us? Usually from us they just want answers, you know, which we try our best
to provide perspective." These comments reflect the "dialectic of double binds" common
to communities facing contamination wherein both residents and regulators find that their
hands are often tied in responding to the threat. Regulators are pulled in multiple
directions as they try to minimize fear in the community while sometimes coming across
as unconcerned while also balancing internal and industry messages to not let the
situation get out of hand. Residents also find themselves in a bind between fear and
denial, particularly if the source of the contamination is a local employer (maybe even his
or her own). Not surprisingly, communication between the two groups is strained, often
a result of different perspectives, a lack of scientific confirmation, and distrust (Edelstein
2004, pp. 162163).
A pervasive element of comments pertaining to righttoknow issues was simply
that more information is needed. A few respondents pointed out that inadequate
education can result in fear and therefore, ongoing communication and education is
necessary to allow people to make their own informed choices. Communities vary
greatly in their levels of awareness at present, but one response, offered from a
representative from a nonprofit, seemed to capture the prevailing spirit of the responses.
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She stated, "I think people would like to know a lot more about what’s in their foods and
are there certain organ meats that are higher carriers than others?... Do the nutritional
advantages outweigh the risks?" In summary, comments about righttoknow suggest
that while strides are being made, to varying levels of acceptance and success, the
responses offered by interview participants, particularly tribal members and some non
profit representatives, suggest that some residents still feel unable to make informed
choices as they have questions about the safety of their traditional foods, the causes of
changes to their health and environment, and the best dietary options for their
communities.
Communication
Effective communication is an integral element of procedural justice as
communication about issues and concerns assures one's righttoknow and therefore,
communication serves as a second important subtheme to procedural justice. Ample
communication is also a necessary prerequisite to public participation and ultimately to
just policymaking. Respondents offered many insightful comments about
communication suggesting that achieving justice, education, understanding, and remedies
for dealing with the presence of contaminants in traditional foods is sometimes hindered
by communication breakdowns. One source is the media which while perhaps useful in
raising awareness to some extent may be doing a disservice by offering partial
information thus instigating fear because, "They're always after the sexy scare."
According to some respondents other problems with communication have
developed around researchers and groups such as Greenpeace who come in to
communities to conduct research. One participant offered the following example of how
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curtailed communication about the safety of traditional foods can leave Alaska Natives
with questions:
You know, they came in a few years ago and really stirred things up, and it's not
really fair to go into a community and say all your foods are dangerous and then
leave... You know, I tried to impress upon them how unfair it is to come in, say I
need all these samples cause your food might unsafe. Already you've put into
people's minds that their food is unsafe.
While no respondent argued that concerns about traditional foods should go undiscussed,
half of the respondents lamented that some attempts at communication have scared
people away from traditional foods, even when the fears are unfounded. Respondents
suggested that more extensive communication, on the other hand, would inform residents
that contaminants may be problematic in some very specific situations but that the
benefits of traditional foods outweigh the risks. This approach to communication entails
the full picture of risks and benefits rather than a partial picture that offers false
assurances or leaves Alaska Natives with nothing but scary information about traditional
foods. This approach also includes knowledge of where to turn for ongoing information
about traditional foods. One tribal member lamented one way in which communication
falls short, "the education doesn't go far enough. People will only hear up to a certain
point, and then they stop listening and then they, you know, cling to that." The result is
that as communities move away from consumption of traditional foods, they replace
these foods with increasing consumption of market foods, often high in fat and
carbohydrates and low in nutritional value. A public health nurse representing a non
profit stated, "I don't want people's fear to keep them from eating this food, which is
really proven to be beneficial to them." Likewise, an agency representative relayed that:
We're seeing the health status of people going down as a result of moving away
from traditional foods…so from our perspective, it's more that people are being
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harmed by the fear of contaminants which is causing them to move away from
eating traditional foods. That's the greatest harm from contaminants that we see.
In the same spirit, another nonprofit representative pointed to health problems arising
from the consumption of market foods rather than traditional foods in stating:
It gets put in our face so much the information about being scared of traditional
foods. But when we look at death statistics, we see incredibly high rates of
diabetes in that region. Heart disease, obesity and lifestyle issues…
Thus, there is a suggestion among many respondents that concerns about justice and
differing stakeholders aside, there is a need for more complete understanding of the
potential threat posed by contaminants. Additionally, there is need for an effective and
complete approach to risk communication about traditional foods including the nuances
of what populations should and should not eat of certain organs or types of food.
There is discrepancy among the respondents surrounding, in particular, the
approach to communication taken by state government agencies and that taken by non
profits such as ACAT. One respondent, representing a nonprofit, held that any
discussion of concerns around toxins is good and raising awareness using any means is
part of reaching full understanding of and solutions to the problem. While an agency
representative and two nonprofit representative felt that too much attention to toxins was
unnecessarily alarming to Arctic residents, an ACAT representative countered that:
It's been disturbing to us over the past few years to see the state agencies pretend
there's not a problem and to simply say that groups like ours are being alarmist
about these toxic chemicals when they're giving false assurances. From my
perspective they're giving false assurances that everything's fine…
Not unaware of these critiques, one agency representative acknowledged that as an
agency person, many people do not trust her but that:
We're always trying to balance the risks and the benefits when we give advice
about whether foods are safe or good to eat, so it's…we're always…everybody's
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always mad at us because we're in the middle. You know, we have a very centrist
point of view, so we do our best to give the best public health advice we can.
Along these lines, another agency employee felt that opportunities for public participation
are ample but that communication about these opportunities does not always reach Native
communities:
I think that it may be that…there may not be the knowledge of who to talk to.
Definitely there are resources available, but I think that there maybe a
communication issue and that…state and federal agencies need to do a better job
at providing, you know, where you can go for information.
This same individual spoke to the challenges of risk communication and the existence of,
according to the EPA, safe levels of exposure, while another respondent, expressed
frustration that any time another culprit, such as smoking, can be identified, the
discussion of risks such as contaminants comes to a halt. This respondent, representing a
nonprofit, furthermore recognized that to some extent, the answers that people seek
simply do not exist and for some communities, "there will never be enough redress for a
certain issue."
Finally, these roadblocks to communication are made more complex by other
barriers. For example, the public health nurse suggested that communication should not
just focus around formerly used defense sites (FUDS) or contaminants borne of global
transport. She argued that more communication is needed about the toxic hazards of
bringing one's fourwheeler or snowmobile in the house and working on it in the Arctic
entryway. A nonprofit representative and Alaska Native also offered insight to cultural
expectations that serve as barriers to communication, stating that, "A lot of communities
don't feel that they have rights or it's too political or because of our culture… I was raised
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like no matter what anybody says to you or does to you, you don't say anything or do
anything back."
Overall, the responses suggest that communication is limited by more than unjust
omissions of the input from certain populations. Rather, different entities, each using
what they see as the best approach to communication, all agree that more information is
needed and that when communication falls short, people may be making decisions that
produce a less than optimal result. For optimal communication and the insurance of
procedural justice, it is important to note the different approaches that groups are taking
to communicating about the safety of traditional foods. An analysis of these trends will
be undertaken in the Discussion chapter. A final element of communication worth noting
is that communication is infinitely challenging for humans and that factors including the
role of the media, cultural norms, remoteness, distrust, and the daytoday demands of
life impede complete communication as well.
Indigenous Rights
In coding the responses, most comments that spoke to indigenous rights first and
foremost addressed other EJ frames. As a result, relatively few comments were analyzed
that pertain to indigenous rights, but as seen in other sections throughout this chapter,
many comments mentioning indigenous rights were brought up by interview participants.
To reiterate an earlier point, the responses presented in this chapter could be differently
arranged and discussed within the context of multiple EJ frames in many cases. The
succinctness of this section should not be construed to suggest that participants held the
indigenous rights frame to be of less importance. Rather its intimate connections with

59

distributive justice and each of the other EJ frames highlights the belief that achieving
environmental justice requires that indigenous rights be upheld.
As documented in the literature review, the indigenous rights frame articulates a
belief in human rights, the right to existence, treaty rights, and the right not to be
deprived of subsistence resources. As one respondent stated, the "right to culture, right
to subsistence, right to survival…are all wrapped up in access to clean and reliable
traditional food," and therefore protecting the safety and availability of traditional foods
is part and parcel to guaranteeing indigenous rights. Another element of indigenous
rights is simply the right to exist, a right which, according to the comment from one non
profit representative is perceived to be under threat by some Alaska Natives:
I mean honest to God, between the toxins and the global warming, I can see that
the native community could feel that yeah there’s sort of a systematic… well
that’s not the objective, but that’s the outcome that you really are, removing a
cultural group.
One tribal member who also works for a nonprofit made the argument that human rights
are being violated by the threat posed by contaminants per threats to food and means of
subsistence. Another tribal member offered a nuanced answer, commenting about many
ways problems surrounding indigenous rights and procedural justice for Alaska Natives,
but saying of toxins in particular, "I can't see specifically how toxins are infringing on the
rights of native people specifically. There's a lot of different things that do, but I don't
know if toxins are at the root of it." Another interviewee, representing an agency, stated
unfamiliarity with indigenous rights per se, but did recognize that the indigenous way of
life is being eroded.
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Corrective Justice
Responses to the questions related to corrective justice (17% of the primary coded
responses) in some cases pointed fingers and in some cases arose as recommendations for
correcting the problem of contaminants in traditional foods. These comments largely
came as responses to questions 4, 5, 6, and 7 (see Appendix B). As the quoted responses
will show, opinions about achieving corrective justice varied widely. On one end of the
spectrum, respondents highlighted the need for international action and broadscale
economic changes. On the other end, respondents called for reflection on individual
actions that can be undertaken in pursuit of solutions. One respondent offered a different
angle and spoke to the challenge of pinpointing fault at any level. Figure 3 illustrates the
parties who respondents felt should be responsible for corrective measures.

# of times mentioned by respondents

Figure 3: Parties Considered Responsible for Corrective Justice
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While offhanded comments were made about the need for global policies, most
comments that mentioned international treaties highlighted the need for the U.S. to
support such treaties. As one nonprofit representative put it:
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I think the federal government getting on board with the more reasonable
international laws and provisions that are trying to reduce the use, spread, and
what have you of these kinds of contaminants would be a wonderful first step.
Tied to the need for the U.S. to participate in global efforts at environmental protection
were comments citing the need for the U.S. to enforce its own laws, to responsibly issue
permits to polluting companies, and to step up efforts to protect its citizens. One
interviewee observed:
I do believe that our federal government hasn't done enough in the recent two
administrations to focus on the environment at all whatsoever let alone… if
anything there were rollbacks. So I'm seeing a big need for the federal
government to get more involved.
Another respondent simply stated an opinion, "that the government has to be more
responsible and provide funding and enforcement to keep our earth clean."
The number of responses about the role that corporations and industry play in
degrading the environment rivaled critiques of the government. Respondents often cited
government entities as enablers of harmful actions on the part of industry. One
interviewee called for accountability and honesty in polluting by stating, "corporations
that are, I’m pretty sure, aware of what they’re doing but they continue to do it, I’m pretty
sure, because of money in their pockets." This desire for honesty was echoed by another
respondent who stated:
There's really a lot of evidence that shows that the chemical corporations know
and have known for decades about the toxicity and the effects that these
chemicals may have on the environment and human health and have suppressed
evidence about that just as the tobacco industry suppressed information about the
health effects of cigarette smoking for many decades.
In a poignant statement, another interview participant held that, "I believe that our
corporations are the leaders financially for a reason, and that's because they cut all the
corners they need to maintain their profitability. Those corners are frequently human
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lives and direct impacts." Another respondent commented on the role that regulatory
agencies, without specifying state or federal level, play in permitting the emission of
contaminants that can ultimately impact traditional food supplies. This respondent, a
nonprofit employee declared:
I also hold the regulatory agencies accountable because they do not require the
chemical industry to prove chemicals are safe before they're put on the
commercial market, so these chemicals, you know, we're the subjects of this, you
know, immense experiment that the regulatory agencies allow the chemical
corporations to do, so to my way of thinking the regulatory agencies are as
guilty as the chemical corporations because they let this happen, and the chemical
industry wields such political influence that they can make it happen.
Offering the perspective of a state regulatory agency, another respondent stated, "I mean,
if we can identify responsible parties or if we can somehow have the, you know,
enforcement teeth to make something happen, and often times I feel like we don't…"
Beyond specific governments and agencies, interviewees highlighted other facets
of corrective justice. One respondent, representing a nonprofit, pointed to the greediness
of capitalism as a culprit for the problems facing the Arctic. Three respondents spoke
about personal behavior. One interview participant suggested less joyriding on
snowmobiles and fourwheelers and two other respondents spoke of the responsibility
that the public, who vote leaders into office, must take for the choices they make in
electing leaders. Another respondent, a tribal member representing a nonprofit, called
for another aspect of corrective justice: "an apology." She went on to say, "We feel that
there should be reparation. We feel that, you know, they should not even question the
impacts or determine what level is safe and what's not, that they should just clean it all
up."

63

In looking at statements regarding corrective justice, most comments are general
in nature. There is a demand, among the respondents for more effective governing and
more corporate responsibility to diminish threats posed by contaminants. Among the
different types of respondents, representing nonprofits, agencies, and tribes, there was a
general consensus that these two entities, government and industry, must bear the
responsibility for correction. One respondent called for an unspecified blanket halt to
emissions and another put her thoughts simply by exclaiming, "Don’t pollute so much!"
One respondent's comment captured the various levels of corrective justice that must
occur to protect traditional foods in calling for, "changing of laws national and
international." She added, "We all have to be held accountable. You know, it starts from
yourself, from your home and then, you know, you work with your community and, you
know, it's a bigger picture."
An Injustice? Answers to Question Twelve
As explained in the chapter on methods, a small category comprised loosely of
general comments about justice arose from the answers to Question 12. Question 12
asked, "In your opinion, are any of the impacts of toxins in the Arctic we've discussed
unfair?" or alternatively, "In your opinion, do the impacts of toxins in the Arctic
constitute an injustice?" With the exception of one respondent representing an agency,
all respondents offered evidence or commentary supporting the argument that some level
of injustice is occurring in the Arctic as a result of the presence of toxins. In the
preceding sections of this chapter, many quotations speak specifically to the different
types of injustices that participants believe are occurring. I will not revisit these
comments here. Rather, this section will consider a few comments addressing the
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complexity of this question of justice that deserve attention and were not suitably coded
to any other category.
One respondent, a tribal member representing a nonprofit organization agreed
that Alaska Natives do face an injustice, but from her perspective this injustice resulted
not from malice so much as bad luck. She felt that:
I would agree with an injustice, but you know, probably less so than some of the
direct and knowledgeable crises of the past, you know, where the environmental
justice movement started. Those were, you know, really in your face, really we
don't care, we don't have to care…
Some respondents pointed out that negative impacts from environmental woes and the
presence of contaminants on the globe is not fair to anyone. An agency representative
argued that, "Everyone has the right to clean water and clean air and stuff, but I guess I
think we all deserve that." Similarly, a nonprofit employee put forth the belief that,
"People shouldn’t have to be dying. Nobody should be dying from contaminants." These
types of comments which view the issue of contaminants as much broader than just the
problems facing Arctic regions point to the final framework, ecological sustainability.
Ecological Sustainability
No interview question specifically asked about ecological sustainability, therefore
it is not surprising that only a few comments were coded under this framework.
Nonetheless, a number of respondents made comments relevant to ecological
sustainability. The comments lamenting unsustainable events are documented in this
section.
On a local level, Alaska Natives are witnessing changes to the environment, as in
the words of nonprofit representative, "of hunters seeing funny things that don’t look
like… walrus, walruses that are not, where the meat or the organs are not the right color."
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Another nonprofit said of her people, "They know the environment. They see the
changes in the environment. They see the changes in our foods. You know, they're
seeing unhealthy mammals, you know, so they're…they're the first impacted people."
The connection between visible changes and concerns about the safety of traditional
foods are not lost on Arctic residents.
Part of ecological sustainability is recognizing connectedness not only across
space, but also across time. One interviewee, representing a nonprofit, expressed anger
that, "These chemicals can affect our basic intelligence of kids, and it's outrageous the
chemical industry can get away with that. It just has to stop." Most comments that spoke
to ecological sustainability addressed connectedness across space. While not all
respondents brought up ecological sustainability, stakeholders of each type offered
comments including, "I think it's all interwoven so to speak," "we are all in the same
planet," and, "It's really sobering. It's like you do everything you can to protect them
[one's children], but there's these global forces that are just huge." These comments
reveal, among other things, recognition that the problems concerning Arctic residents are
not occurring independent of global forces and global environmental changes.
Further discussion of ideas for ecological sustainability and responses regarding
the other EJ frames reported in this chapter are presented in the following chapter. The
discussion chapter also includes recommendations for solutions suggested by the
interview respondents regarding achieving ecological sustainability, diminishing
injustice, and insuring the protection of rights.
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DISCUSSION
The discussion that follows will, in answering the first research question about
how stakeholders view and define the problem posed by global toxins to traditional foods
in Alaska, expound on the results provided by respondents. In the previous chapter,
using the five environmental justice frames, qualitative analysis of the data from the
interviews showed how these stakeholders talk about and frame the threat that global
toxins may pose to human health. Here I will analyze these responses in order to further
analyze the perception of an environmental injustice among interview stakeholders and in
doing so, to develop strategies for using the EJ frames when strategizing about actions
and policies that promote justice and health for Alaska Natives.
Before revisiting the five specific EJ frames reported in the results, it is important
to reconsider Capek and Bryner's suggestions that effectively articulating claims and
developing strategies for dealing with injustice is largely contingent on defining the
suspected problem and confirming suspicions that something is awry (2000; 1992). For
concerned Alaskans, scientific confirmation of their suspicions is far from complete, yet a
definition of the problem does exist. This definition, borne of the literature and the words
of the respondents reported here, is that global contaminants are present in traditional
foods and while their concentrations at present may or may not be impacting health, fear
of these contaminants, at the very least, is resulting in negative consequences for many
indigenous communities. These consequences vary by location and can include
movement away from traditional foods due to fear of contaminants, elevated rates of
obesity and diabetes associated with increases in market food consumption, diminished
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exercise and community cohesiveness with decrease in hunting practices, and reduced
adherence to cultural and spiritual practices related to the gathering of traditional foods.
With this definition established, that traditional foods are known to contain global
contaminants and are resulting in negative consequences for many indigenous
communities, we can begin to consider if this problem constitutes an injustice by
analyzing the interview responses in light of the EJ frames. At a glance, the responses
offered in the interviews paint a scene that those active in environmental justice would
find familiar. The portrait includes health problems with unproven causation, an ethnic
minority, economically stressed communities, severe challenges to a true solution,
activists who are frustrated with government entities and other usual suspects such as
agency employees who try to occupy middle ground. This portrait is further complicated
by the remoteness of the impacted communities, cultural traditions that in many ways
define the impacted people and the nature of the responsible parties who are
geographically removed and widely dispersed across the globe.
As I begin to address the specific frameworks and analyze how and why interview
participants perceive and describe aspects of the situation in Alaska as an injustice, it
must be kept in mind that, again, each of these categories overlaps with others. A need
for corrective justice typically denotes a lack of ecological sustainability and so on. With
regard to indigenous rights in particular, the indigenous rights frame includes each of the
other EJ frames highlighted in this paper. Thus, let recognition of complexity remain
present even as this analysis parses out distinct themes. Furthermore, at least within the
limits of the ten people interviewed for this project, keep in mind that no respondents
offered bigoted or oversimplified answers. Rather, all respondents demonstrated
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cognizance of the complexity of the concerns facing the Arctic and the need to remain
open to different perspectives.
Distributive Justice
Nearly all of the respondents (8 of 10) commented on geography when addressing
the disproportionate presence of chemicals in the North and the surprising travel of
chemicals from distant parts of the globe to remote Arctic regions. This insult is made
more injurious for populations who consume traditional foods and thus intake greater
quantities of globallyborne contaminants than do their counterparts who typically
consume a marketbased diet. Thus, it seems that people living in the North, particularly
the most vulnerable populations comprised of people with no other food alternatives or
who define their cultures through subsistence, are disproportionately impacted. All
respondents noted in varying degrees that cultural impacts are occurring for Alaska
Natives that are not matched in other segments of the Alaskan population.
In many ways, the verdict is still out about the impact of contaminants on human
health, hence the need for ongoing research, but what is clear is that even if health
impacts are not occurring, populations who consume traditional foods in the North are,
per fear and the impacts of multiple cultural changes, witnessing a fading of their way of
life and cultural and spiritual wellbeing. The result is that Alaska Natives are subject to
disparate impacts per a fusion of factors. Even though disparate impacts may be purely
incidental, the reality is that the behavior of POPs in the North in combination with
cultural and physical reliance on traditional foods creates disproportional impacts for
Native communities. A distributive injustice is occurring because Alaska Native
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communities (and Arctic indigenous communities elsewhere) bear a disproportionate
burden at the hands of the threat posed by globallytransported contaminants.
Admittedly, one facet of this disproportionate impact is still in question. While it
is clear that cultural and spiritual changes are occurring and that physical and mental
health suffer along with these types of changes, little epidemiological proof specific to
Alaska exists to show that global contaminants cause health problems. Respondents,
eight of whom specifically addressed health conditions, held different views about their
perceptions of health impacts. Half of the interview participants expressed deep concern
about cancers and other diseases resulting from exposure to contaminants. Three of the
remaining respondents addressed this topic, but took a different perspective by pointing
to the rising rates of health problems associated with consuming market foods. Without
an incredibly comprehensive epidemiological study, determining the precise culprits for
various health problems is impossible, but it is important to keep both of these
perspectives in mind. Furthermore, as scientists become increasingly knowledgeable
about the impact of the thousands of chemicals on earth, it is likely that more evidence
will point to adverse health effects. For example, recent studies have linked exposure to
PCBs and POPs with diabetes (Lee et al., 2006). These studies could have important
implications for health advisories in the Arctic where diabetes has presumably resulted
from market foods, further complicating the task of creating dietary suggestions.
For the time being, however, it is important to include current dietary suggestions
in this study. Given what is known about the benefits of traditional foods at this time, the
best option for minimizing disparate impacts, according to the literature and to interview
participants representing each group, is to keep eating traditional foods. In other parts of

70

the Arctic, there are some notable exceptions to this rule and in Alaska it behooves
residents to be aware of guidelines about certain fish species and organ meats, but
overall, the message is to keep eating traditional foods.
In analyzing interview responses through the distributive justice frame, one
concludes that, despite debate about health impacts (no significant epidemiological data
exist) resulting from toxins, Alaska Natives are experiencing a disparate impact as a
result of contaminants. Therefore, this frame is a useful frame for communicating that
there is injustice because all respondents made comments suggesting an understanding of
the threats to the Native way of life. Use of the distributive justice frame is likely to
resonate well with EJ groups elsewhere who most commonly invoke this framing in their
EJ mobilization (Kuehn, 2000). Communities, activists, researches, and journalists in the
EJ movement have repeatedly pointed to disparate impacts to demonstrate an injustice
and to demand remedies. Thus, for example, umbrella groups like the Center for Health,
Environment, and Justice (CHEJ) will find the grievances among Alaska Natives familiar
and will therefore be able to assist activist groups invoke previously successful strategies
in drawing attention to the injustice and in creating change.
Highlighting disparate impacts is also useful frame for raising awareness among
legislators and regulators who have an obligation to act in the interests of their
constituents. Rather than just acknowledging anecdotal concerns expressed by Alaska
Natives, the use of the distributive frame focuses these concerns and reveals that these
concerns are symbolic of a broader pattern injustice. Use of the distributive justice frame
thus clarifies and defines an element of the problem and in doing so, makes the problem
of contaminants more challenging for policy makers to ignore.
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Procedural Justice
As noted in the results, respondents who expressed frustration most often framed
them as procedural injustices. Among those who did not report a procedural injustice,
comments about procedure were also common. This large number of responses related to
procedural justice certainly resulted in part from the presence of three questions about
procedure, but as stated earlier, comments about procedural justice came up in response
to all but two of the total questions, indicating that this element is at the forefront of the
how people are understanding the problem, and thus must be part of how it is addressed.
Furthermore, among the frames analyzed, this frame encompassed the most disensus
among respondents, suggesting again that rectifying communication about and problems
related to procedural justice is an important part of the solution.
Half of the respondents offered examples of gaps in procedural justice, pointing to
both righttoknow issues and participation in decisionmaking. Of the other five
respondents, two said the opportunities vary, and the three remaining respondents,
including both agency representatives and one person from a nonprofit, gave examples
of opportunities that do exist for procedural involvement, but likewise noted that
improvements could be made.
Although limited to the input of ten people, this summary indicates that there is a
belief that procedural justice is not guaranteed for Alaska Natives and that while Alaska
Natives may have some opportunities to participate, there is a lot of frustration
surrounding instances when participation is limited or nonexistent. Thus, viewed
through Bryner's prescription that a democratic society should include all relevant
interests in decisionmaking, an injustice is occurring because all pertinent interests in
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Alaska do not feel that their input is included in relevant decisionmaking (2000). One
tribal member spoke of her community's distance from "somewhere way over there in
Washington with… all the big mucketymucks that are fighting and wheeling and
dealing." Another tribal member from a community located near the proposed Pebble
Mine stated frankly, "No, they [agencies] are not interested in us living out here. The fact
is that you feel ripped off. In the long run, you feel ripped off."
Again, familiar EJ battlegrounds are present. Many who are concerned about the
safety of their traditional foods (and the organizations who work on their behalf) feel not
only victimized by the threat of contaminants, but furthermore feel, with some
exceptions, that their concerns fall on deaf ears. Additionally, these respondents felt that
decisions and regulations that impact their lives are made without consultation and/or are
made with little recognition of relevant details, such as, to echo one respondent's
example, considering the fish intake of a subsistence community in Alaska as compared
to communities in the lower 48 states in creating dietary guidelines.
From my perspective communication breakdown proves to, yet again, be a culprit
for permitting injustice, in this case procedural injustice. On a state level, the state
employees with whom I spoke all expressed a genuine belief that Alaska Natives can, by
and large, get information about traditional foods and contaminants present in the state
and can participate in decisionmaking about local activities such as mine permitting.
These agency representatives also offered examples of ways in which their respective
agencies are working to improve opportunities for procedural involvement, for example
holding stakeholder workshops about fish consumption advisories. The frustration

73

expressed by some of the other respondents stands in stark contrast to the belief that
public participation is available to everyone.
As in the righttoknow discussion, I again think that procedural justice is
curtailed by the remoteness of Alaska and Alaskan communities. Indigenous
communities struggle to participate in state level decisions and thus certainly face great
challenges in participation at national and international levels. Yet, dealing with the
threat of global contamination requires procedural justice for Alaska Natives at national
and international levels and with polluting industries. This requires that, for example,
U.S. regulators and decisionmakers consider the vulnerable health of indigenous
communities who subsist on Arctic traditional foods in which many chemicals
bioaccumulate (increase in quantity over time within a given organism) and biomagnify
(increase in quantity at higher levels of the food chain). Furthermore, procedural justice
requires that decisionmakers do not simply deny adverse health impacts as their
justification for ignoring the concerns of Alaska Natives. Procedural justice requires that
even with uncertainties about health impacts, Arctic residents get a place at the decision
making table when the decisions impact their lives. This means that Alaska Natives
should have a say in permitting processes for mining development at local levels, for
example, and about POP emissions at international levels.
As indicated by some of the interviewed stakeholders, many Alaska Natives feel
that opportunities for participation are limited and that even when they are able to offer
input, the comments and concerns held by Alaska Natives are overlooked. As one tribal
member recommended, this could be remedied if policymakers and developers made
decisions by consulting with the most vulnerable populations, by going, "to the
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underdog." At present, however, this approach is not employed and Alaska Native
communities feel left out of the decisions impacting their lives. Some communities, as
discussed by two respondents, do not know where to go for information or opportunities
to participate in decisionmaking. Reflections of this type suggest that procedural justice
is not being fulfilled.
RighttoKnow
First, it is quite apparent that levels of knowledge about contaminants span the
spectrum such that some Alaska Natives sound like experts in their commentary and
others remain unaware of the concerns surrounding global contaminants. For instance
recall the respondent who stated that he perceived no threat due to his naïvety. This
discrepancy in levels of knowledge alone implies that communities are in need of more
information in some cases and that the righttoknow about contaminants for some people
and some communities is not being fulfilled. As one agency representative relayed, the
question the Alaska Natives almost unanimously ask of her is, "Are my traditional foods
safe to eat?" Clearly, this question would not be as pervasive if all Alaskans felt amply
informed about the safety of their traditional diet.
All respondents agreed that communities should be informed about the safety of
their foods, but there was discrepancy about what and how much information should be
given. ACAT representatives, for example, urged ongoing education and research about
concerns in the hopes of best understanding the potential risks from traditional foods.
The employees of ACAT who made this argument pointed out that only once impacted
persons are informed can they make good decisions. Additionally, the righttoknow is
fulfilled when impacted residents are given not simply a prescription for safe food
consumption, but when the residents understand why certain foods are or are not
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considered safe for consumption. From ACAT's perspective, agencies are guilty of
downplaying possible negative effects and for failing to recognize increasing evidence
that negative impacts occur at lower levels than previously thought. Edelstein discusses
this phenomena whereby agency employees face what he calls the "regulator's bind" as
they are pulled in multiple directions, often resulting in the downplaying of a suspected
problem (2004). The implication for the situation in is that agencies in Alaska offer over
simplified information.
Conversely, one agency representative and two nonprofit representatives felt that
ACAT's approach is alarmist and that highlighting, for example, the presence of a
contaminant creates unnecessary fear when the levels of the contaminant are well below
LOAELs (lowest observed adverse effect levels). These respondents pointed out that
they think that the harm caused by fear of contaminants is every bit as bad because of its
impact on mental health and thus overall health, if not worse, than the physical health
problems directly caused by contaminants themselves. Interestingly, the implication
among these respondents is that ACAT is offering oversimplified information that fails
to tell the whole story.
Table 2 below highlights the discrepancy about opportunities for procedural
justice discussed earlier. Table 2 also highlights differences among respondents about
the best approach to communication. This point will be taken up shortly under the
communication subtheme and reflects disagreement, largely between ACAT and the
agency representatives in addition to two other nonprofit representatives, about the
appropriate approach to communicating about the safety of traditional foods.
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Table 2: Different Perspectives on Procedural Justice
Point of Discrepancy
Perspective one
Perspective two
Opportunities for
Alaska Natives do not have Alaska Natives do have
procedural justice
ample opportunities for
many opportunities for
procedural justice.
procedural justice.
Best communication
approach and appropriate
level of information needed
to fulfill righttoknow

People should know about
what is in their food and
should know that levels of
exposure to certain
chemicals previously
thought to be safe are now
being reevaluated.

The health dangers in
switching to market foods
are so great that the most
important message to
communicate is that the
benefits of traditional foods
outweigh the risks and thus
traditional food
consumption should
continue.

The accusation that various entities are offering oversimplified information gets at
a topic that I will address more completely under communication. This is the notion that
communication about risks that leaves too many questions for concerned residents can be
damaging to communities. When communication falls short, an individual is left with at
best, questions and at worse, incorrect information that might lead one to make choices
with harmful consequences.
What is clear to me, is that both ACAT and government agencies, at least as far as
the personnel with whom I spoke, are issuing what they see as the best and most
responsible information for protecting human health and indigenous communities in the
Arctic. As Edelstein points out, however, toxic victims (and groups representing their
interests) and agencies understand acceptable risk through different paradigms and thus,
in this case, hold different opinions about what it is that people have a righttoknow
about (2004). In the end, neither ACAT, nor Alaska state agencies, nor anyone else can
help Alaskans truly fulfill their righttoknow about the impact of chemicals on their
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traditional foods because so much is not understood about what chemicals are in Arctic
organisms, what impacts they may be having, what potential synergistic and cumulative
impacts might result, and at what levels negative impacts actually begin to surface.
Thus, touching on a topic which I was surprised that not one respondent brought
up specifically, ensuring the righttoknow (and thus procedural justice) for Alaskans and
Arctic residents demands much more research about every facet of the problem.
Furthermore, ensuring this right will require that industries worldwide be transparent
about not only the negative impacts that emitted materials are known to cause, but also
about the amount of pollutants emitted. As with many EJ scenarios, there are infinite
topics to be understood in order to fulfill the righttoknow for Alaska Natives, a process
that is abundantly complicated by the ways in which science is illequipped to understand
the complex factors that play into the environmental problems in the Arctic (Edelstein
2004).
Despite unknowns, a number of respondents urged education, arguing that only
once impacted residents as well as people elsewhere and in decisionmaking roles are
knowledgeable about these problems can appropriate decisions be made. Education is
thus an important element of fulfilling righttoknow and interview participants spoke
about the need for educational opportunities. Respondents from each group stressed the
importance of educating oneself although only one respondent offered a particular
suggestion about who should be offering the education. This respondent, representing a
nonprofit and Alaska tribe looked at me and said, "I hope you spread the word. Keep
spreading the word. Let more people know about contaminants and toxins and what they
can do to you and how to prevent them and who to contact to help stop..." This plea

78

reveals that more education about contaminants is needed and while state agencies, and
nonprofit organizations do have educational literature and do respond to inquiries
(sometimes with impressive efforts like the Community Based Participatory Research
project on St. Lawrence Island, the statesponsored statewide hair monitoring program,
and the Alaska Traditional Knowledge and Native Foods Database), there are gaps in the
education. The one tribal member who reported being "naïve" reveals that such gaps
exist and thus, at the very least, the expansion of existing educational programs is in
order.
A program to educate the Hmong people in Milwaukee, Wisconsin about
contaminants found in the fish that they catch, eat, and value offers an example of one
educationbased solution to the problems surrounding righttoknow and communication
(Thigpen & Petering, 2004). This Milwaukee program uses multiple types of media
including an informational video, refrigerator magnets, and informational cards and
distributes these items to stores, doctors' offices, and Hmong festivals. These media
acknowledge the cultural importance of fishing and, without questioning this importance,
offers suggestions for the best types of fish to catch and the most effective cooking
methods for minimizing exposure to contaminants (Thigpen & Petering, 2004).
Furthermore, the program includes an educational handson outreach program, not
dissimilar to the CBPR program on St. Lawrence Island, which allows Hmong students to
learn about the nature and impact of contaminants, thus allowing them to make informed
dietary choices. Creating new programs of this type in Alaska and extending existing
programs to new communities is a concrete approach to filling gaps around
communication and helping to achieve procedural justice. Additionally, creation of this
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type of program demands the support and expertise of various stakeholders in efforts to
understand what messages will resonate with Alaska Natives and who they trust to carry
the message and to assimilate the appropriate scientific and dietary information. Such a
program also provides a coalitionbuilding opportunity for stakeholders.
As will be further discussed in the final chapter, funding from major sources like
the U.S. government could play a major role in expanding education by supporting
programs like the one just described. In advocating for funding, those seeking funding
can invoke the procedural justice frame, particularly with respect to righttoknow, to
demonstrate how funding will play an important role in diminishing an element of the
problem in the Arctic, in this case the injustice resulting from limited knowledge.
Communication
As seen throughout this discussion of procedural justice, communication break
down plays an important role impeding both an adequate exchange of information such
that righttoknow is fulfilled and adequate public participation. Some of this results
from the different perspectives held by stakeholders. Edelstein points out that, "In their
dialectic, there are major differences between the roles of victim and regulator, between
the ways that citizens and scientists/experts think, and, in particular, in the ways these
two sets of actors define acceptable risk" (2004, p. 179). In my observation of the
responses, this difference in "thinking" is at the heart of some of the challenges to
communication.
The challenges of risk communication are notorious in communities facing
contamination. Edelstein discusses many of the reasons for the many layers of problems
which plague effective risk communication (2004). First, there is usually a great deal of
uncertainty about the health impacts that the contaminants of concern are having, and
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whether or not the quantity of contaminants present is problematic. In addition to
uncertainty around the science, as stated above, different parties harbor different opinions
about acceptable levels of risk, and as Edelstein relates, "The regulator is willing to allow
'reasonable acceptable risk,' while the citizen seeks to prevent all 'unnecessary risk'"
(2004, p. 186). The result of these uncertainties and different viewpoints about risk is
often stressed communication between impacted residents and other stakeholders such as
government representatives and industries who find themselves tasked with determining
the "safety" of a given situation or contaminant. As Edelstein states, "officials face the
complex task of discerning the fine line between danger and false alarm," and balancing
this discernment with other stressors like budgets, politics, and a desire to help (2004, p.
163). Because officials will not be able to fully to answer residents' questions nor
assuage their fears, impacted persons "reveal increasing degrees of frustration, anger,
distrust, and hostility as they realize that officials are not clarifying and solving
problems" (Edelstein, 2004, p. 163). These challenges to risk communication are at the
heart of divergent approaches to communication used by different groups in Alaska and
explain some of the problems surrounding righttoknow as well.
It is worthwhile to again acknowledge, however, that the dearth of scientific data
and general information about the presence, extent, impact, and implications of toxins in
the Arctic make it impossible to adequately communicate information to impacted
residents. However, actions should be taken, whenever possible, to accurately
communicate that which is known. Three impediments to accurate communication come
to mind immediately. First, as two respondents noted, much of what Alaskan
communities learn about contaminants comes in the form of hearsay. Casual
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communication among people is natural and is of utmost importance, but it does not
always ensure that information is not distorted. Another impediment, or conversely a
tool, can be the media. Two respondents referred to the media as spreading the word,
suggesting that the media played a positive role. Another respondent, echoing Edelstein's
opinion that the media amplifies risks, felt that the media had in fact been guilty of this in
Alaska (2004). Third, risk assessment and communication by nonNatives to Alaska
Natives can fail to accurately address specific cultural values and definitions. For
example, as Arquette et al. point out, the definition of "risk" and communication
strategies about risk must be informed by the impacted communities if, in the case of
indigenous groups, an appropriate of approach to health as a holistic concept is to be used
in communicating about health risks (2002).
The fear that gaps in communication will occur as Alaskan communities get wind
of potential contaminants in traditional foods aroused concern that people would become
scared and stop eating healthy traditional foods. This fear about the safety of traditional
food creates stress, particularly among residents who continue to eat the foods whose
safety they now question. The implication among respondents is that communication
about food safety requires that information about the potential harm from contaminants in
the traditional diet be paired with information about the potential harm from consuming a
western diet.
As discussed under righttoknow, different parties disagree about the most
appropriate approach to communication. ACAT representatives, in particular, held that
the approach taken by agencies does not allow Alaska Natives to make informed choices.
Agency representatives pointed out that communicating all of the potential threats to
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potentially impacted residents is also problematic because there are many other factors
shaping the safety and health of food beyond simply the presence of contaminants.
Respondents representing neither of these two groups expressed a desire to know more
about threats but also warned against alarmist messages and even seemingly innocent
activities like scholarly research that, through the suggestion of harm without followup
with information about risks and benefits, infuses fear into communities.
Finally, communication is challenging for every person on earth. Thus, it is not
surprising that in a huge rural state with vast physical and cultural distances separating
communities, risk communication challenges plague agencies, nonprofits, and
communities alike. Based comments such as, "I think we all probably feel at a loss as to
not really knowing who to turn to," all entities (such as agencies and nonprofits) working
with traditional food concerns could provide better outreach regarding the resources and
expertise they offer. This is not surprising, but should be noted for we are all somewhat
guilty of assuming that others know what we know. Working to improve communication
with Alaskan communities and among stakeholder groups is imperative to working
toward procedural justice and goals related to righttoknow. Improving outreach and
communication requires recognition that at present, some stakeholders feel incompletely
informed and others feel unlistened to. While some respondents reported frustration
with the influence of industry and government at the Alaska Forum on the Environment,
other respondents of each type found the AFE to be a useful forum for creating
opportunities for communication. Solutions for improving communication, at least
within the state of Alaska, may involve creating additional forums. In fact, activists and
concerned citizens could, in speaking with potential forum sponsors such as the Alaska
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state government and EJ groups throughout the US, frame the problems related to
communication as symbolic of an element of procedural injustice. Those requesting
additional forums could then point out how these forums are an important step in
addressing the injustice.
Procedural justice with its subthemes of righttoknow and communication is an
important frame used in the EJ movement as very often the same population that faces a
distributive injustice likewise struggles for procedural justice. Based on the responses,
there is frustration surrounding procedural involvement and therefore the use of this
frame is relevant and applicable in describing the situation to stakeholders within Alaska
and to EJ activists elsewhere. Framing the problem of contaminants using the procedural
justice lens is also useful for taking steps toward improving the situation by improving
communication and opportunities for education (righttoknow). As described earlier,
more opportunities are needed for Alaska Native to learn about contaminants and to voice
their concerns. Framing the problem of contaminants as, in part, a procedural injustice,
permits decisionmakers and funders to understand why support of additional forums and
more research are steps toward ensuring justice. Particularly in communication with state
agencies who try to create opportunities for procedural involvement, activists and Alaska
Natives can point to shortfalls in procedural involvement and in doing so, help agencies
better fulfill obligations to public participation.
As illustrated in Table 2, stakeholders disagreed about opportunities for
procedural involvement. Thus, it is important to use the procedural justice frame as a
lens for focusing on this element of the problem as it is home to discrepancy and
disconnect among stakeholder, indicating that this is a frame deserving attention and
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solutions. Additionally, EJ groups in Alaska and elsewhere can use this frame to reveal
ways in which state and particularly U.S. chemical policies are developed without
adequate public comment, leaving Alaska Natives frustrated with policies that fail to
either protect them or include their input. Invoking the procedural justice framing of this
problem of contaminants puts the spotlight on the many ways in which government
policies permit the continuance of this injustice for Alaska Natives who can (compared to
industry!) rarely influence policies and who are often left unaware of the consequences of
these policies.
Indigenous Rights
Although I assigned few primary codes to the indigenous rights frame, this EJ
frame nonetheless deserves attention. One respondent did argue that contaminants
infringe on human rights and many respondents expressed concern about the safety of
traditional foods, a subsistence resource. To the extent that contaminants and fears about
their presence impact human rights through diminished safety of subsistence foods, there
is a violation of the UN Declaration on Human Rights of Indigenous Peoples, which
states that indigenous peoples will not be deprived of subsistence resources or of cultural
practices that are integral to their way of life (2006). ANILCA with its provisions for the,
"continuation of the opportunity for subsistence," is likewise violated if opportunities for
subsistence are precluded by contaminants or the fear of them (1980). By pointing out
these violations, the indigenous rights framework sheds light on injustices that may be
occurring in spite of a UN Declaration and a U.S. law. Therefore, Alaska Natives and
those who work on their behalf can invoke this frame in communicating with the U.S.
government and the UN about how contaminants in the Arctic violate ANILCA and the
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UN's declaration, and why, therefore, more effective approaches to policing contaminants
must be developed and enforced.
Given the bounty of unknowns about contaminants, it is challenging to make the
argument that indigenous rights as guaranteed by the UN and by ANILCA are being
violated, but at the decisionmaking table, these rights deserve attention. The UN
Declaration on Human Rights of Indigenous Peoples assures the right of self
determination, which is considered part of ensuring environmental justice in accordance
with the fifth and eleventh principles of the Principles of Environmental Justice, the
defining document for the EJ movement (see Appendix D). The fifth principle, "affirms
the fundamental right to political, economic, cultural, and environmental self
determination of all peoples." The eleventh principle states that, "Environmental Justice
must recognize a special legal and natural relationship of Native Peoples to the U.S.
government through treaties, agreements, compacts, and covenants affirming sovereignty
and selfdetermination" (1991). The indigenous rights frame brings into focus the respect
that tribes are guaranteed in their relationship with the U.S. government and
consequently, the responsibility that the government has to respond to grievances held by
Alaska Natives. Due to the sovereignty of tribes in dealings with the U.S. and other
national governments, the indigenous rights frame can be used to demand that Alaska
Natives are guaranteed a seat at the decisionmaking table when the topic is related in any
way to rights to food and subsistence. Additionally, use of the indigenous rights frame
facilitates common ground and collaboration between Alaska Natives and indigenous
groups worldwide who are battling a variety of rights infringements at the hands of
resource developers and environmental degradation.

86

Corrective Justice
A necessary antecedent for demanding corrective justice is determining that an
injustice is occurring (Kuehn, 2000). As I argue here, indigenous populations throughout
the Arctic do face an injustice. The challenge for correcting this injustice is daunting.
For starters, the cultural changes and threats to the traditional way of life discussed in the
previous section is happening in part per fear of contaminants. It is challenging to
address this fear since it is not arising directly from unjust actions but rather is a by
product of research, media coverage, hearsay, and observable changes to organisms.
Furthermore, correcting this injustice is challenging because the presence of
contaminants in the Arctic results from emissions and actions undertaken by nations,
industries, and individuals worldwide. Thus, there is nothing simple about identifying a
responsible party, suing them for damages, or requiring the curtailment of pollution. To
unravel this complex web of causation and achieve corrective actions will prove taxing,
yet, as noted by the interview participants, some steps for correction do seem evident.
Notably, with the exception of one respondent who talked about specifics such as
requirements for green chemistry, most responses about corrective justice were general in
nature. This, I think, is indicative of the complexity of the problem and reveals the
respondents' own sense of being overwhelmed in considering who/what parties should be
responsible for limiting and remediating contaminants. For example, many respondents
referred generally to "global policies," "international treaties," "the government,"
"industries," when talking about who should take responsibility for corrective actions.
These general responses imply that interviewees recognize the multiple sources and
causes for the problem. Some participants also spoke about regulatory enforcement,

87

including the agency representative who expressed a desire for stronger enforcement
teeth. These comments suggest that interview participants suspect that some
contamination is occurring unlawfully and that, at the very least, these unnecessary and
illegal emissions, such as U.S. industries that are routinely in violation of the Clean Air or
Clean Water Acts, should be halted (Koberstein & Williams, 2000). These illegal
emissions, however, are joined by literally tons of legal emissions each day, and the
comments about global policies and international treaties give a nod to the need to
increase awareness about impacts resulting from legal action for as Kuehn discusses,
injury can occur within the boundaries of the law (2000).
The respondents who spoke about the role of industry were irritated by the alleged
greed, lack of good will, and underhanded actions such as moving operations to other
nations with less stringent environmental laws. The term "accountability" came up a few
times during the interviews. There was a sense, among those respondents who referred to
the role of industry, that corrective justice would require that industries first and foremost
develop an ethic of accountability. Harking back to earlier comments, I believe that
while many industries completely disregard accountability in favor of the bottom line,
holding corporations to standards of accountability will also require much more research
and education about chemical transport. Plenty of people working for polluting
industries would be shocked to learn that the chemicals they use make their way to Arctic
regions. Likewise, consumers are probably also unaware of the fate of chemicals
released into the environment in manufacturing products they consume.
Speaking about a specific formerly used defense site on St. Lawrence Island, one
respondent asked for an apology in addition to cleanup actions. This request gets at
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accountability as well and suggests that being accountable means not only cleaning up
contaminated sites, but also admitting wrongdoing.
Consulting stakeholders, including some who are themselves arguably victims of
the problem of toxins in the Arctic, is the logical starting point for seeking solutions that
will correct the injustice. As this discussion of their responses illustrates, achieving
corrective justice is multilayered and infinitely complex. While eliminating pollutants
completely, as suggested by three respondents, is ideal, attaining that goal would likely
require massive societal and economic restructuring worldwide. However, other major
advances such as the promotion of green chemistry could be undertaken to begin phasing
out contaminants. While certainly new policies that require actions like the use of green
chemistry would diminish the threat to traditional foods, some respondents suggested that
enforcing existing laws would be a good start. The agency representative quoted earlier
expressed a desire for the teeth to, as a regulatory agency, enforce laws. This same
respondent suggested, "we need to work in our own backyard and, you know, we have to
have enforcement at a local level first and make sure that we're doing the right thing but,
you know, we have to build up from there."
Respondents recognized that much needs to be done beyond Alaska's backyard as
well. One respondent cited Europe's REACH program as an example of the type of
policies that need to be expanded in the U.S. and globally to reduce pollution and thus
protect the Arctic. Ultimately, while respondents made a similar number of comments
about the roles of industries and governments in taking corrective action, the thrust of the
recommendations is that global policies made by national and international governing
bodies must be established to limit chemical output by industries.
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Yet, unless harmful chemicals can be completely phased out, there will be no
complete corrective justice for Arctic residents, or for anyone anywhere really, when we
consider that these chemicals are persistent and that they impact people, even if the
impact is limited to fear of the unknown. Thus, while the nonprofit groups represented
here are pursuing corrective and preventative actions, there is and perhaps always will be
some level of corrective injustice surrounding global contaminants and their presence in
traditional foods because having been released, these chemicals cannot be, in the words
of one activist, "put back in the genie bottle." This is why the use of the corrective justice
frame in calling precautionary measures like REACH now is imperative to preventing
future injustices.
This corrective justice frame works differently than the other frames discussed
thus far in this chapter as it is not used to highlight a particular injustice. Rather,
acknowledgement, even if it is implicit, that there is an injustice is a necessary
prerequisite to suggesting corrective responses. Stakeholders interviewed for this project
all offered some suggestions for correction and expressed a great deal of consensus about
which parties should be responsible for corrective actions. However, as stated earlier,
participants did not offer many specific steps that these parties should take in achieving
corrective justice. Arriving at more specific suggestions for corrective justice adds to the
usefulness of this frame for communicating with, most notably, those parties who are
responsible for creating or enforcing corrective policies. For example, in petitioning an
industry to limit mercury emissions or the U.S. government to force them to do so, the
power of the corrective justice frame is that its demand for correction includes an
explanation of why such an act is needed, thus legitimizing claims of injustice. Thus,
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activists demanding more stringent mercury policies would necessarily also present
scientific documentation of the adverse health impacts for which mercury is responsible.
Use of the corrective justice frame, like that of ecological sustainability, also
allows Alaska Natives and those who work on their behalf to petition decisionmakers
and industries in a positive way. By this I mean, framing the problem of contaminants as
one deserving actions that ensure corrective justice permits activists to try an approach
which, rather than only launching accusations of injustice, focuses on giving decision
makers and industries the option to improve the situation. This more positive approach
may appeal to some decisionmakers who are no longer respondent to guilt trips. Also,
seeking solutions using the corrective justice framing may resonate with industries
seeking opportunities to improve their image and record with respect to environmental
practices.
An Injustice? Answers to Question Twelve
While interviewees offered different explanations about the intentions behind the
injustice (perhaps this is just a classic example of bad luck) and around the breadth of the
injustice (global contaminants denote an injustice for more than just indigenous Arctic
residents), nine of the ten respondents did state that they felt that the situation was unfair
or that an injustice is occurring. This melds with the arguments for the presence of an
injustice that I have presented throughout this chapter. In the following section I will
build on the inference made by some respondents in answering question twelve that this
unjust situation in the Arctic is indicative of environmental issues that are global in
scope.
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Ecological Sustainability
As covered in the Results chapter, all respondents who spoke about ecological
sustainability indicated an understanding of ecological connectedness. If this framework
of ecological sustainability which promotes human practices worldwide that are
sustainable over time (thus do not deplete or ruin resources) and sustainable across space
(thus do not degrade the environment or resources in some places while preserving
others) is to be upheld, "Not in Anyone's Backyard" (NIABY) expectations must guide
policies and practices. At present, this is not the case because contaminants are in
everyone's backyard, to varying extents, and unsustainable use of resources is rampant.
Thus if as Bryner (2000) argues, justice can only be upheld within the broader framework
of ecological sustainability, it follows that injustices are necessarily occurring within the
present atmosphere of ecological unsustainability. One such injustice is happening in
the Arctic and is impacting, among others, Alaska Natives.
According to Bryner, part of achieving ecological sustainability is prevention
(2000). A few respondents talked about the need to prevent spills, emissions, and harm
to human health. One respondent spoke about the need to invoke the Precautionary
Principle, particularly with regard to the regulation of chemicals. According to the
Wingspread Statement developed in 1998 by a group of activists, scientists, and policy
makers gathered by the Science and Environmental Health Network, the essence of the
Precautionary Principle is that:
When an activity raises threats of harm to human health or the environment,
precautionary measures should be taken even if some cause and effect
relationships are not fully established scientifically. In this context the proponent
of an activity, rather than the public, should bear the burden of proof. The process
of applying the precautionary principle must be open, informed and democratic
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and must include potentially affected parties. It must also involve an examination
of the full range of alternatives, including no action.

Recognizing that ecological sustainability anywhere is linked with ecological
sustainability everywhere, invoking the Precautionary Principle will do much to lessen
injustices and harms to the Arctic and to people all over the planet. At present however,
with too few precautionary policies, injustices continue to occur within the framework of
ecological unsustainability.
As discussed in conjunction with the corrective justice frame, many respondents
talked about the need for global policies which "prevent" future problems. One agency
representative talked about the need for more preventative, rather than reactionary
measures, on a local level such that state agencies are constantly coming in ex post facto
and cleaning up messes. Respondents from each group tied prevention of future
problems to changes in existing patterns of production and consumption. There are some
ideas for policies and projects that would do much to ease the harms of production. As
referenced earlier, one respondent pointed to the promise of green chemistry as one major
step toward clean production. Policies that are framed around ecological sustainability
such as those expressed in the Louisville Charter with its calls to, among other things,
phase out POPs, to act on early warning signs, and to require comprehensive safety data
for all chemicals, would serve Alaska well if applied locally and globally (2004).
With increasing attention to global warming and its obvious connection with
ecological sustainability, the time is ripe for the use of the ecological sustainability frame
when petitioning governing bodies to develop and enforce policies that recognize the
interconnectedness of people ecosystems around the globe. As with corrective justice,
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framing contaminants in Arctic regions through the ecological sustainability framework
demands policies and practices that correct for current unjust situations. This framework,
again like the corrective justice frame, allows activists to petition governing bodies and
industries for positive change, particularly changes that have longterm impacts.
Individuals and groups working to protect traditional foods from contaminants would be
wise to join forces with the movement to halt global climate change as the solutions to
both problems are in many cases one in the same and climate change is an increasingly
hot topic nationally and internationally.
Summary
To summarize, there is a problem in the Arctic and a definition, based on the
literature and the interviews, is that global contaminants are present in traditional foods
and while debate remains about whether their current concentrations are impacting
health, fear of these contaminants, at the very least, is resulting in negative consequences
for many indigenous communities. In this chapter, I analyzed interview responses to
gauge what factors respondents held responsible for causing the problem and to
determine how they framed it.
Analyzing the respondents' uses of EJ frames, I argue that while stakeholders
differ about the type and extent of injustice facing Alaska Natives, participants believe
that an environmental injustice is occurring. It is telling that stakeholders representing
different aspects of and perspectives on the issue of contaminants in traditional foods
each had suggestions for corrective justice, indicating consensus among these
stakeholders about the existence of a problem. To varying degrees and emphasis on
different foci, interview participants framed the problem as an injustice. Drawing on
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their responses, in Alaska the most notable impediments to environmental justice arise
around distributive justice (disproportionate impacts) and opportunities for procedural
involvement (public participation and righttoknow), about which there was as great deal
of disensus. The disensus among stakeholders is itself indicative of a problem, pointing
to a procedural injustice for at least some Alaska Natives.
Again, respondents did offer a great deal of consensus about corrective justice and
the need for corrective policies on the part of the U.S. government and international
policymakers who govern industry and corporations worldwide. Therefore, the nature of
advised solutions to the problem (corrective justice) facing the Arctic indicate that the
development of precautionary policies and procedures are necessary to ensure distributive
justice, indigenous rights, and ecological sustainability, and to create opportunities for
procedural involvement for Alaska Natives and residents throughout the Arctic.
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CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS
This analysis of the perceptions and framing used by the ten interviewed
stakeholders in the issue of contaminants and traditional food support the conclusion that
Alaska Natives who consume a traditional diet, and their counterparts throughout the
Arctic, do face an environmental injustice. As Edelstein relates, groups who adopt the
environmental justice frame, as I argue is appropriate in the Arctic, "make claims for
accurate information, a timely and honest hearing, full involvement in shaping future
directions of the community, compensation from wrongdoers, and an end to
environmental racism" (2004, p. 239). While certainly every adoption of this prescription
described by Edelstein differs by the type of problem and by the nature of the
community, the general goals are shared across situations. In Alaska, as with many other
regions facing similar environmental injustices, there is a demand for accurate
information, a forum for the involvement of the impacted people, corrective justice, and
an end to the problem posed by global contaminants for consumers of a traditional diet.
The conclusions and recommendations presented in this chapter will offer suggestions for
creating a bank of accurate information, for creating a broader forum for involvement,
and for finding solutions to the problem posed by contaminants. Additionally, this
chapter includes suggestions for further research that can build on the ideas and findings
presented here.
These solutions are broad in scope and therefore communication of them must
likewise be broad for at a "Global" or "National Forum on the Environment", I imagine
that many attendants would be surprised at the notion that the rights of Alaska Natives
are being violated. This is why the message of this environmental injustice must be
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carried well beyond the Alaska State lines. While there is room for improvement in
Alaska, particularly with regard to opportunities for procedural justice and effective
communication, the fact is that the problem is global in nature and thus the solutions must
be global in nature as well.
If there is to be a solution to the problem of global transport of hazardous
chemicals, the solution must be guided by the Precautionary Principle (Downie & Fenge,
2003; Cone, 2005). With the Precautionary Principle at the helm, debate about the extent
of harmful health impacts fades into the background as proving harm or no harm
becomes less important than preventing harm in the first place. In the Arctic, given the
daily production of more types and greater quantities of chemicals worldwide, it is likely
that over time, the health of persons consuming traditional foods will increasingly be in
jeopardy. Thus many more precautionary measures to limit global transport are needed
now. Additionally, much is not understood about the potential synergistic and
cumulative impacts that chemicals may be having and there is a complete void of
information about many of the more than 80,000 humanproduced chemicals and their
effects on organisms. Again, prevention is in order to guard against human suffering and
ecosystem deterioration. And, as noted by many respondents, populations around the
globe are all connected. Thus, the effect of precautionary measures is not limited in
scope to Arctic regions. Rather, employing the Precautionary Principle, which requires
the cooperation of individuals, governments, and industries, is a prerequisite for human
and ecosystem health everywhere.
With the Precautionary Principle as a backdrop, I propose the three following
solutions:
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·

Establish a major research and educational project in Alaska, similar to
Canada's Northern Contaminants Program.

·

Enact new comprehensive, enforceable, precautionary U.S. laws that govern
and regulate chemicals.

·

Extend global policies that phase out chemicals.
Major Research and Education Initiative for Alaska
Of the three solutions presented here, this first proposal is a recommended first

step because there are concrete projects that can be established in a timely manner as part
of instituting this solution. Furthermore, embarking on major research and educational
projects can provide important steps toward dealing with the frustrations expressed by
some stakeholders surrounding public participation and righttoknow. Finally,
development of a major research and educative initiative for Alaska will create
opportunities for coalition building within the state which can help create a more united
front for activists in Alaska when advocating at the national and international levels.
Canada's Northern Contaminants Program (NCP) addresses problems with
procedural justice by creating opportunities for procedural involvement for aboriginal
Canadians both locally and on the international stage. In addition, the NCP "is widely
recognized as one of the most detailed scientific appraisals of contaminants ever
undertaken. As a collaborative research programme involving the scientific community,
Aboriginal organizations, public policy makers, and public administrators, it is a lesson in
successful partnerships" (Keith, 1998). The NCP, funded by the Canadian government,
works to answer questions held by scientists as well as aboriginal Canadians about the
impact of contaminants on ecosystems and human health. The program serves as a forum
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for communication and education about contaminants and in this way, works toward
fulfilling the righttoknow of impacted residents. By seeking the involvement of
indigenous people, the NCP provides a venue for procedural justice as well as creating a
program that is reflective of the cultural value systems and integrated view of health held
by the impacted population, Canada's First Nations (Keith, 1998; Arquette et al., 2002).
Finally, the NCP works under the notion that, "the health of northern Canadians should
be a major foreign policy issue," and therefore advocates for solutions on an international
level (Keith, 1998). While there are suggestions for improving and broadening the scope
of the NCP, it has nonetheless been successful in enhancing understanding of the North
and is therefore a useful template for the type of program needed in Alaska to work
toward environmental justice, particularly when framed as a need for procedural
opportunities and education.
The idea of launching a similar program in the U.S. is not novel. In the 2000
Interagency Collaborative Paper, "Contaminants in Alaska: Is America's Arctic at Risk,"
government agencies and nonprofits including ACAT set forth four goals for
establishing a U.S. Arctic Contaminants Program (Interagency Collaborative, 2000).
These four goals included: 1) educating people, 2) committing resources for longterm
research, 3) strengthening partnerships between stakeholders, and 4) reducing and
eliminating exposure to contaminants through national and international policies.
With the NCP and the outreach program to the Hmong people of Milwaukee as
templates, developing both the overall and subsidiary programs that will comprise the
U.S. Arctic Contaminants Program should be a reasonable task once sufficient funding,
staffing, and organizing are established. The organization and implementation of both
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the larger U.S. contaminants program and its supporting programs creates an opportunity
for partnering between stakeholders in Alaska and between groups such as ACAT and EJ
groups elsewhere. For example, establishing the type of program described in the
previous chapter about the Hmong people and concerns about contaminants in the fish
they consume would, in meeting goals number 1 and 3 for the U.S. contaminants
program, would necessarily bring together Alaska Natives, nonprofits, public health
officials, environmental health researchers, government and private funders, state and
national government agencies, and tribal governments. A partnership of this type would
both join forces for creating solutions as well as open the lines of communication among
stakeholders who find themselves working together toward shared goals.
At this time, while there are a number of important localized projects, no such
umbrellatype U.S. program exists. I recommend that ACAT and other groups and
agencies continue to mobilize for this type of program and that the U.S. government
undertake funding this type of major project. The U.S. Arctic Contaminants Programs
should serve as a wellrecognized resource for Alaska Natives who have questions and
concerns and should produce scientific data that can be used in establishing educational
programs and effective national and international policies for protecting Alaska's human
and ecological health.
A Precautionary Chemical Policy for the U.S.
The U.S. Government must establish a policy on par with Europe's new REACH
program for regulating chemicals which, will go into effect June of 2007. As described
earlier, the European Union's new policy, the Registration, Evaluation, and Authorization
of Chemicals (REACH) requires that industries register basic scientific information about
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the chemicals they use with the European Chemicals Agency, and those chemicals used
in large quantity are subject to further safety testing (Cone, 2005; Schmidt, 2007).
Chemicals determined to be hazardous are to be phased out under the program. REACH
is precautionary in nature and thus superior to the existing U.S. system which permits use
of new chemicals without requiring that industries adequately demonstrate their safety.
Although there is no doubt that chemical industry lobbies will fight such a policy,
there is also no doubt that ecological sustainability for the entire nation and distributive
justice for Alaska Natives and others is not possible under the existing system.
Therefore, instituting a REACHtype policy is in order for the United States. Lawmakers
have a moral obligation to protecting equality and democracy and thus must look to the
examples like REACH in their efforts to develop a new, responsible approach to the
regulation of chemicals in the U.S.
Extension of Global Policies that Regulate Chemicals
Global policies must be developed and ratified that continue to phase out harmful
chemicals. For starters, the U.S. must ratify the International POPs Treaty of the
Stockholm Convention. Agreeing to ban the use of the dirty dozen chemicals, most of
which are no longer in use in the U.S. at this time, is an important element of ratifying the
treaty. However, in my opinion, ratification on the part of the U.S. is most important in
that it shows the U.S.'s willingness to recognize its pervasive role in global environmental
problems and it reveals that U.S. lawmakers recognize the disproportionate impact that
U.S. citizens residing in Arctic regions face courtesy of the impact of POPs. Ratifying
the International POPs Treaty is also a needed act for corrective justice on the part of the
U.S. government in light of the resolution that 50 Alaskan tribes in addition to the Alaska
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Intertribal Council and the Alaska Federation of Natives have passed requesting
ratification of the treaty (Miller, 2007).
The International POPs treaty does include the option to add new chemicals to the
list of banned or restricted POPs. This is an important element of the treaty and yet, this
treaty alone is currently not sufficient to protect Arctic regions and ensure ecological
sustainability. Thus, many new chemicals must be added to this list or, perhaps better,
new global policies that take a comprehensive approach to regulating all chemicals must
be developed. Again, the example of Europe's REACH program with its precautionary
approach offers guidance about the type of governing and regulatory policies that need to
be applied to chemicals worldwide. This I recognize is a massive undertaking requiring
significant funding and international cooperation; yet, solving the problem of
contaminants in the Arctic regions and promoting ecological sustainability everywhere
can only be achieved if global efforts for doing so are undertaken.
Suggestions for the Alaska Community Action on Toxics
This research was done in part in an effort to support ACAT's environmental
justice work in Alaska 3. ACAT employs the environmental justice master frame and
associates with and supports the work of EJ groups elsewhere. As Capek describes,
constructing the EJ frame is a twoway process between local groups, like ACAT, and the
EJ movement at large (1993). A few examples of how to use some of the five EJ frames
with different audiences will be discussed shortly and will be followed by a table (Table
3) which outlines the EJ frames.
ACAT can, I believe, communicate with other activist groups as well as with
researchers, journalists, and foundations by using the broad EJ frame and by invoking
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specific frames. ACAT can also use the EJ frameworks to communicate with governing
bodies including state agencies, the U.S. government, and global governing bodies such
as the UN. ACAT can illustrate the environmental injustice faced by Alaska Natives in a
compelling way by pointing to specific injustices, particularly as related to procedural
and distributive justice.
ACAT can use these subframes by, for example, highlighting the
disproportionate impact to Alaska Native communities due to the presence and fear of
contaminants. This illumination of a distributive injustice can be used to appeal to the
broader environmental movement, in both communicating about the situation and in
drawing support through recognition of similar plights. Social movements build
momentum when multiple groups collaborate on righting an injustice that all parties can
understand and rally to change. Addressing particular injustices can be done through
appropriate coalition building among, for example, EJ groups who work to eliminate
disparate impacts.
The use of the distributive justice frame can also be used by ACAT to legitimize
the problem in mobilizing for policy changes in government. Here, ACAT can invoke
President Clinton's 1994 Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice, Executive
Order 128983 which, among other things, guards against policies that create
disproportionate impacts, as is occurring with chemical regulations at present. Like these
examples of the use of the distributive justice frame for communicating about and
3

"Executive Order 12898 (1994) directs each federal agency to “make achieving environmental justice part
of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low
income populations.” Agencies must accomplish this goal “[t]o the greatest extent practicable and
permitted by law.” From U.S. EPA, "A Citizen's Guide to Using Federal Environmental Laws to Secure
Environmental Justice," on CD ROM: Communities and Environmental Laws
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mobilizing around the problem facing Alaska Natives, the other frames discussed in this
paper can similarly be used by ACAT in its communication of concerns with state
governing bodies. Particularly in dealing with agencies and other nonprofit groups in
Alaska, the ways in which interviewed stakeholders framed the problem of contaminants
for this project offers insight into the themes about which stakeholders view the presented
issues differently (mostly around procedural issues). In working with the U.S.
government and when advocating for global policies that protect the Arctic, the
corrective justice, indigenous rights, and ecological sustainability frames can be used to
both shed light of injustices and to urge policies that will improve the situation for Alaska
Natives. In some cases, examining the ways in which themes overlap, for example
considering how indigenous rights are jeopardized ecologically unsustainable actions,
may prove a valuable strategy for illuminating problem areas.
In terms of the three solutions posed above, ACAT can and does work toward
these solutions. ACAT worked in collaboration with state and U.S. government agencies,
the University of Alaska and a number of groups that serve Alaska Natives in developing
the Interagency Collaborative Paper which called for a U.S. Arctic Contaminants
Program. Highlighting concerns about inadequate opportunities for procedural justice for
Alaska Natives, particularly as related to involvement in decisionmaking and education
about the threats posed by contaminants, while also pointing to ideas for projects that
address this problem area (the Hmong example) is an important strategy for justifying
support, particularly from the U.S. government, for launching such a program.
Employing the distributive justice frame with its focus on disproportionate
impacts and the need for corrective measures per the corrective justice frame is powerful
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when communicating with policymakers about the need for the U.S. to institute
responsible regulations for chemicals within the United States and about the need for the
U.S. to ratify the International POPs Treaty. Discussing human and indigenous rights
violations per the UN Declaration on Human Rights of Indigenous People resulting from
threats to access to food and subsistence is another strong argument for the creation,
extension, and enforcement of international policies that phase out harmful chemicals and
protect Arctic regions. Until the U.S. ratifies the International POPs treaty and until
further action is taken to phase out chemicals, these injustices which threaten
internationally declared rights will continue. Eliminating these injustices should be an
immediate goal not only for activist groups and impacted Arctic residents, but also for
people everywhere who recognize that the threat posed by contaminants to the Arctic is
not an isolated threat. Rather, contaminants threaten health and ecological health
everywhere and thus policies that protect the Arctic benefit other regions as well.
Table 3 summarizes and builds on the suggestions here about which EJ frames
might be effective for ACAT in developing strategies for working with various
stakeholders and appealing to particular audiences. The lefthand column identifies the
five EJ frames. The second column lists themes or conclusions derived from the
interviewee's responses that can serve as talking points for illustrating perceived
injustices or problems related to each EJ frame. The third column aligns these themes
and appropriate talking points with different audiences. Some of these audiences are
suggested because the talking points will resonate with existing objectives (for example,
the mainstream environmental movement works on ecological sustainability in multiple
situations). Other audiences are identified because their attention to the EJ frame must be
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Table 3: EJ Frames and Talking Points for Various Audiences, and Programs and Policies to Address the Injustices of
GloballyBorne Contaminants in Traditional Foods in the Arctic
EJ Frame

Talking Points

Audience/Stakeholders

Programs and Policies

Distributive
Justice

Alaska Natives are experiencing disparate cultural
impacts resulting from the global transport and
concentration of contaminants in the North and in
traditional foods. Alaska Natives are also
concerned about elevated incidences of health
problems.
Alaska Natives seek more opportunities for
involvement in regulatory decisions and policy
making, and they desire more information about
contaminants and their impacts. As a key affected
population, they deserve to be meaningfully
involved.
The indigenous rights (particularly subsistence
rights, rights to food, and rights to cultural
existence) of Alaska Natives are threatened by the
presence of contaminants in traditional foods.
The U.S. government and industries are
responsible for taking corrective action to protect
traditional foods from contaminants. The U.S.
government should regulate chemicals more
extensively within the U.S. and should support
international treaties that limit contaminants.

1.EJ groups
2.Environmental health groups
3.Children's health groups
4.AK and US government

1.Coalition building with EJ and
environmental and children's health
groups to minimize health impacts
2.Ratification of Stockholm
Convention

1.AK and US government

1.U.S. Arctic Contaminants Program
2.Hmongtype outreach program

1.Native American rights
groups
2.Indigenous rights groups
worldwide
1.U.S. government
2.International governing
bodies

1.UN Declaration on Human Rights
of Indigenous Peoples
2.International coalition building with
indigenous groups
1.Ratification of Stockholm
Convention (Resolution by 50 Alaska
Tribes)
2.Extension of list of harmful
chemical (under Stockholm
Convention or similar treaty)
3.REACHtype program for U.S.

Until there is ecological sustainability on a global
level, Alaska Natives will continue to face an
environmental injustice as a result of the presence
of contaminants. Furthermore, ecological
sustainability is a prerequisite for justice for
people worldwide.

1.Mainstream environmental
groups
2.U.S. government
3.International governing
bodies

1.Ratification & extension of
Stockholm Convention
2.REACHtype program for U.S.
3.Coalition building with mainstream
environmental groups

Procedural
Justice

Indigenous
Rights
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Corrective
Justice

Ecological
Sustainability

part of solutions to related problems (for example, governmental support is needed to
establish the U.S. Arctic Contaminants Program). The righthand column lists programs
and policies directed at alleviating problems pursuant to each frame.
Further research is integral to supporting the solutions presented here and to
developing future solutions to the problem of global transport of contaminants. There are
endless opportunities for further research about this topic. As mentioned earlier, a project
similar to the research presented here that surveys a broader scope of stakeholders would
be quite valuable. Respondents in such a project should include U.S. government level
agency representatives, national lawmakers, polluting industries, and so on.
On a different note, I think it would be interesting to see researchers undertake
more inquiry about market foods that are available to Alaska Natives. Which
contaminants and at what quantity are they present in those foods? And more broadly
and with widespread implications, to what extent is the extensive marketing of low
quality foods an injustice to Alaska Natives and the rest of us? Also, what roles do social
status and age play in decisions to move away from traditional food consumption? For
those concerned about contaminants in their traditional foods, what are the psychological
impacts and coping responses? What stigma is attached to the consumption of traditional
foods in light of concerns about contaminants? Also, it would be valuable to evaluate the
extent to which concerns about contaminants are responsible for movement away from
the traditional diet. What other factors influence current dietary shifts ands how
extensive is the shift to diets comprised largely of market foods? More human health
research using community based approaches (CBPR for example) is in order and must be
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conducted in a manner that embraces and addresses the holistic view of health and culture
held by Alaska Natives.
In closing, concern about traditional foods in the Arctic deserves ongoing
attention and research. The broad environmental justice frame and the specific sub
frameworks analyzed in this research are useful tools for highlighting injustices in the
Arctic and in doing so, mobilizing for this ongoing attention, research, and protective
policies. Protecting the physical, spiritual, and cultural health of populations who
consume traditional foods is part and parcel to protecting their rights. At present, these
rights are in jeopardy and Alaska Natives do face an environmental injustice. Achieving
justice for the Arctic is tied to establishing ecological sustainability worldwide. While
overwhelming, working toward justice and global ecological sustainability must occur if
traditional foods, and thus life and culture, in Alaska and throughout the Arctic are to be
protected.
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APPENDIX B. Interview Protocol

1. What is your understanding of the impact that toxins and chemicals from around the
globe are having in Arctic regions and in Alaska in particular?
Prompts
a. Can you tell me about the toxins you are aware of and how they may be
getting into traditional foods (such as seal, whale, and caribou) in the
Arctic.
b. Could you talk a bit about your understanding of the impacts that these
chemicals may be having on communities, human health and the
traditional way of life in the Arctic?
2. Who do you think is most affected by toxins in the Arctic and why?
Prompts
a. Who or what groups in particular are impacted by these chemicals?
b. Can you tell me a bit about your understanding of the impact that toxins,
via the pathway of traditional foods, are having on developing fetuses,
children, and women of child bearing age?
3. Who do you think is least affected and why?
4. Who do you think is responsible for the release of these toxins?
5. What do you think should be done to limit the negative impacts resulting from
exposure to toxins?
6. Who should responsible for limiting the release of these toxins?
Prompt
a. What steps do you feel that these groups or entities are taking to limit
release of toxins currently?
7. What, if any, special rights of Alaska Natives do you think are infringed upon by the
presence of toxins in the Arctic? Please explain why or why not?
8. In your opinion, how knowledgeable are Alaska Natives about concerns surrounding
toxins?
Prompt
a. How do Alaska Natives learn about or become aware of the impacts of
toxins?
9. In what ways are Alaska Natives able to offer input about decisions (such as national
regulations on mercury emissions) about toxins that may ultimately impact their
lives?
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Prompts
a. To whom (agencies, nonprofits, etc) do Alaska Natives express their
views?
b. Can you talk about the messages/questions/requests that Alaska Natives
bring up?
c. What, if any, policy changes have Alaska Natives called for?
10. Have the requests of Alaska Natives been taken seriously?
Prompt
a. Can you give an example of how the views held by Alaska Natives have
resulted in changes (like policy changes, dumping practices, etc.).
11. What policy changes do you think are in order?
12. In your opinion, are any of the impacts of toxins in the Arctic we’ve discussed unfair?
Prompts
a. Why? Please explain.
b. Can you explain what you think is unfair about the situation?
13. What final comments/concerns/questions/recommendations do you have about the
presence of toxins from around the globe in Alaska?
14. Is there anything else you’d like to add? May I contact you with any followup
questions that I might have? (Get contact info)
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APPENDIX C. Informed Consent Statement

Hi. My name is Molly McKinley. Thank you for meeting with me today. As I
mentioned when I contacted you in January, I am a graduate student at the University
of Montana. For my graduate research, I am studying existing perceptions and concerns
about the impact that toxins from around the globe may be having on traditional foods in
Alaska and the Arctic. I am interested in the thoughts, concerns, and suggestions of

persons such as you, who are knowledgeable and involved in the issue. The Alaska
Community Action on Toxics provided me with guidance for the direction of this
project and I will present ACAT with my findings upon completion of my
professional paper in order to help support their work to protect Alaskans.
Do you understand the purpose of the interview?
Although you have the right to confidentiality, I would like to use your name and
organizational affiliation in my final report, provided you are comfortable with that
and give me permission to do so. You nevertheless have the option to have the entire
interview kept confidential, which means that your participation and your responses
will be kept entirely anonymous. Otherwise, your responses could be attributed to
you.
If you waive your right to have your responses treated confidentially, I am required
by my advisor and the University of Montana to obtain your permission. Do you give
permission for me to identify you by your name and organization in my report,
meaning that you agree to waive your right to confidentially?
I can also keep just certain responses or statements that you make confidential,
meaning that you will not be associated with those specific comments, or the
comments will not be reported if you could possibly be identified anyway. If you
would like certain responses of yours kept confidential please let me know as we
proceed. You may even contact me after the interview if you like.
I encourage you nevertheless to speak freely, but please know that your participation
is voluntary and that if you wish to skip any of the questions we can do so. Just let
me know.
Finally, I would like to record this interview and our conservation. It is helpful for
me to record the interview rather than rely on notetaking. This will allow me to most
accurately document and report your responses. The recording itself, in part or in
whole, will not be distributed to ACAT or anybody else and will only be heard by me.
The recording will allow me to transcribe and analyze your responses and those of
other participants. Do I have your permission to record you?
Do you have any questions before we begin?
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Thank you for participating. I anticipate that this interview should take about an
hour.
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APPENDIX D. Principles of Environmental Justice
Delegates to the First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit held
on October 2427, 1991, in Washington DC, drafted and adopted 17 principles of
Environmental Justice. Since then, The Principles have served as a defining document for
the growing grassroots movement for environmental justice.
Preamble
WE, THE PEOPLE OF COLOR, gathered together at this multinational People of Color
Environmental Leadership Summit, to begin to build a national and international
movement of all peoples of color to fight the destruction and taking of our lands and
communities, do hereby reestablish our spiritual interdependence to the sacredness of
our Mother Earth; to respect and celebrate each of our cultures, languages and beliefs
about the natural world and our roles in healing ourselves; to insure environmental
justice; to promote economic alternatives which would contribute to the development of
environmentally safe livelihoods; and, to secure our political, economic and cultural
liberation that has been denied for over 500 years of colonization and oppression,
resulting in the poisoning of our communities and land and the genocide of our peoples,
do affirm and adopt these Principles of Environmental Justice:
1) Environmental Justice affirms the sacredness of Mother Earth, ecological unity and the
interdependence of all species, and the right to be free from ecological destruction.
2) Environmental Justice demands that public policy be based on mutual respect and
justice for all peoples, free from any form of discrimination or bias.
3) Environmental Justice mandates the right to ethical, balanced and responsible uses of
land and renewable resources in the interest of a sustainable planet for humans and other
living things.
4) Environmental Justice calls for universal protection from nuclear testing, extraction,
production and disposal of toxic/hazardous wastes and poisons and nuclear testing that
threaten the fundamental right to clean air, land, water, and food.
5) Environmental Justice affirms the fundamental right to political, economic, cultural
and environmental selfdetermination of all peoples.
6) Environmental Justice demands the cessation of the production of all toxins, hazardous
wastes, and radioactive materials, and that all past and current producers be held strictly
accountable to the people for detoxification and the containment at the point of
production.
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7) Environmental Justice demands the right to participate as equal partners at every level
of decisionmaking, including needs assessment, planning, implementation, enforcement
and evaluation.
8) Environmental Justice affirms the right of all workers to a safe and healthy work
environment without being forced to choose between an unsafe livelihood and
unemployment. It also affirms the right of those who work at home to be free from
environmental hazards.
9) Environmental Justice protects the right of victims of environmental injustice to
receive full compensation and reparations for damages as well as quality health care.
10) Environmental Justice considers governmental acts of environmental injustice a
violation of international law, the Universal Declaration On Human Rights, and the
United Nations Convention on Genocide.
11) Environmental Justice must recognize a special legal and natural relationship of
Native Peoples to the U.S. government through treaties, agreements, compacts, and
covenants affirming sovereignty and selfdetermination.
12) Environmental Justice affirms the need for urban and rural ecological policies to
clean up and rebuild our cities and rural areas in balance with nature, honoring the
cultural integrity of all our communities, and provided fair access for all to the full range
of resources.
13) Environmental Justice calls for the strict enforcement of principles of informed
consent, and a halt to the testing of experimental reproductive and medical procedures
and vaccinations on people of color.
14) Environmental Justice opposes the destructive operations of multinational
corporations.
15) Environmental Justice opposes military occupation, repression and exploitation of
lands, peoples and cultures, and other life forms.
16) Environmental Justice calls for the education of present and future generations which
emphasizes social and environmental issues, based on our experience and an appreciation
of our diverse cultural perspectives.
17) Environmental Justice requires that we, as individuals, make personal and consumer
choices to consume as little of Mother Earth's resources and to produce as little waste as
possible; and make the conscious decision to challenge and reprioritize our lifestyles to
insure the health of the natural world for present and future generations.
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