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ABSTRACT

The conservation of wildlife species plays a profeund part in development
issues in northern areas. In recent yews, northern wildhfe management has become a
complicated process of cross-cultural communication. This thesis begins with an
outline of the relations between First Nations and Euro-Americans in the context of
the dynamics between wildhite scienusts and abonginal subsistence-based communities.
The current econonue, social and political chatacteristics of subsistence systems are
discussed. The emergence of co-management systems 1s described 1n a review of
wildhte management institutions existing in notthern Canada and Alaska. An analysis
of the activities ot the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq Canbou Management Board (B-Q CMB)
and the relative participation of traditional users and government wildlite scientists
torms the core of an exploration of the nature of wildlife co-management. In order to
understand some ot the perspectives of local caiibou-using communities within the co-
management tframewark, mterviews were held with members of the Inuit community
of Arviat, Nunavut and the Sayisi-Dene community ot Tadoule Lake. Manitoba.
Finally, the general role of co-management institutions in securing the viability of
communal property regimes is discussed with specitic refeteice to the case ot the B-Q

CMB.




RESUME

La défense des especes de la faune et la flore joue un réle primordial dans
'enjeu du développement des régions du nord. Dupuis quelques années,
I'aménagement de la faune et la flore est devenu un processus complexe
impliquant la communication multiculturelle. Cette thése commence par un apergu
des relations entre les Prémieres Nations et les Euro-Américains, particuliérement
entre les scientifiques de la faune et la flore et les communautés autochtones
vivrieies. Les caractéristiques actuelles économiques, sociales et politiques du
systeéme vivrier en :ont discutés. La naissance des systémes d’aménagement
coopératif (c’est-a-dire la coopération entre 'aménagement des biologistes
gouvernementaux et les communautés autochtones) est décrite dans une ¢étude des
institutions d’aménagement de la faune et la flore dans le nord du Canada et en
Alaska. L’analyse des activités du Conseil d’Aménagement Beverly-Qamanirjuaq
Caribou (CAB-QC) et de la participation relative de ceux qui se¢ servent de
méthodes traditionelles ainsi que des scientifiques gouvernementaux de la faune et
la flcre forme le noyau de I’exploration de la nature de 'aménagement coopératif
de la faune et la flore. Afin de mieux comprendre certaines perspectives des
communautés locales qui se servent du caribou dans la cadre d’aménagement
coopératif, on a organisé des entretiens avec des membres de la communauté
Inuite de Arviat, Nunavut et la communauté Sayisi-Dene du Lac Tadoule au
Manitoba. Pour terminer, le role général joué par les institutions d’aménagement
coopératif afin de rendre viables les syst¢tmes de propriété commune est discuté,
se rapportant spécifiquement au cas du CAB-QC.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION: A CONTENT FOR I'IRST NATION -
EURO-AMERICAN RELATIONS

What 15 wildlite "management" (Nakashima 1991) and how has its meaning
changed through time? As a description ot a tield of study, the term "wildlite
management” is indeed a misnomer for a field some biologists agiee would be more
properly named "people management” (Riewe and Gamble 1988:31). When we talk ot
"wildlife management” we may be speaking ot the monitoring and/or manipulation of
animal population numbers and/or the control of human use ot wildlite resources.

The discussion of the concepts ot wildlite management are necessarily broad
and are no longer confined by western historical mterpietations and use of the term.
This is why discussion ot wildhte co-management can be simultaneously frustrating
and stimulating; we are speaking in an mter-cultural context. This s where the
challenge of detining co-management lies. There 1s no standard or prototype tn which
to slot this concept.

Co-management tinds its bitthing ground in a technicolow setting of linguistic,
cultural, political, ecological and ideological ditferences. The interplay of these
ditferences creates a mosaic-like context for exploration. The nuances and dynamism
of co-management are best appreciated in exploration and not in any one tightly
defined concept.

This particular exploration will be constrained by some geographical
boundaries; co-management institutions in subarctic and arctic Canada and Alaska will
be discussed most extensively. The path is turther narrowed by concentiating on
institutions interested in the interactions between human and animal populations,

namely the harvest of wildlite by aboriginal people and the research ot these wildlite

populations.




1.1. OBJECTIVES AND CONCEPTIONS

The explorations of this thesis lead toward a dialogue on the nature of the
current incorporation and understanding ot aborigmal ecological knowledge within one
of the most active and progressive wildlite co-management mstitutions existing today.
The case study of the Beverly-Qamanitjuag Caribou Management Board (B-Q CMB)
examines the current dynamics ot wildlite management intra-structures and ther
ability to broaden access to traditional ecological knowledge (TEK). The danger that
the formal infra-structure may obscure or ignore the values detimng local ecologieal
knowledge is explored.

This study examines wildlife co-management practices trom the broader
interests of the co-management institution to the specitics ot abonginal community-
level interests in wildlite conservation. A picture ol contrasts, not ot hierarchical
interests, is presented. A presentation piedicated on a "top-down” or a "bottom-up"
examination of interests runs the danger ot ranking rather than comparing the
contributions of the socio-economic, political, biological and deological paradigms of
community versus institutional structures of co-management.

Co-management in this instance refers to the active participation ot local
caribou-using communities in the deasion-making of an advisory wildlite management
institution, the B-Q CMB. The practices ot this and other wildlite management
institutions are rooted in western scientitic punciples, so that co-management
organisations represent some degree of compromise or amalgamation of local
aboriginal caribou-user perspectives and western scientitic perspectives.

The Bevetly-Qamanirjuag Caribou Management Board (B-Q CMB), has existed
in the Canadian Noith since 1982 and is the fitst example of the co-management ot a
game animal (Usher 1991). The CMB is cited as an example ot successtul co-
management (Osherenko 1988, Cizek 1990, Usher 1991). The CMB 1s an advisory
body with non-signatory aboriginal members 1epresenting 19 Dene, Metis, Cree and
Inuit communities in northern Saskatchewan, Manitoba and the Northwest Territories

(Figure 1-1). User members participate in the board’s activities alongside
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representatives of signatory tederal, provincial and tennitonal government management
agencies.

The CMB serves as a torum for the prolonged comnmitment to communication
and knowledge transter between and among catibou-user communities and government
wildlife managers. The board provides a unique seting tor the debate and definition of
the collective interests of a number of ditterent abonginal communities who depend
upon participation in subsistence activitien as a way ot hte.

The past and continued success of the CMB may suggest that although
aborigimal knowledge systems and customary laws are not visible within the woikings
of the board, the management systems herent within local communities could be the
tactors which have lagely detined the 1elative success ot the conservation eftorts of
the board. Usher described the CMB as a "single window" (Usher 1991 in Caribou
News 11(2):3) tor the consultation of outstde interests with catibou-users. The CMB
may become an even more impoitant mechanism tor the channelling and expression of
the collective interests of aboriginal communities as they become increasingly legally-

distinet poliucal units through the process of fand claims settlement negotiations.

1.2. CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

It is often dangerous and selt-serving to bioadly genctalize when considering
the perspectives of any given issue. The distinction made between aboriginal and non-
aboriginal ideologies in this thesis should not lead to the conclusion that this is to be a
discussion ridden in stereotypes. Historically, however, indigenous and western world
views in the "New World" have eaisted at polar ends ot the 1ange of human ideals

about the nature of social development.
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Western societies’ separation ot the "thinking human being” trom the
surtounding environment sull leads to the abtlity of humans to tationalize the unending
explottation ot the world around them. Until recently, scrence reduced the biological
world to automata controlled by the unfailing and intlexible physical and natural laws
of existence. Thus, it was easy to justify the manipulation and development ¢ such a
watld by the thinking and supetior state of being repiesented by humans.

Evernden (1985) spoke ot the loss ot the ability of many human beings to
connect themselves to the wotld they believe they can exist within as distinet entities.
He descnbes the cuirent cisis ot human existence as the inability of humans to
include themselves in a universal sense ot being.  Humans have become what
Poitmann described as "organisms without a niche" (Evernden 1985).

1.2.1. Evolution of Development

Whete have the tields of ecology and environmental studies and the
conservation and preservation movements germinated fiom? The concepts ot progress,
growth, etticiency, and modernisation associated with western development have not
led us to the universal prosperity we had imagined (WCED 1987, Daly and Cobb
1989). We' are therefore constructing and grinding through an ideological grist mill,
new concepts and terms of development.

Some western thinkers are realizing, however, that many aboriginal nations
have lengthy legacies and intimate tamiliarity with the terms ot sustainable human
activity that western theorists are attempting to define in the post-industrial age of
ecological crises. To leatn from the ideologies of the "colonized” will be an essential
process in the tormulation of viable global development plans.

With the onset of the Industiial Age, Western society increasingly expected that
every acre of land should be manipulated to produce as many services and products as
possible with the aid of increasingly complex technologies. Multi-purpose rather than

single-purpose exploitation has been emphasized (Usher 1986). Those who can make

"1 will use "we" in the following discussion to describe those people whose culture is rooted
in western thinking or mote specitically Euto-American thinking.
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the most economically productive use ot land are considered to have a superior tight
to ownership of the fand. This western concept ot "legitmate dev elopment™ has
1adically intluenced the survival of abonginal communities tioughout North Amenca
(Elias 1991).

Aboriginal social visions are more often than not "imvisible” o1
unacknowledged in global sphetes. Global industiial torces are bhind to or dominate
alternative social visions whose roots are grounded in value systems based upon
concepts of social co-operation tather than social compettion (Berkes 1989).,

Paradoxically, discussions of sustainable development are incicasingly
concerned with the contribution and vahdation of indigenous bodies of knowledge tor
aid in the transtormation of western lite toward fong-term viable development goals
(WCED 1987). It is the communication and understanding among cultures that is
recognized to be so important to issues ot international development. Contemporary
discussion of development issues focusses on the cenuality of recognizing and over-
coming cross-cultural communication problems (Hanson and Regallet 1992),

Nonetheless, commitments to alternative social visions are often regaded by
westerners, especially utban North Ameticans, as tiny pockets ot insignificant, wehaic
exceptions to the homogenizing and dominant capitalist world view. Yet, the instance
of northern aboriginal communities’ desire to assert control of the management of
wildlife resources represents the expression of this kind of fundamental ditference in
values. The co-management ot wildlife resoutces can be seen as a facet of the
transformation of development goals.

1.2.2. The Science of Wildlife Biology and Aboriginal Subsistence Systems

Biologists are now recognizing the need for an interdisciplinay approach to the
management and conservation ot wildlite (Gunn et al. 1988:28, Knudtson and Suzuki
1992, Stirling 1990). Debates about the future ot wildlite management in northern
areas are most heated and emotional when concentrated upon the discussion of
aboriginal or tiaditional ecological knowledge (TEK) (Reeves 1992).

As adherents to a scientific tadition ot the exploration and discovery of

knowledge, biologists (more specitically ecologists) know that in theoty, in order to
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sustain viable wildlite populations, it makes more sense to puisue synecological (focus
on systems) rather than autecological (focus on single species) thinking when
developing conservation plans or wildlite management plans. Synecological thinking,
however, has not proven practical m the modern industiial (o1 post-industrial) world
and conservation etforts have necessarily been targeted or discussed at the level ot the
salvation ot single keystone species 1ather than whole ecosystems tor the most part.
Livingston {1981) and Soulé (1986) provide valuable thoughts on these 1ssues.

In addition, wildlife managets and biologists have until recent years tended to
ignore or dismiss aboriginal knowledge systems. Statements such as: "Early examples
of excessive and unnecessary slaughter of canibou [by aboriginal peoples| are legion,
and modern-day counterparts are found for most.” (Kelsall 1968:210) Lhave tirmed
many biologists’ resolves to continue to dismuss aboriginal ecologrcal knowledge as
itrelevant to the biological sciences.

The justification for the ignotance or dismussal of alternative world views is
rooted in a selective and ethnocentric hustotical memory. A entique of the current and
past use ot archaeological, histotical and anthropological studies by wildhite scientists
could greatly aid discussion ot the roots of conthiet between wildlite biologists an<
aboriginal wildlife users (Drolet gt al. 1986). The inappropriate use of such studies
has, however, led to the misapplication of arguments about the ecological
sustainability of current aboriginal harvesting practice, to questions about the
applicability ot aboriginal knowledge to conservation etforts. Freeman provides clear
and succinet examples of such misapplications (Freeman 1985:266-9).

The use of the archaeological evidence ot the massive die-oft of large
herbivore species during the Pleistocene was cited by Macpherson® (a prominent

Canad’ biologist) (1981) as positive evidence of the destiuctive exploitation ot

A

> I will continue this discussion with an analysis of the comments of two biologists,
Macpherson (1981) and Théberge (1981). I apologize it this section reads like an attack on these
individuals: it should not. This section is intended to illustrate how easy it is to create divisive
interdisciplinary commentary on shaky foundations, perthaps without even realizing that such
territory has been entered.




wildlife by humans in North Amernica in prehistoue times, However, this s hardly a
resolved issue and much debate exists surtoundmg this matter (Martin and Winight
1967).

Moreover, Brody emphasizes the point that notthern hunting socretes "L are
not representatives of an ancient world...” (1987 xiv) and that the structure of modem
aboriginal hunting societies is not representative ot European ancestiy. Social scientists
tormerly adopted the anthropological studies ot modern hunting societies as models
through which to explore the stiucture ot prehistoric hunting societies. This approach
received heavy criticism in the 1960s (Lee and Devore 1968).

A second influential Canadian brologrst, Théberge, concluded that " at the
time of European contact, [there was] little evidence ot any broadly accepted tiadition
ot husbanding or conserving food resources.” (1981:281). Similuly, Macpherson
concluded that:

There seems no evidence, then, that wildhife was purposetully managed

by Amerindian populations in noithern Canada at the time ol contact.

Instead, we may conjecture that the impact ot hunting on wildlite stocks

was limited by the low technological Tevel ot the hunters and the tact

that their populations were small and msecwe. (1951.104).

Macpherson ean conjecture this conclusion on the basis ot human inclusion within a
simple biological model® of predator-prey relationships without any need to recognize
the potential contributions of the social sciences or of non-westein scientilic deologies
to the debate.

Théberge and Macpherson ate looking tor examples ot agiicultural society’s
notions of conservation within the organisation of tundamentally ditterent aunting

societies. This is hardly surprising when one considers that one ot the tounders ot the

wildlife conservation movement in North America, Aldo Leopold, wiote that "lts

> We can and must accept the responsibility ot recognizing the cultural and spiritual
motivations determining human behaviour. The research of all scientists is a behaviour which
necessarily has an impact on other human beings. Scientists engaged in the discussion of human
behaviour cannot detend research guided by the techmques ot cthology (the study of animal
behaviour).
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[game management’s] nature 15 best understood by compating it with the other land-
cropping arts, and by viewing its present ideas and practices against a background of
their own history.” (1933:3). Macpherson wiites that, "wildlite management for a
sustatned yield 15 today a sophisticated, scientitic activity which seeks to accommodate
social desires in wildlite without damage to the tesource.. It is a cratt 1ooted in
privilege and not i povety.” (1981:104). Macpherson implies that subsistence-based
socteties have been nerther technologically not culturally capable of regulating their
exploitation of wildlife.

One of Théberge's prerequisites for the conservation of resources is the
perception ot the danger of over-exploitation and the option to do something about
such over-exploitation (1981:281). conditions which he contends northern aboriginal
peoples have histotically been unable to meet. Both Bishop (1981:52) and Fienup-
Riordan (1990) state that Ewtopean-detined notions of conservation and consciousness
that game could potentially be over-exploited wete not apparent in pre-contact
aboriginal hunting cultures. However, they and other anthropologists describe strict
adherence to certan standards of the guality ot human behaviounal interactions with
anmimals in both a physical and spiritual context (Brody 1981, Feit 1973, Fienup-
Riordan 1990, Tanner 1973, Ridington 1988).

Feit, in a study of moose hunting by the Waswampr Cree in Québec, found that
atotational system ot hunting activity is impoitant m the determination of where and
when hunting occurs and that the sizes ot harvests are directly 1elated [i.e. "inversely
proportional’] to the frequency of hunting in a temitory (Feit 1973:122). Laughlin
described hunters” behaviour toward animals in the following manner: "Appropriate
behaviour toward animals is prominently based upon familianty with animal behaviour
and includes ways of living peacetully with animals..." (1968:303). Lacking the skills
of ethnohistorical analysis, nerther biologist (Théberge and Mucpherson) was able to
recognize his ethnocentric bias and discussion of conservation sutfers as a result.

Théberge described northern areas in the following manner:

A wilderness frontier is a resource in itselt, one deeply embedded in
Canadian art and literature. Indeed, a wilderness trontier is part of the
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Canadian identity: once it 1s gone we will have lost a vital element of

our heritage. (1931:284)
This description ignotes the potentials of other world views tor wildhie management
goals. Théberge's "wildeiness trontier” concept 1s one shared by a number of
prominent wildlite conservationists and biologists and muny other Canadians tor that
matter (see Brynaert in Anon. Catibou News [(3):0). What 1s important to recognize 1s
that the concept is often used to espouse the presenation ot pristine wilderness
considered to be virtually untouched by human bemngs and, theretore, ovetrlooks the
vital contribution of human populations who have hved in such areas tor thousands of
years. Berger’s dialogue (1988) on the paradon of non-abonigmal conceptions ot the
north as a "trontier" and aboriginal conceptions ot the notth as a "homeland” has
obvious parallels in the growing pains of the tield of wildlite conservation,

Aboriginal concepts ot conservation appear to explore the nature of qualitative
rather than quantitative characteristics of human behaviour. Fienup-Riordan (1990)
gives the reader sharp insights into the polemics of the relevance of the companson of
Euro-American conservation concepts with Yu'pik interactions with their envitonment.
Aboriginal world views of humans Living within Natute could greatly wid m the
"preservation of wilderness" where human behaviour s moditied to accommodate
wilderness, rather than setting aside wildeiness as a piotected resource bloek under
constant threat by encroaching human activity. Paiks Canada’s policies have changed
remarkably, recently, with the incorporation of aboriginal wildlite use and management
in the planning stages of a number ot national parks (Morgun 1993),
1.2.3. The Need for Co-Management

Until recently, Western scientists have more often ignored or Laded to
recognize the existence of an extensive body ot aboriginal knowledae ot the physical
and behavioral characteristics of natural resources. Randy Ames (1979) and Milton
Freeman (1988) have written of the manner in which governments and government
representatives have ignored the knowledge of sul sistence hunters in the past.

The critical requirement for communication between shonginal hunters and

wildlife biologists is matked in a number of areas. For instance, biological sampling
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methods in the north have proven to be taulty o1 damaging in a number of cases
(Brody 1975, 1987; Freeman 1989a). Arctic species are marked by migratory animals
such as caribou and geese which congregate at specitic times ot the vear at particular
sites. Biologists also have an incomplete understanding of the cycles ot extreme
population tluctuations noted in arctic species.

The difterence between the estimations ot the caribou population ot northern
Québec and Labrador predicted by Québec and Newtoundland biologists has been as
high as 50,000 animals (Edmunds 1979.v). Such a ditfeience can have signiticant
etfects on perceptions of the viability of noithern hunting activities.

Poole (1981) cites a number ot documented cases where scientists have bred
mustrust in notthern hunting communities of their actions thiough theur research
activities. Poole (1981) writes of an abotiginal conumunity’s concerns that a snow
goose netting and banding programme on Bylot [sland had contributed to a signiticant
decrease in the snow goose population in the area. Inuit hunters also expressed their
concern and inability to understand the nceed tor the killing ot 300 ringed seals 1n a
number of studies looking at the ettects of o1l pollution and documented for the
Mackenzie Valley Pipeline Inquiry (Poole 1981).

Abotiginal hunters have shown themselves o be the most credible and
Knowledgeable northern "animal behaviourists,” and most hikely have supetior
Anowledge of the population dynamics ot many animal species 1 the north
(Nakashima 1991, Reeves 1992). In tuin, aboriginal hunters in the noith could benetit
greatly from information about the global movements ot the amimals they hunt, as well
as the manner in which the northern envitonment is atfected by human activity
throughout the world. Intormation concerning the etfects of pollution and the overall
hatvest of the animals they depend on is vital to the ability of aboriginal hunting
communities to continue to ensute the viabiity of their hunting activity.

It is probably quite reasonable to contend that an aboriginal hunting community
tepresents a single tight-knit body equivaleat to the chain ot connected institutions
represented by game wardens, biolegists, managets, policy-makers, and legislators.

Managers or policy-makers are a body of decision-makers whose management of
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natutal resources is mtluenced by biologists who nught be thought ot as an "expent”
source of knowledge about the characteristies ot the land and wildhite they study
Legislators tepresent a political eny nonment intluencimg management decisions tiom
quite a ditferent perspective than that ot the biologist

The southein non-abotiginal public, ranging trom a regonal to an international
scope, in tuin shapes the actions ot the legislators who write hunting regulations, This
public force is charactenized by an enormous diversity of cultwal, polineal and
economic drves. It has otten been blind to the existence ot abongmat hunting
communities. Furthermore, much ot public thought in Canada lackhs any recogmtion ol
the societies and laws which existed betore the anival of non-uboniginals 1o Notth
America and the public is otten convinced that aboriginal hunting and tapping
activities ate tated to disappear (Brody 1981:1i0).

[t is the Tack ot a signtheant hnk between abongmal hunting communities and
the southern public that makes the connections between brologists, managers, wildhte
and land resources and northern communities so vitally mmportant. Such tes can serve
as avenues of communication between aboriginal hunting communities and the
southern public.

Without this link it is perhaps impossible to expect any kind ot solution to a
social problem, where the southern public has been reluctant or unwilling to recognize
its obligation to co-exist with traditional aboriginal forms of economic activity. As
aboriginal hunting communities and biologists become more concerned about the
etfects growing and expanding non-aboriginal and abotigimal populations are having
on wildlife and land 1esources (Weeden 1985:118), 1t 1s maportant that lorums ol
communication be created and/or stiengthened.

Biologists need to be individuals informed of the abonginal public’s needs and
knowledge ot wildlife and land resources in the noith, where much ot the population
is especially aware ot the environment in which it hves To deny that the key to
responsible wildlife and land management i the north lies within abonginal
communities would be to carry on the trend ot cultural appropriation and donunation

which has marked much of non-aboriginal and aborigmal contact in the past. To
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ignore the management skills and policies of aborigmal communities is to deny
northern communzties their right and ability to remain selt-sulficient and successtul
within the context of the environments whete they exist. In addition, such a denial will
most probably 10b many animal species ot their optimal chance to suivive the

ecological consequences of industuialisation (Reeves 1992:271-2).
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1.3. ORGANISATION AND CHAPTER SUMMARILS

The thesis is made up of tive chapters, where Chapter T was the introduction,

Chapter 2 is aieview of literature which discusses wildlite as a resoutce of
socio-economic importance to northern aboriginal communities. The definition of
subsistence as a dynamic social system is explored. The stereotypes often accorded to
aboriginal hunting activites and examples of the subsequent damaging ettects on
northern communities are also described. Followmg the examination ot market
economic evaluations ot country tood production, the tole of Tand claims settlements
in the legal protection ot subsistence systems s detailed.

Chapter 3 1s ateview of wildlite management mstitutions in notthern Canada
and Alaska. Wildlite agreements or organisations are grouped into sections divided by
the regional extent ot their intluence. This chapter 1> meant to provide the reader with
an appreciation of the wide vatiety ot institutional approaches to wildlife management
in general, and cooperative management schemes in particular. The review represents
"wash" of past and curient organisations r1ather than an exhaustive listing,

Chapter 4 reviews the activities ot the Beverly-Qumanujuag Caribou
Management Board over the course of its existence. This is done with the intention of
illustrating the evolution of the recommendations of the board by individually
examining a number ot topics. These topics are discussed under one ot tour broad
“ategories ot concerns: 1) informauon transmission and education and communication
methods; 2) the varying users and types of use ot caribou; 3) the ways in which the
CMB has re-shaped its government-style bureaucratic tormat to the needs of taditional
users and 4) the scientific management of the caribou herds.

The last section of the chapter is an attempt to provide a quantitative analysis
of the relative degrees of participation and discussion ot user and government
members at CMB meetings. The analysis 15 based upon the minutes ot the meetings
and is useful only as a measure ot trequency, 1ather than a true measute of the

intensity or effectiveness ot discussion or patticipation.
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Chapter 5 provides a distillation of the thoughts ot people tom two user
commuintties (Arviat, Northwest Tertitories and Tadoule Lake, Manitoba) about a
range ot caribou management jssues posed during conversational interviews. Many of
the "interviewees" knew very hittle about the cuirent activities of the CMB or referred
to wildlite management agencies as one homogeneous force. Interviews encompassed
the discussion of a 1ange of issues, including the importance of commumty hunts and
land skills instruction, the potentials tor waste, and attitudes about caribou monitoring
methods.

Chapter 6 discusses the role of co-management institutions in the protection
and shaping of communal property regimes. The 1ole of the CMB in supporting social
sttuctures which promote and maintain the self-legulation of user subsistence activities

is discussed along with the inevitability of the political ramitications ot such support.




CHAPTER 2. WILDLIFE AS A SUBSISTENCE RESOURCE

One of the reasons aborigimal hunting economies are otten disnnssed as
insignificant or of rapidly diminishing importance is the Tack ot otticially tabulated
data providing realistic pictures of the volume of aboriginal wildlite harvests (Usher
and Wenzel 1987). In most tegions ot the Canadian Arctic the rights ot priority ot
access of aboriginal subsistence useis of wildlife resowrces are 1ecognized o the
exclusion ot all other interests, unless conservation concerns are tound to take
precedence.

At first glance, such a policy seems a clear tecipe by which to assure the
continued utilisation of wildlite by aboriginal northerners. However, Poole (1981)
relates the dangers of implementing such a policy where "subsistence" and
"conservation” are two words of contentious detinition, especially in the notth (Reeves

1992).
2.1. SUBSISTENCE AND TRADITION

Many southerners and conservationists argue that subsistence hunting allows
the hunting ot wildlife by only "traditional means." Such detinitions of subsistence
hunting often equate traditional means solely with the tools of the activity, ignoring
the intellectual component of subsistence activity. Laughlin’s discussion ot aboriginal
hunting activity stresses "... the importance ot the behaviour tust, and the relevance
and importance of tools second.” (1968:318).

The hidden or perhaps unconscious racism behind the labelling of hunting
activity as a "traditional” aboriginal activity with "immutable” historical roots 1s
pointed out by Dahl (1989:24). Subsistence activities are otten deemed incompatible
with an "imaginary sphere of development and modernisation" ot Euro-American
origin (Dahl 1989:24). As expressed more generally by another author, "Only the West

assumes that modernity and Westernisation must be synonvmous” ( Wiight 1991:9).
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The "object and charactenstic of "traditions’, including invented ones is
invariance” (Hobshawm and Ranger 1983:2). In contiast. " “custom’ cannot atford to
be invariant, because even in “traditional’ societies lite 15 not so" (1bid:2). "Conscious
invention [such as non-aboriginal conceptions of "traditional hunting practices"|
succeed[s] mainly in proportion to its success in broadcasting on a wavelength to
which the public is ready to tune in" (ibid:263). Thus, Euro-American society
continues to accord aboriginal hunting communities a static, maladaptive status
because non-aboriginal economic aspirations are usually contiary to the aspirations of
aboriginal subsistence.

Government legislation in the north generally detines subsistence use as the
individual and intra-community use ot wildlite resources obtained by the members of
an aboriginal community. Such a detinition does not 1ecognize the inter-community
exchange of "wildlife products” which is known to be a common and important
practice among many aboriginal communities in the north.* Dahl categorizes
subsistence into two basic sets of activity:

1) a traditional torm which integrates hunting and tishing as the mode of

production and the household as the major econonue umit;
2) as a subsidiary activity which is characterized as casual or seasonal or as a

leisure time activity (1989:27)

Dahl warns that it is otten an arbitrary and fictitious decision to make a
distinction between subsistence hunting and the commercial harvest of many animals
th northern regions (ibid:25). The "quantitative exploitation ot 1esources takes place
inrespective of tluctuations in the world market", wheie the hunting of many animals
such as seal, caribou, beluga and narwhal is both commerce and subsistence-oriented
(ibid:25, see Wenzel 1991).

Perhaps this quotation from Jonathon Solomon’s testimony before the Alaska

Native Review Commission is the best "undefinition" of the meaning of subsistence:

4 . . . . . . . .
The variety of legislations existing in northern Canada are discussed in Chapter Three.
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When we talk about subsistence in the ateas, we should be talking about
Native culture and their land. [ never heard the word subsistence until
1971 under the Native land claims act. Betore that time when 1 was
brought up in the culture of my people, 1's always been "o culture”
and "our land." You cannot break out subsistence or the meamng of
subsistence or tiy to identity it, and you can’t break it out of the
culture. The culture and the hte ot my Native people are the subsistence
way of life. And that’s what we always used, the subsistence way of
lite. It goes hand in hand with our own cultute, our own language, and
all our activities. (Berger 1985:52)

The definition and application of conservation principles is of critical concetn
to aboriginal communities. The interruption ot the pattern of "unhindered access” to
wildlife resources has serious implications tor the abihity of aborigmal communities to
supply their practical nutritional needs as well as tor the social orgamsation ot
abotiginal hunting communities (Metedith and Muller-Wille 1982). Land use planning
necessarily retlects the political as well as the ecological facets of resource
management (Feit 1979), thus conservation practices can easily become a medium for
the appropriation of natutal resources from aboriginal communities (Keith and Wnight

1978).
2.2. THE COUNTRY FOOD SECTOR

Few urbanites imagine that a physical dependence on countiy tood still exists
in many northern communities (Brody 1987, Berger 1985, Usher 1976a). Aboriginal
hunters provide more than token contributions to the nutiitional requirenients ot their
communities. Studies of Cree, Dene and Inuit communities show that hunters provide
one to two pounds of meat per day per person (Biody 1987:03).

A study examining the subsistence economy in the NWT tound that the
imputed value of the country food generated by subsistence activities was equal to
approximately $55 million annually or the generation of approximately $13,095
annually per household involved in subsistence activities (Ames et al. [988:v).
Harvesting activity is concentiated in approximately 50 communities in the NWT,

containing 75% of the aboriginal population ot the region (ibid:23). These
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communities are home to approximately 5,500 active harvesters (this number excludes
small game hunting and gathering activities) (ibid). Through subsistence activities,
aboriginal communities produce an average of 200 to 300 Kilograms of country food
per capita in the NWT (ibid:26). The addition ot the imputed value of country tood
production raises the gross income ot aboriginal people by appioximately 50%
(ibid:30) or more it all aspects of the informal sector based upon subsistence activities
ate included m community economic activity (Rees 1987:16). Notably, the tood

producing sector is the only sector in the NWT which "even approaches self-

sutficiency" (Ames et al. 1988:31)

Nobody 1ecognizes, for instance, the country tood industiy as being an
industty. Under the table it provides $30 million in this region alone
and that does not contiol [include] the sales ot snowmobiles, Hondas,
tishing equipment and everything else that goes into the stores....Right
now in this 1egion, there are about $2 to 3 million spent on weltare. {1
that industry collapsed, I can imagine how the Canadian public would
teel it all of a sudden they had to pay $40 million worth of weltare in
one region alone. And you can go across the whole North that way.
You are probably looking at an industry that is at least as big as the
mining industry, it not bigger,...

(Lloyd Gamble, Regional Resource Manager, Keewatin Wildlite
Federation in Schellenberger 1986:17)

Studies detining hunters as those individuals engaged in full-time, economically
self-sutficient hunting activity negate the majority ot hunting activity which takes
place at present. Hunting activity cannot be defined in a commensurate manner to
southern definitions of an "employment position." It is a mistake to 1egard aboriginal
hunting activity solely as a "livelihood." Hunting represents a way ot hfe rather than
an occupation to most aboriginal northerners, though hunting activity is also of
extreme importance to many northern communities for the nutritional requirements it
provides to communities who prefer to eat country food and cannot afford to buy food
products fiom the south.

It is important to note that the less time a hunter is able to spend hunting, the

higher the hunting costs of the household become. However, it is still very much in a
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part-time hunter’s household’s economic interest to partcipate in hunting activity
given the very high costs of store-bought tood. As emphasized betore it is not possible
to participate in hunting activity without some degiee of cash input, and in a
community such as Holman Island (Victona Island, NWT) many tull-time hunters
derive just enough income to maintain their hunting activity. Lach tull-time hunter in
Holman Island produces enough suiplus food to teed tour people outside ot the
household (Smith and Wright 1989:93). The loss of the ability to produce countty food
is therefore very serious in a community such as Holman Island where 27% of
households have no dependable wage-earner, and no one in the houschold hunts or
guides (for trophy hunters) tegulaly (ibid:97). Food sharing activity is vital to the
survival ot such households.

Although it is dangerous to assume that a procedure for evaluating the
- complete value of country food to aborigmal communities can be tormulated, a
number of scientists have attempted to evaluate the full monetary value of wild meat
to northern communities. Social scientists attempting to quantify subsistence activities
continually emphasize their inability to express the cultural value of subsistence
activities and therefore the inherent and troublesome weaknesses of their "evaluations”
(Berger 1977, 1985; Bone 1992; Biody 1981, 1987; Metedith and Muller-Wille 19825
Muller-Wille 1978; Usher 1976a; Wenzel 1991). Bone qualities the cultival value of
subsistence activities to the equivalent of "psychic mcome™ or "the ditterence between
the higher economic gain that could have been derived trom the optimum economic
decision and the actual monetary gain resulting trom the sub-optimal decision”
(1992:206).

Many non-aboriginals fail to identity the utihzation ot wage lubour by
aboriginals as a means to facilitate the continuance ot a subsistence economy. Maost
Inuit, Dene and Metis communities are perceived to be in a state ot transition between
subsistence on the land and wage employment. A mixing ot the two wotlds is not
seen as a possible alternative to a choice between the two economic bases (Nahanni

1990).
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There is a high capital investment involved in the acquisition of the equipment
(as well as a short depreciation time for the cash value of the equipment) needed for
modern subsistence activities (Muller-Wille 1978, Wenzel 1991). For this reason, anti-
sealing and anti-wildlife harvesting movements have had critical impacts on
subsistence activities when aborniginal communities lose w hatever access to the market-
place they once had.

In an extteme stance some animal rights organisations call tor a complete ban
of any form of wildlite harvest (Henke 1989). This is an 1ronic phenomenon; a number
ot authors (Herscovici 1985, Lynge 1992, Wenzel 1991) see such animal-rights
movements as symptoms of the ill-health of western society. Influential voices of
wildlife conservation such as the World Wildlite Fund (WWF) and the International
Union for the Conservation of Natute and Natuwial Resources (IUCN) have
disassociated themselves from the anti-haivest campaign (Young 1989:47).

It was in the romantic movement of the nineteenth centwy that values based on
a "bioethic" or "a respect for all lite beyond its utility” (Pepper 1984:67) was reborn
o1 re-expressed in the western wotld. Today, however, most members of western
society have long been sepmated trom the realities of land-based production (see
Young 1989:54). Very raiely are we aware day-to-day of the sources and production
methods of our food:

We (Canada) have a large population, and Europe has an cven larger
population of people who believe that food comes trom the grocery
store; that clothes come from textile mills; and that leather shoes come
tfrom Italy. These people no longer understand the origin ot these items.
We also have populations with an ever-increasing amount of leisure.
This leisure is otten used to watch T.V. and accept information without
a critical mind. Progress has brought to Canadians, as well as other
nations, many benefits, but ot course there is always a price to pay.
Right now Inuit and other native groups in Canada, and even many non-
native Canadians who have supplemented their incomes with harvests
from renewable resources are paying the price. (Peter Ernerk, Keewatin
Inuit Association in Schellenberger 1986:9)

The most extreme and militant of "animal rights" lobby groups call for the

complete abandonment of any human behaviour which brings about the death or




sutfering ot any amimal on *he grounds that any such behaviour s mowally wiong
(Young 1989:43). Such preservationist thinking contlicts with tradional aborigimal
world views where the reciprocal tefationships between ammals and humans usually

involve the obligatory hatvest of wildlite by human bemgs.

2.3. SELF-DETERMINATION AND FIRST NATIONS

Resource management agencies in the north usually restrict their data set

collections to the study of a particular group m species of wildlite (Usher and Wenzel

1987). As a result, the evolution ot hunting contiols in the north has taken the torm of

culation of wildlile in the notth. Conventions

b=

"distinctive conventions” toward the re
and regulations concerning the harvesting of migiatory birds, small tur bearers, big
game animals, large matine mammals. seal and tish exist (see Chapter Thiee).

These controls do not usually apply to the harvesung ot wildlite by aboriginal

northerners in the same manner that they apply to non-abotiginals hunting in the noith.

There are a number of regional philosophies and apphications of hunting controls by
the state upon aboriginal versus non-aboriginal hunters. In many cases, however,
neither aboriginal nor non-aboriginal hunters in the noith have been happy with the
manner in which regulations and laws have been created and applied by southern-
based institutions.

2.3.1. Aboriginal Rights and Subsistence

Ames’ study The Social Economic and Legal Problems ot Hunting in Noithern

Labrador (1979) documented that the game laws wiitten by scuthein legislators were

geared to suit the needs ot spoit hunters rather than those who hunt tor a living. The
historical roots of this bias can be seen in Aldo Leopold’s acclaimed work:

Hunting for sport is an improvement over hunting tor tood in that there
has been added to the test ot skill an ethical code, which the hunter
formulates tor himselt, and must live up to without the moral support ot
by standers. (Leopold 1933:391)



Bill Edmunds (then president ot the Labrador Inuit Association) wrote ot the poverty
in northern Labrador hunting communities which he felt was directly attributable to
the ctfects of game laws (in Ames 1979). The preservation ot wildlife and the value of
hunting as a tourist attraction have typitied the overriding conceins ot the governments
and agencies which have controlled the contents of game laws n the past.

Regulations and laws which have direct implications for aboriginal hunting,
trapping, and fishing practices tigure prominently in discussions of aboriginal rights.
Should bodies of legislation such as the Fur Seal Treaty, Marine Mammnal Protection
Act, Migratory Bird Treaties, or Game Acts apply to aboriginal peoples engaged in
subsistence hunting? The great majonty ot aboriginal ttles insist upon the importance
ot the tight to hunt fieely.

Before the passing of the 1982 Cunadian Constitution Act, the courts
periodically and reluctantly 1ecogmzed the legal capability of the tieaty 1ights of
Indians to allow the exemption of treaty Indians trom hunting laws and regulations.
With the inclusion of section 35 in t ¢ 1982 Constitution Act, the tights to ¢xemption
trom bodies of hunting legislation were tirmly recognized for many tirst nations
groups.

However, the litigation process does not appear to ofter much hope for
aboriginal peoples attempting to assert their rights to hunt in a manner most sensible
to traditional patterns of hunting activity. The governmental and legal policy of
protecting aboriginal property and hunting tights only as long as they are compatible
with resource development must be reworked if the survival of abotiginal communities
is to be achieved. A push tor relevant legislation 1s considered the most appropriate
method by which the goal of realizing the protection of aboriginal hunting rights can
be accomplished (Moise 1983).

2.3.2. Land Claims Settlements and Wildlife Resources in the North

Of all the land claums agieements negotiated in the arctic, the Nunavut
agreement is the first agreement which was not initiated under the direct pressure of
the development ot an industrial mega-project. The Alaska Native Claims Settlement

Act was implemented under the auspices of the Supreme Coutt of the United States in
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1971, three years after major o1l deposits were discovered at Prudhoe Bay i northern
Alaska. The James Bay Northern Québec Agreement was tatitied m 1975, tour vears
atter the construction of the tust phase of a massive hydio-clectne project had begun.
Negotiations for the James Bay Agreement began only atter the Cree ot northern
Québec managed to successfully bring about a very biietly upheld injunction to stop
the development construction in their homelands. Oil and gas exploration activity in
the Arctic Islands and the Mackenzie Delta region occutted until the mid-1970s when
the oil and gas industry looked to the Beaufort Sea area w the hopes ot discovering
more profitable off-shore oil deposits. The Inuvialuit Agicement was ratitied in 1984,
only two vears before the Amauligak structure, a mayjor oil deposit, was tound just oft
the Tuktoyaktuk peninsula. The Nunavut Agreement, tatitied by local communities in
November of 1992, is the latest and the largest comprehensive land claims settlement
to be negotiated in North American history.

In the writing of the Alaska Native Claims Scttlement Act, the United States
government refused to recognize the territorial base ot abongimal groups and their
organisations in Alaska and insisted mstead on negotiating with v illage and regronal
corporations. Many native Alaskans now worry ot the inability ot abotiginals to
prevent the take-over of aboriginal lands by outstde investors following the opening up
of private aboriginal stock shares to the open market in 1992, The possibility that
aboriginal Alaskans will have lost not only their tights to hunt, but the collective
possession of their lands is a grave and immediate concemn, The ANCSA legislation
embodies an ideal ot southern conceptions ot the protection ot mdividual interests, and
by its very nature rejects the ideals ot societies rooted n o hunting way ot hie.

The James Bay and Northern Québec (Cree and Inuit) and the Northeastern
Québec (Naskapi) Agreements are examples of contracts which arguably serve to
guarantee hunting, trapping, and tishing rights in northern Québec. The agreements
guarantee the priority ot aboriginal harvesters over other users of wildlite resources
based upon the levels of harvesting established to exist at the time ot the signing of

the agreements.



‘The Inuit Hunting, Fishing and Trapping Support Progiam 1s an example of
one of the adminstrative bodies set up as a result of the James Bay Agreement to help
preserve the viability ot aborigmal hunting activities. With a grant from the Ministere
du Loisir, de la Chasse et de la Péche, the Kativik Regional Government in northern
Québee has set up community programmes administered by Native Village
Corporations. These programmes are designed to "tavour, encourage and perpetuate
the hunung, fishing and trtapping of the Inuit as a way of life" (Kativik Regional
Government 1985).

The James Bay agteements, are not endorsements of Cree, Nuaskapi and Inuit
land rights. Without the guarantee of land nughts the most solidly entrenched hunting
rights mean nothing. Anyone who has tollowed the development of the Hydro-Quebec
James Bay projects recognizes the limited extent to which these agieements are able to
protect abonginal interests in the noith thus tar (Richardson 1991).

Land claims settlements have not assured the rights of access and use to land
that a national body might enjoy; they have assured the nights of Tand owners within a
state. Generally, claimants agreed to surtender all aboriginal title to tuture claims of
land. The negotiation of land claims has been particularly prominent in Canada’s north
in the last twenty yvears because Inuit and some other aboriginal groups north of 60N
never signed tieaties with the federal govetnment. In the teims of the 1982
Censtitution Act, the aboriginal nghts ot many nottherners iemained unextinguished
(unt1l the ratitication of comprehensive land claims packages began in 1984).

In 1eturn for the "extinguishment” of themr aboriginal tights, abotiginal groups
have negotiated ownership ot specitied land areas as well as monetaty compensation
packages, and a number of other rights. These rights commonly include priority
harvesting rights within and in many cases outside of settlement lands. Settlements
usually insist on a significant involvement of claimants in land and wildlite
n{:m:lgement policy-making and implementation. Settlements include the terms of
impact assessment procedures of development projects and the terms of compensation

to wildlife harvesters in the event of envitonmental damage caused by industial

projects.




International badies now speak about the importance ot recogmzing indigenous
economic and cultural rights:

Indigenous peoples are entitled to manage then taditional Linds and
resources....Indigenous peoples must set the objectives ot managing then
traditional lands and resources, decide the means ot achieving the
objectives, and undertake the tasks requited to cany them out ..
Development planning that directly or induectly attects natve peoples
and their traditional resources must give pronity to protection and
sustainable development of those resources... Some aborigimal peoples
have taken steps to detend and promote their subsistenze-based
economies. This etfort should be expanded into a cooperatine
relationship between indigenous and non-indigenous peoples, to
undertake on extended campaign promote sustiamable use of natural
resources, and in particular the use of products traded by indigenous
peoples. ("World Conservation Strategy tor the 19908 1 Snuth
1991:48-49)

It is the maintenance ot a tood production base, "the basie element to any
society and its economy” (Usher 1976a), which aboniginal communities we striving to
detend from the proponents ot economic development which s mcompatible with
aboriginal harvesting practices. Aboriginal commumities have hoped to achieve a basie
set of goals (described above) through the process ot Lind chims negotiations, All
settlement agreements in notthern Canada shate a number ot temtues m common,
These common goals all involve the protection ot the viability of subsistence
activities:

The goals the Inuvialuit have sought to achieve through negotitions of the
Final Agreement (of the Inuvialuit Land Claims Agreementy are:

(a) to preserve [nuvialuit cultural identity and values within o changing
northern society;

(b) to enable Inuvialuit to be equal and meanmgtul parncipants in the
northern and national economy and society, and

(¢) to protect and preserve the Arctic wildlite, envitonment and
biological productivity.

(Keeping 1989:14)

Such goals can similaily be scen in the negotiation ot the Nunavut agreement,

where the tollowing objectives detined the terms of negotiation:



to provide for certainty and clarity of rights to ownership and use of
lands and resources, and of rights tor Inuit to participate in decision-
making concerning the use, management and conservation of land, water
and resources, 1ncluding the oftshore;

to provide Inuit with wildlite harvesting rights and rights to participate
in decision-making concerning wildlite harvesting:

to provide Inuit with tinancial compensation and means of participating
in economic opportunities;

to encourage self-reliance and the cultural and social well-being of

Inuit;
(TFN and DIAND 1990:1-2)

In order to understand the role that land claims processes can and are playing
in the protection and preservation of subsistence economies, it is important to
understand why land claims settlements are considered by so many aboriginal
communities to be vital to their survival in the futue. As expressed in a publication
exploring the viability ot a "Wildhte Harvest Support Programme™ for the NWT:

Since the late 1900s, native people have grappled with resource use
policies that are inimical to the harvesting way ot hte. Indeed, but tor
petceived development impacts, 1t 1s unlikely that abonginal land claims
settlements would be an issue today.... It development policies were
more compatible with social and harvesting needs, people might rely
less on common law and statute for 1ediess. The issue of compensation
might theretore be addiessed more etfectively at the policy development
stage. (Ames et al. 1988:186 & 187)




. CHAPTER 3. CO-MANAGEMENT
A limited number of biologists discuss the ultimate dangers of ignoring TEK or
indigenous knowledge and are discovering many ot the inadequacies of western
ecological knowledge as a base tor the tormulation of wildlite management policy-
making.

In the case of the Hudson Bay eider, Inut knowledge far outstrips the
available scientitic data which are by compatison meagie and nanow in
scope. It is already appaent that biologists would have to establish a
data set remotely comparable to that already extant in contemporaty
Inuit communities. (Nakashima 1991:267).

Knudtson and Suzuki express the need to acknowledge and incorporate the 1ole
of indigenous knowledge and ideologtes mto the global tramew otk ot international
policy-making (1992:201). Suzuki urges us to see beyond our disilusionment with the
hoaxes represented by Seattle’s "All Things are Connected Speech” (ibidiavi)' to
realize "that it is time to look bevond the comfortable shallows of poetic, greeting-
card-like tormulations ot Native ecological knowledge - to look beyond [original
emphasis| the cliches of Chiet Seattle - into deeper, mote intellectually and spiritually
challenging waters." (ibid:xviii).

It is obvious when reading papers describing biologists” conceptions ot
traditional knowledge (Freeman 1983, Fuller 1979, Gunn ¢t al. 1988, Riewe and
Gamble 1988, Stirling 1990), that wildlite biology as a discipline is grappling with the
need to incorporate not only interdisciplinary thinking, but cross-cultural perceptions
of wildlife and human-environment interactions. Gunn, a caribou biologist in the
NWT, expresses the common dilemma ot wildlife biologists: "...at conservation
practices of hunters are not recorded, cannot accept a prioti that they exist..” (Gunn gt

al. 1988:26)

5 Suzuki describes a speech delivered by a chiet named Secathl between 1853 and 1855 in
present-day Washington state. Apparently, this speech was documented and atter many different
revisions received much attention trom the environmental movement ot the 1960s (Suzuki and
Knudston 1992: xvi-xviii).
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This statement describes a good part of the reason that wildlite biologists are
hesitant to incorporate TEK (the knowledge of traditionally non-literate peoples) into
their scientific methods in any more than a superficial capacity. Scientists are often
reluctant or unwilling to accept the legitimacy ot TEK as a valid knowledge system
and unable to step beyond the bounds ot their own ‘deologies. It is the entrapment of a
discipline within the contines of its own ethnocentric parameters which led to the
tormation ot the disciplines of ethnohistory (see Jennings 1982 und Trigger 1982) and
cthnoscience. In the same manner, the precedence tor the incorporation of TEK into
wildlite management as a discipline is leading to the constiuction ot a new paradigm
of thought; theory developing within the practical expetience ot those involved with

co-management structures, it is indeed a field with some very exciting prospects.

3.1. WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTIONS IN NORTHERN CANADA
AND ALASKA

The tollowing section is a general outline of wildlife management institutions
influencing Alaskan and northern Canadian situations. Included ate vatious
international, national and regional wildlite management organisations which play
some tole in tacilitating aboriginal participation in wildlife management institutions.
These management bodies have been grouped and categonized within their regional
political contexts according to the scope ot their membership (i.e, the Alaskan
Porcupine Cantbou Commission, although concerned with the conservation of a caribou
herd which crosses national borders, is categorized as an Alaskan institution).

3.1.1. International Wildlife Agreements

The Migratory Birds Convention Act (MBCA) was the second body of
legislation (after the 1911 Fur Seal Convention) with wide-tanging implications for
northern North America. The MBCA was signed m 1916 by Canada and the U.S.A.
and came into effect in 1918. The convention espouses the regulation of migratory

bitd hunting such that spring hunting is prohibited (Belanger 1988:172).




The applicability of the Act to aboniginal peoples has been challenged for many
years. In the late 1970s and early 1980s, the Canadian government tailed in its efforts
to legalize unrestricted subsistence hunting through the James Bay Northern Québec
Agreement and the Inuvialuit Final Agreement (Inuit Ciicumpolar Conterence (1CC)
1986:56, Dacks 1990:76-77). However, the MBCA's jutisdiction over aboriginal
hunting practices has been legally waived in Canada (see section 3.2.4.). Interestingly,
a 1984 addendum to the MBCA was an unprecedented regional agreement between the
Yupiktak Bista subsistence huntets (of the Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta region of Alaska)
and State of California sport hunters to limit bird hunting to protect dechning species
populations (ICC 1986:56, Berger 1985).

In 1942, the Provisional Fur Seal Agieement (a moditication ot the 1911
convention) was signed by Canada and the U.S.A., increasing Canada’s share ot the
Pribilof Islands’ hatvest. In 1911, all pelagic sealing had been banned in the Noith
Pacific (Belanger 1988:176).

The International Whaling Commission (IWC), an intluential toree in wildlife
management, was established in 1946 tollowing the 1937 signing ot the International
Whaling Convention by 15 nations. The IWC investigates and regulates whaling
practices, but has not engendered much contidence in the aboriginal bowhead whale
harvesting communities of Alaska and Canada.

In 1977, when a 1976 moratorium placed on bowhead whale hunting did not
stop subsistence hunting of the whale (neither did the Marine Mammal Protection Act
of 1972 nor the Endangered Species Act of 1973), the IWC declared a ban on
subsistence hunting of bowhead as well (Freeman 1989:137). Immediately atterward,
the Alaskan Eskimo Whaling Commission was tormed (see section 3.2.3.). The
Canadian government soon pulled out of the IWC over the declmation of the ban.

The North Pacitic Fisheries Convention was established in 1952 by the U.S.A,,
Canada and Japan (Belanger 1988:178). As represented by U.S. membership, the
Convention has allowed the Yup’ik to insist on the reduction of toreign interceptions

of salmon.

30



In 1961, the International Migratory Birds Committee was established to
represent the agricultural and wildlite interests ot the U.S.A. and Canada in the
absence of a convention on watertowl management (Belanger 1988:178). The North
American Watertowl Management Plan ot 1986 provided the missing convention. The
U.S. and Canada agreed to concentrate etforts on restoring threatened waterfowl
populations thiough the improvement ot their habitat (Belanger 1988:183).

The International Convention tor the Conservation of Migratory Species of
Wild Animals ("Bonn Convention") of 1978 outlined the need for global conservation
efforts. Although neither the U.S.A. nor Canada is a party to the convention (Belanger
[1988:182), both countries had signed a 1940 convention to protect nature and wildlife
(Belanger 1988:176). The US.A. - U.S.S.R. Agreement on Migiatory Species wortked
to protect subsistence hunting rights.

However, the World Conservation Strategy ot 1980 established global
conservation goals and was developed by a wide swath of interests including the
IUCN, UNEP, WWF, FAO and UNESCO. The World Conservation Stiategy has
shaped the forms of many future regional conservation strategies.

3.1.2. Arctic and Subarctic Wildlife Agreements

The tramework for the Inuit Regional Conservation Stiategy was adopted in
1986, and represents the views ot Inuit from Greenland, Alaska, Canada and Siberia.
The Strategy calls tor the protection of harvesting 1ights and the resources and habitats
that sustain Inuit resource use. The Northern Circumpolar Conservation Strategy and
the Subarctic Indigenous Conservation Strategy call tor similar actions.

An International Agreement on the Conservation ot Polar Bears and Their
Habitat was completely ratitied in 1978 by Canada, Denmark, Norway, the U.S.S.R.
and the U.S.A. The Agreement prohibits the hunting of polar bears except tor local

traditional harvests.

The 1988 Management Agreement for Polar Bears in the Southern Beaufort
Sea involves two aboriginal parties; the Inuvialuit Game Council of Canada and the
Notth Slope Borough Fish and Game Management Committee of Alaska. The

Agreement is designed to minimize the harmful effects of human activities, to manage
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‘ polar bears on the basis of sustained yield and to tacihitate the exchange of polar bem
meat and products between traditional users in Alaska and Canada.

The International Porcupine Caribou Board (IPCB) has enjoyed a high profile
in recent years due to the uncertain tuture of Alaskan calving grounds thieatened by
oil development. The IPCB 15 the result of a 1988 agreement between Canada and the
U.S.A. to coordinate conservation etforts ot the caubou subsistence tesource for the
people of northeastern Alaska, northern Yukon and the Mackenzie Delta region. The
board is made up ot eight members, four appointed by each of the U.S. and Canadian
governments. The [PCB meets at least twice a year; 1n a user community where
possible (IPCB 1990).

3.1.3. Alaska Wildlife Management Organisations®

The Alaska National Intetest Lands Conservation Act (ANILCA) of 1971
instituted a tegal compromise between the U.S. oil tobby and conservation interests,
ANILCA’s Section 1002 stipulates that the U.S. Department of the Interior must
consult with Canada when cartying out resource assessments concerning wildlite that

cross the Canada/Alaska border (Anon. Caribou News 11(2)). Pressure to foim the

IPCB stemmed largely from the lack of attention accorded to Section 1002 of
ANILCA and helps to provide the coordination ot the actions of the Alaska Porcupine
Caribou Commisston and the Porcupine Cartbou Management Board of Canada which
ANILCA did not provide.

The Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission (AEWC) was set up in 1977 as a
reaction to the IWC’s ban of the Alaskan Inuit bowhead harvest (Freeman 1989b;
Freeman, Wein and Keith 1992). The Commission is made up ot 1epiesentatives from
nine Inuit villages which harvest bowheads. A memorandum-ot-understanding has
existed between the AEWC and the U.S. government’s National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Association to share the administiation ot IWC quotas. The AEWC’s

% Huntington (1992) provides an authoritative background and analysis of the interaction
between Alaskan subsistence hunters and wildlite management organisations.
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management plan regulates the Alaskan bowhead harvest and supports scientitic and
harvest weapons research (Inuit Circumpolar Conterence (ICC) 1986:50).

The Alaska Eskimo Walrus Commission was formed in 1978 to iepresent the
walrus hunting villages of western and northern Alaska and to advise the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service. The Commission encourages and participates in international
cooperative tesearch and management, In 1ts advocacy of walrus habitat, the
commission was able to halt commercial clamming in Bristol Bay, Alaska and
successfully protect the tood supply of walrus in the area (ICC 1986:50-51).

The Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta Goose Management Plan (YKDGMP) was
drafted in 1984 through discussions of the U.S. Fish and Wildlite Service, the Alaska
and California Depaitments of Fish and Game and the Association of Village Council
presidents (Osherenko 1984). The Plan aims to improve the situation ot declining
numbers ot Canada, cackling, white-tionted, emperor and black biant geese in the
Yukon-Kuskokwim Delta area of Alaska.

The Kuskokwim River Salmon Management Working Group was formed in
1988. Participants in the working group include the founding members of Yup’ik
Eskimo commercial/subsistence tishers and the Alaska Department of Fish and Game.
The group receives no government funding and any interested citizen may become a
member (Albrecht 1990:45).

The last Alaskan wildlite management institution to be desciibed is the Yukon
River Drainage Fisheries Association established in 1991, The association serves the
interests of subsistence, commercial and sport tishers of sulmon. The association
establishes the seasons and catch quotas tor salmon runs on the entire 1200-mile long
stretch of the Yukon River in Alaska.

3.1.4. Canadian Wildlife Organisations - Interjurisdictional Arena

Wildlife resources were controlled by the federal government until the Natural

Resources Transter Act of 1930 telinquished the 1esponsibility to provincial

jurisdictions. However, the Yukon government (council) received jurisdiction over

)
(#3]



. game through the Yukon Act of 1900 (Dacks 1990:74)". In contrast. it was not untl
1967 that the wildlife statt of the NWT was transterred tiom federal to territorial
responsibility. Initially, the NWT Game Act of 1948 meant that game management
was covered in the Mackenzie Distiict only, while the responsibility for the rest of the
arctic lay with the RCMP and research was cartied out exclusively by the Canadian
Wildlite Service. The NWT Game Council was not created until 1974 (Dacks
1990:74-79).

Both the NWT and the Yuhon drafted Land Use Planning Agreements with the
involvement ot abotiginal organisations in 1983 and 1987 respectively. A number of
conservation strategies inspired by the Woild Conservation Strategy of 1980 exist in
the Canadian north including: the Northern Québec, the NWT, the Sanikiluag, the
Vantat-Gwich’in (Old Crow) and the Yukon Conservation Strategies.

The federal government’s Arctic Matine Conservation Strategy (of 1987) and
Arctic Environmental Strategy (AES) (to run until 1996) encomage the cooperative
management of renewable and non-renewable resource utilization. The ALS has
sponsored a number ot community projects including HTA imtiatives such as the
Igloolik Polar Bear Management Plan, the Pond Inlet Narwhal Hunt Monitoring and
Study program and Fort Good Hope’s Ethics and Harvesting Techniques study (CMB
33:16).

In 1990, the Wildlite Ministers’ Council ot Canada publicized its Wildlite
Policy. The Wildlife Policy calls on provincial and terntoral governments to establish
cooperative wildlite management programs with aboriginal peoples (Canada 1990).

Perhaps as a result of the Wildlife Policy, the Department ot Fisheries and
Oceans (DFO) drafted an Interim National Policy for the Management ot Aboriginal
Peoples Food Fishery in 1991. DFO’s policy gives first priority to the aboriginal right
to fish and promises to make every eftort to negotiate management plans with

aboriginal people. Aboriginal people are to be consulted before any decision or action

7 see McCandless (1985) tor a thorough account of the history of wildlite conservation in the

. Yukon.



is taken which may atfect their tood tisheties. The policy included the establishment
ot an Aboniginal Cooperative Fisheries and Habitat Management Progiamme (DFO
1991).

In the same year, the Attorney General ot Canada wrote up legislation
stipulating that if an abotiginal person is tound by enforcement ofticials to have
breached the MBCA or the Canadian Wildlife Act (CWA) the enforcement action is to
be dropped where treaty or aboriginal status applies and satety and conservation values
were not threatened. The policy also states that the harvest must be consistent with
domestic use. An Interim Policy on the application ot the MBCA or the CWA
tespecting closed-season hunting and egging by aboriginal peoples follows the same
conditions listed above,

Finally, in a unique move, the Ontario government and first nation
representatives signed the Ontario Statement ot Political Relationshup (1991). This
statement is a promise by the province to deal with Fust Nations on a government-to-
government basis and exempts status Indhan people from noimal wildlite entforcement
policies under the same conditions outlined in the Attorney General’s policy. However,
it appears that the Temagami Stewardship Council, which was to be a precedent-
setting co-management anangement, is ineffectual in achieving its goals. It remains to
be seen how the Wapseemong Agreement’s MoU ot 1991 will fare; it is a co-
management agreement between the Ontatio government and the Islington band for the
management of tish, wildlife, torest and wild 1ice 1esources.

A couple of interjurisdictional notthern pational parks are i the process of
incorpotating abotiginal participation. The Wood Buffalo National Park Wildlife
Advisory Board was established 1 1986. Land claims settlements have included the
negotiation of management rights in the south end of the patk. Members are appointed
by the Mikisew Fust Nation (4) (formerly the Fort Chipewyan Cree Band) and the
Ministiy ot the Environment (MOE) (3). The superintendent ot the park is an ex
ofticio non-voting member (Morgan [993:57). The Bluenose Lake National Park is
proposed by the Inuvialuit community of Paulatuk. The park is designed to protect the

calving and post-calving grounds of the Bluenose caribou herd and will include parts
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of the Inuvialuit and Nunavut settlement regions as well as the Subtu claim atea
(MacLeod 1992:4). The intenm management gutdelines ot the Ellesmere Island
National Paik Reserve involve the cooperation ot Canadian territorial departments with
the Nunavut Wildlite Management Board and the Danish Nauonal Parks Board
(Morgan 1993:34).

In Québec and Labrador, the Labrador Inuit Association has attempted since
the early 1980s to see the establishment ot a joint management board tor the George
River caribou herd with aboriginal patticipation (Anon. Caibou News 1(3):8). The
Queébec-Labrador Management Committee for the George River herd was disbanded in
1980. It is hoped that the George River Caribou Workshop to be held in 1994 may
engender the atmosphere for the formation of a joint management board in the near
tuture.

The Northern Butfalo Management Board ot 1991 was set up 1o deal with the
diseased bison issue. The board is composed of members trom nime aboniginal
communities (9); the tederal (3), Alberta (1) and NWT (1) governments, the Canadian
Bison Association (1), the Canadian Cattlemen’s Association (1) and the Canadian
Nature Federation (1) (Morgan 1993). The Polar Bear Technical Commuttee includes
biologists from provincial, territurial and tederal government agencies and invites
aboriginal participation (Morgan 1993:36).

The most prominent big game management institutions in Canada are the
PCMB and the B-Q CMB (to be described in the next chapter). The Porcupine
Caribou Management Agreement signed in 1985 was preceded by a user community
agreement signed in 1982 when the Yukon government refused to discuss the
management ot the Porcupine catibou herd until the resolution ot the COPE land
claim negotiations was achieved. The PCMB includes cight voting membets; trom the
federal (1) and Yukon (2) governments, the Council tor Yukon Indians (2), the
Inuvialuit Game Council (1), the Dene Nation and Metis Association of the NWT (1)

and the GNWT (1).



3.1.5. Canadian Wildlife Organisations - Provincial/Territorial Levels

Perhaps the longest standing "cooperative agieement” in Canada is the Beaver
Reserves system in Québec. The system has become an institutionalized form of an
original Cree management system (Feit 1973). Local Cree communities and the
Québec government negotiate tish and wildlife habitat protection while prioritizing
aboriginal subsistence and commercial harvests over other uses.

Land claims settlements have engendered & number ot regional wildlife
conservation boards. The James Bay and Notthern Québec Hunting, Fishing and
Trapping Coordinating Committee (JBNQ HFTCC) ot 1976 is the first legalized
aborigmal/government wildlife management institution. The JBNQ HFTCC represents
22 James Bay Cree, Inuit and Naskapi (as of 1978) communities ol Québec. Voting
members include eight aboriginal and eight Québec or federal government members.
The Societé de développement de la Baie James is included as a non-voting member.
Since the signing ot the JBNQ Agreement, both the Cree Hunters and Tiappers
Income Secunty Program and the Notthern Québec Inuit Hunters Support Program
have been established.

The Inuvialuit Final Agreement (IFA) of 1984 is the tirst major
comprehensive claim settled in northern Canada. The Inuvialuit Game Council is a
corporate structute representing  collective Inuvialuit wildlife interests with
representation from local Hunters and Trappers Commuttees. The IFA outlined the
tormation ot tocal Wildlite Management Advisory Councils (50% government and
50% Inuvialuit) and a Fisheties Jomt-Management Committee which advises DFO on
both tish and marine mammal populations (MacLeod 1993:7). An lnuvialuit Harvest
Study nvolves vanous boards, Inuvialuit and government agencies in its work
(Morgan 1993:47).

The Yukon Fish and Wildlite Management (Advisory) Board is made up of six
Yukon First Nation members and six government members. Renewable Resource
Councils are to be established for each First Nation traditional territory with three
Yukon tirst nation members and three government members. A Salmon Subcommittee

has been set up in the Yukon and experiences varying membership depending upon
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the area of concern, i.e., the Yuhon River drimnage basin versus the Alsek River
drainage basin (Swerdfager 1992:25). The YFWNMB has established that 1f its mandate
should contlict with the IPCB, the PCMB or the Canada-U.S. Pacitic Salmon Treaty,
it will allow these agreements to prevail (IFA 1984).

The 1992 Gwich’in Land Claim Agreement includes a mandate tor the
formation of a Renewable Resources Board made up ot three Gwich'in and thiee
government members along with an independent chair. The board is underiain by local
Renewable Resource Councils who will aim to ensure the tiaditional harvest of
wildlife by the Gwich’in as well as other abongmal peoples i the wmea. The
management decisions will take into full account the provisions ot the Porcupine
Caribou Management Agieement and the Bluenose Agreement (Gwich'in 1992),

The Nunavut Wildlite Management Board (NWMB) gained the potential tor
tull decision-making authority in 1993 tollowing the ratttication ot the Nunavut
Agreement. A Nunavut Wildlite Management Advisory Board has been n existence
since 1986 when a NWMB agreement-in-principle was negotiated between the TEN
and the Canadian government (Anon. Cwtibou News 6(1):4). The operating procedures

of the NWMB were set in 1991 (Morgan 1993:31) and the NWMB now has tull legal

control of wildlife monitoring and research activities in Nunavut. The board is made
up of nine members; Inuit (4), MOE (1), DFO (1), DIAND (1), GNWT (1) and an
independent chair nominated by NWMB members and 1s expected to commence
activities by late 1994, An Inuit Impact and Benefit Agreement ensures that Inuit are
involved in park management in the Nunavut region (Morgan 1993:32). The NWMB
has agreed to coordinate its activities with the IFA Fisheries Joint Management
Committee and the B-Q CMB.

A number of localized co-management institutions exist m Canada, but only a
few will be discussed here. These conservation bodies advise upon the management of
fisheries, marine mammals or big game animals, and torest resources.

Anguvigaq was a cooperative management system created in the 1980s by the
Québec Inuit corporate and political organisations of Makivik and Kativik with the

participation of the federal government and DFO. Anguvigaq 15 now detunct, but at
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one ume was made up ot local organisations in each notthern Québec [nuit community
and tocussed most ot its concern on the management of beluga whales. In fact, a
Northern Québec Beluga Management Plan exists, the result ot the original
involvement ot DFO, Makivik Coiporation and Anguvigag.

On Battin Island, at Teast two whale conservation organisations exist including
the Southeast Baftin Beluga Management Committee and Iqalirtuug, a strategy
initiated by the WWF and the community ot Clyde River tor the creation of a
bowhead whale calving ground sanctuary (Nickels 1991).

A growing number ot tisheties-based co-management bodies have been
instigated by DFO. These include the 1988 Great Bear Lake Management Committee
(GBLMC) and the 1990 Great Slave Lake Advisory Committee (GSLAC). The
GBLMC has voting members trom the Satudene, the NWT Tourist Industry
Association, DFO, GNWT Renewable Resources and GNWT Economic Development
and Tourism. The GSLAC has voting members trom the NWT Fishermen’s
Federation, Dene/Metis beneticiaries and the NWT Sport Fishing Lodge. DFO signed a
major agreement with the Upper Stl’atl’amx Nation of Alberta for tisheries
management in 1992,

This discussion has described some ot the cooperative management agreements
existing in northern Québec, the NWT and the Yukon. A number of cooperative
management bodies exist in Manitoba including the Mathias-Colomb First Nation
Moose and Woodland Caribou Co-Management Board signed between the first nation
and the Manitoba government in 1991. The Pas Moose Management Agreement was
tformulated in 1990 and includes membership by thiee Manitoba aboriginal bands, two
aboriginal community councils, an environmental orgamsation and the Manitoba
government.

Manitoba has recently negotiated a number of co-management boards including
participation by the Split Lake, Cross Lake and Norway House first nations. The
boards are being established under the terms of Article 5 of the Northern Manitoba
Flood Agreement. The Northern Flood Agreement Wildlife Advisory Board represents

northern Manitoba communities. Manitoba-Hydro and the provincial government and
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has tor years attempted to compensate atfected communities tor damage caused by the
Churchill River diversion.

The province of Saskatchewan and the Pederation ot Sashatchewan Indian
Nations have dratted a Wildlite MoU which has not been signed as ot vet, The MoU
outlines the principles tor establishing cooperauve wildhte management bodies with 74
Saskatchewan bands. The 1992 Sipanok Area Management and Development
Agreement (SMADA) is an example, however, ot such i cooperative board. The
SMADA Co-Management Council oversees the mmnagement of hish, wildhite ond
torest resources and its participants include the provincial and tederal governments, the
Shoal Lake and Red Earth Bands and the munterpabities of Hudson Bayv and Moose
Range.

Alberta is in the process of tormulating co-management pohicies (Alberta
1993). However, cooperative atrangements do exist in the provinee such as the Lac L a
Biche Regional Fisheries Committee set up m 19SS, The commttee’s decisions e
offered as advisory positions to the provincral Munster of Forestry, ands and
Wildlite.

The next chapter discusses the activities ot the Beverly-Quamanmirjuag Canibou
Management Board for the past twelve years of its exastence. As will be seen i the
light of the discussion ot other interjurisdictional boards, the board is the most
extensive representation ot varied poltical interests in Canada. It is important to keep
in mind, however, while reading Chapter Four, that the actions of the bomd we shaped
by its advisory status.

It is selt-evident that the board’s actions are channelled in ditterent ways than
they might be if the board had tinal management decision-mahking authority. However,
it is equally important to recognize that because the board’s positions do not represent
the positions of a single political body, its statements lack many of the political

undertones of local or tegionally bound management bodies.
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CHAPTER 4. THE BEVERLY-QAMANIRJUAQ CARIBOU MANAGEMENT
BOARD

Many authors (Gordon 1985, Osherenko 1988, Cizek 1990, Scotter 1991,
Thomas and Schacter 1991, Usher 1991) have desciibed the conthict enisting between
caribou-using communities and government biologists prior to the formation of the
CMB in the spung ot 1982, A Caribou Management Group (CMG) (made up of
government biologists) was set up in 1978 to develop a management plan to combat a
percerved diamatie decline in canbou numbers. The CMG sought inter-agency
agreement, but soon reahzed that a management plan could not be successtul without
local involvement in its tormulation (neg.s 10/81:3,10°).

The Snowdritt Resolution ot April 30, 1981 was a call by Dene ard Metis
groups in Manitoba, Suskatchewan and the NWT to form a user-only board including
both non-treaty and treaty Indians as taditional hunters. Users were concerned that
aborignal participation in a user/government CMB would erode existing aboriginal
and treaty rights (neg.s 12/81:3) and go too far to narrow the extent ot eligible user
membership.

Most jurisdictions, however, rejected the concept of a CMB composed solely of
user members (neg.s 10/81:6). The tinal formula ot user v ersus government
representation (eight user and five government members) on the CMB was probably
the most realistic means by which users could hope to achieve more intluence in
resource management decision-making. There was little scope for user mvolvement in
any other torum. A user-only board would have had to tight a number ot distinct

political agendas and levels of political entities.

S In this chapter only, teferences to the minutes of the negotiation of the B-Q Caribou
Management Agreement of 1982 will use the following tormat:

(neg.s month/year of meeting:page reference of minutes). References to the minutes of

the CMB will use a ditterent format: (number of meeting:page reference).

Appendix 2 is a list ot the meetings ot the CMB held between 1982 (#1) to 1993 (#33)

inclusive,
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‘ The tinancing of an annual budget of $73.000 since 1982 (cuts to the budget of
10% occurred in 1993) is shaied by all government jurisdictons. NWT users are
tunded by the GNWT (two members tiom each ot the Mackenzie and Keewatn
districts), while Saskatchewan (two members) and Manitoba users (two members) ate
tunded by DIAND. Keewatin user members are recommended by the Keewatin
Wildlife Federation (KWF) wihile Mackenzie user members are recommended by the
Dene Nation and the Metis Nation. Provincial user members are recommended by
local band councils. User members ate taditional users (almost always ot Dene. Metis
or Inuit background) as determmed by their home communities. It is agieed by all
governments involved (one member fiom each of the provincial and ternitorial
governments and two federal members friom DIAND and CWS) that the CMB is an
advisory body whose recomniendations are to be sertously considered and generally
accepted by governments

(see Appendix | for B-Q CMB Agieement - 1ucludes the specitics ot membership).
4.1. INFORMATION, EDUCATION AND COMMUNICATION

The "Kaminuriak Film/Video Project" and Caribou News: ate the torerunners of

the CMB’s consultation and public relations programmes and are projects which were
initiated and tunded by DIAND in the early 1980s. The "Kamuinuiiak Film/Video
Project” (National Film Board n.d.) documented local interviews with hunters and
biologists 1n the Keewatin about the status ot the Qamanijuaq” caribou herd. The
tilms were designed to promote understanding and discussion between and among
biologists and hunters who were at odds over the causes or even the existence ot a
decline in the Qamanirjuaq catibou herd. The CMB was convinced that the tilms had

tacilitated communication and helped to change attitudes (1:60) pointing out that only

’ The CMB changed the spelling ot "Kaminuriak” to the more appropriate Inuktitut spelling
‘ of "Qamanirjuaq™ in 1992.
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two or three years previous to the signing of the Caribou Management Agreement it
was impossible to treely discuss topics of caribou management in communities (2:7).

At the prompting of a Manitoba user member, the CMB began to look into
possible sources ot funding for a similar tilm/video project in Dene communities (1:7).
However, the Indian Program ot DIAND did not have the budget to launch such a
project in Dene communities and rested its hopes tor improved relations in the CMB.

Caribou News 1s the second of DIAND’s Community Relations projects and
was established betore the 1981-82 negotiations of the Caitbou Management
Agreement. The CMB adopted the privately-produced publication in [YS82 as its
newsletter and distributes at tree ot charge to communities on the catibou range.
Originally a bi-monthly publication (from May 1980 until 1988), the newsletter was
cut back to three issues per year in 1989 and then to two per year in 1991,

At the inception of the board, a user member from Manitoba pointed out that
Caribou News was a vital communication link especially in communities without
tadio, T.V. o1 telephone where such information could not be transmitted to users in
any other way (3:5). A user member tiom the Keewatin later reported that Caribou
News kept the presence of the CMB alive in the minds of local people (13:2).

Caribou News has attempted to increase readership by older members of Inuit
and Dene communities by including translations of some ot the key articles into
Inuktitut and Dene-using syllabics. In 1989, when DIAND decided to cut the
translation program which had financed the translation ot Caribou News articles into
Inuktitut and Dene, the board was lett with the burden of an extra cost (23:4). A
complete board evaluation completed in 1990 suggested that the CMB terminate the
publication of the newsletter i part due to its high cost, but instead the board decided
to reduce the trequency of its publication (28:9). In 1992, DIAND terminated its
funding of the newsletter altogether, leaving the CMB with the task of supplying all

tunding for the production ot Caribou News.

The Schools Program: represents the CMB’s effoits to educate young people about

catibou conservation by gearing educational matetials toward childien on the caribou
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range (1:4). The program was tinanced by the CMB to a mavimum ot $120,000 (1:5)
(a turther $150,000 was contributed by DIAND) with background research contracted
from two private tirms (6:13).

In the spring of 1984, as a result of community consultation through
community visits and questionnaires (2:6), DIAND commissioned the production of an
audio-visual component to the Schools Program on the recommendation of both
teachers and users (4:14). The board introduced the Schools Progiam to teachers in
caribou range communities knowing that many teachers are new to the north and
without any background in wildhite conservation (7:9).

By the spring of 1985, the four Schools Progiam units had been distributed tree
of charge to local schoots. DIAND provided funds tor the preparation of a Dene
language supplement to the Schools Program for use in Saskatchewan schools in 19306.

A review of the Schools Program tound that it was being used in every school
but two on the caribou range and that approximately 80% of the teachers surveyed
were aware of the program (Batren Giround Schools Survey Report 1987, p. | ot
summary). The review predicted that use ot the Schools Program would increase even
though it was not tormally included in any of the jurisdictions’ departmental curricula
(ibid:2).

The CMB gave up its role as the main body controlling and maintaining the
Schools Program on the recommendation of a needs assessment study (26:4). In 1991,
the board formally requested all jurisdictions to take responsibility tor regular teacher
in-service as well as giving all canbou range school boards permission to reproduce
any missing items from their kits (29:15, 30:4). Saskatchewan’s Department of
Education endorsed the Schools Program for use in its schools in 1992 (Anon. Caribou

News 13(2):9).

Adult Education: remained an issue of concern to government and user members
throughout the planning of the Schools Program that an adult education strategy was
left out of the CMB’s management goals (7:6-8). An adult educator trom DIAND

looked at the Schools Program from a young adult’s perspective (7:8) and by the
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spring ot 1987, an Adult Educators Guide complementing the Schools Program kits

were distributed to adult education centres in the NWT and Saskatchewan (15:2).

Scholarship Awards, School Competitions and Caribou Camps: are further
attempts ot the CMB to increase education and awareness of the needs ot barren-
ground caribou conservation,

In 1987, with seed money tfrom the GNWT, the board set aside funds for the
establishment of a scholaiship tund (15:15, 18:12) to be made available to school-age
children living on the caribou range (15:16). Scholaiships were tirst distributed in
1989, but in 1990, the board widened the range of acceptable applicants, and made the
awards available tor studies relating to barren-ground caribou in any area ot Canada.
Awards are still preterentially distnibuted to residents ot user communities and to
research which specitically involves the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq herds (23:10).

The tirst prose and poster school competitions sponsored by the board were
held in Manitoba in 1987 (17:3). The board approved the allocation of $2,000 per
annum to each jurisdiction in order to run community school competitions (18:11). All
schools have participated in the competition programme except tor those in the NWT
(20:9).

The sponsorship of "kids’ caribou camps" by the CMB began in 1990 with the
board’s agreement to contribute $300 to a caribou camp organized by the community
of Snowdrift (now Lutsel K’¢) (25:11). Children were taken out on the land to
experience a caribou hunt and to learn traditional meat and hide prepamation skills
trom elders. The board later set aside $7,000 to support Kids” Caribou Camps in other

user communities, allocating $500 for each community (26:12).

Contact with Outside Organisations: has obviously been important to the
functioning of the board. The CMB determined from its outset that contact with other
wildlife organisations would make it especially etfective (2:16). The CMB exchanges
minutes with closely-related institutions such as the PCMB and the Denendeh

Conservation Board (DCB) (27:15-16). The board maintains casual contacts with a
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number of other territorial and provincial aboriginal political orgamsations and
conservation authorities (22:6, 29:4).

The board invited non-governmental wildlite organisations to attend its
meetings, but has never received extensive interest beyond The Canadian Nature
Federation’s request tor the board’s support in opposing any changes to the Thelon
sanctuary in 1988 (19:3). In 1989, the Wildlite Policy Analyst with the Assembly of
First Nations oftered support to the CMB should it ever need aid (23:4).

The PCMB has acknowledged the importance ot the CMB’s archetypal work,
thanking the boatd for its example, and stining that the negotiation ot the Porcupine
Caribou Management Agreement had "telied heavily on the CMB's blazing of the
trail” (11:11). In 1991, at the PCMB’s 1equest, the CMB and the PCMB publicized a
resolution encowmaging the estabhshment of a co-management boud tor the George
River caribou herd whose ranges occupy areas of northern Québee and Labrador (28:3,
29:7) (the establishment of such a boatd is still not 1ealized).

The CMB has kept occasional, but continuous contact with the Nunavut land
claims body (TFN) and has extended invitations to the Inuit Tapirisat ot Canada (ITC)
to attend its meetings (8:9). Recently, two members ot the CMB have been concurrent
members of the NWMAB (Nunavut Wildlite Management Advisory Board) In 1991,
the NWMAB and the TFN extended their support ot the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq Caribou
Management Agreement’s renewal (28:6) and both groups stated that they looked
forward to the advice the Nunavut Wildlite Management Board (NWMB) would
receive from the CMB in the tuture (28:14). The CMB had been somewhat worried
that such support would not be torthcoming. Appropuiately, n 1992, the CMB
budgeted funds for the translation ot relevant material mto Inuktitut tor the NWMAB
(31:8). ITC received the CMB’s suppoit in 1993 to express its coneern over the
proposed development of new uranium mines in Saskatchewan (32,33).

The CMB first had contact with the Denendeh Conservation Board in 1988,
when the DCB contacted the CMB for support in expressing its opposition to

federally-proposed changes to the boundaries ot the Thelon sanctuary in the NWT
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(19:3). The DCB invited the board to participate in a public review process of forest
tire management in 1989 (21:8).

The CMB has attended or been represented at a number ot academic
conterences including the periodic meetings of the International Reindeer/Cartbou
Symposium, the North American Caribou Workshops and a 1990 Common Property
Resource Conference in Winnipeg (25:7). In 1990, a Man and Biosphere (MAB)
research team based in Alaska received the board’s support for a comparative study of
caribou management systems. The MAB research involves extensive study of the
Beverly-Qamanirjuaq and the Western Arctic (Alaska) canbou management systems

(30:4, 30:8).

Other Communication Methods including Television, Radio and Posters: have
been discussed as media to which could aid the role ot the CMB as an information
disseminator. Discussion of possible T.V. and radio coverage ot the CMB’s activities
showed, however, that the costs of producing such coverage would prove to be
prohibitively high (7:13). Nevertheless, the CMB has been caretul to be sure that it
contacts local radio and newspapers directly wherever meetings ate held (8:10).

In 1989, a private consultant was contiacted to produce a series of Inuktitut,
Cree and Dene pre-recorded radio programs to complement the information coverage
provided by Caribou News (22:14). The CMB has also produced a portable CMB
display outlining the board’s history and functions and in addition had promotional

postess made (23:8).
4.2. THE USE OF CARIBOU

Discussion of the commercial use of caribou has led to many heated and
divided arguments between proponents and detractors of the sale of caribou meat; this
is one of the most controversial set of issues that the board has dealt with. The board
has always based its advice on the precept that traditional users have the highest

priority of use while non-resident hunters have the lowest priority of use.
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Commercial Quotas: became a major topic ot debate for the CMB when Nunavut
Furs and Country Produce appioached the board with the first request ftom a private
enterprise tor a commercial quota trom the Qamanitjuag herd in 1984 (7:3) while the
Fort Smith HTA 1equested a quota trom the Beveily herd i 1985 (11:9). The board
decided to oppose both applications because of the limited access to canbou of
provincial users (7:15). Furthermore, neither provincial govermment would support
commercial wild meat production (7:10) and the board was not contrdent that it had
adequate information about actual hetd sizes to recommend additional harvests (7:14).

A commercial use committee (tormed in 1985 (10:13)) produced a series ot
prioritized use categories based upon estimations of sustainable harvest levels (11:7)".
A Manitoba user member abstained trom voting at the moton to approve the adoption
ot the use categories, feeling that the commercial use of caribou was an unacceptable
break with tradition (11:6-7).

In 1986, the CMB rejected the Fort Smith HTA’s second 1equest tor a
commercial quota in a vote held by secret ballot (1986). This was the only motion to
be defeated in the CMB’s eleven years of existence. The HTA made it clear that it
questioned the ability of the provinces to prevent NWT hunters from taking caribou in
well-organized hunts when all meat was to be used by aboriginal people (14:4). When
the GNWT supported the Fort Smith HTA’s third appeal 1n the spring of 1987, the
CMB voted to approve the Fort Smith HTA’s request on the condition that it submit
an operating plan and yearly reports on the use of the quota to expire in two years
time (15:14). It is evident that the board attempts to formulate recommendations by
consensus as much as possible. This means, theretore, that controversial items are
seldom tabled in a forum necessitating a tormal vote.

At the same 1987 meeting, the CMB cancelled the Keewatin®s existing
intersettlement trade quota (approved by the CMB in 1986) in order to replace it with

a commercial quota of 350 caribou from the Qamanirjuaq herd. Members requested

10 se¢ "The Caribou Management Plan"
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that the Keewatin communities follow the same conditions required for the approval of
the Fort Smith HTA quota (15:14).

Soon afterward, the board learned that the commercial quota was receiving
little interest in the Keewatin, but that meat was being sent to Inuit health centres in
Churchill and Winnipeg. The board was concerned that this constituted a contravention
ot the conditions set by the board that there be no export ot meat out of the Keewatin
(18:13).

When neither the Fort Smith HTA nor the KWF submitted detailed interim nor
final reports of the use of their commercial quotas, the CMB withdrew its support of
commercial quotas altogether in November of 1988 (20:11). At that time, the GNWT
asked the board to rethink its position (21:2). The KWF stated that it had received
unreasonable pressure to teport on the use ot the quotas and a representative intimated
his view that these sorts of regronal needs and problems should be solved at regional
levels (21:10).

The board then eatended the KWF and the Fort Smith HTA quotas (in 1989)
for a further two years (21:11). The CMB also approved a request of the Whale Cove
HTA for a quota ot 100 animals (subtracted from the Keew atin’s commercial quota) to
send caribou meat to Manitoba tor Inuit consumption at the Churchill and Winnipeg
Transient and Health Centres (21:11). At the board’s recommendation, the GNWT
Department ot Renewable Resources promptly prepared changes ot its legislation to
allow the export of meat from Whale Cove for Inuit use at Transient Centres (22:3).

The CMB recognizes the contlict in philosophy toward the commercial use of
caribou that it faces within its own membership. A division still exists between those
that consider the commercialized use of caribou to pose cultural problems and those

that see it as a means of economic development (14:4, 33:).

Antler Sales: became a topic of discussion when users reported in 1988 that caribou
were being killed in the Lutsel K’e area almost exclusively for their antlers and sold
later in Yellowknife. The CMB immediately expressed its concern to the GNWT

Minister of Renewable Resources (18:13). Concern rose again at a 1990 meeting when
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a Keewatin user member voiced his desite to see the practice connolled (23:11).
Apparently, it was possible to sell velveted antler for $23 per pound, w hile diopped
antler sold for $6 »er pound (25:11). Caibou had been killed just for the acquisition
of antler in Whale Cove and the HTA had put a stop to the practice (25:11).

By the time the December 1990 meeting ot the board was held, the CMB had
received notices from both the Dene Nation and the PCMB calling tor the cessation of
the sale of caribou antler (26:12). The DCB joined the voices of the Dene Nation and
the PCMB in the summer of 1991 (28:3).

The board decided to gain a sense of user communitics’ concerns about the
sale of caribou antlers betore taking a position. The GNWT made it c¢lear that it would
support community opposition to the sale of antler it this was the chosen position
(28:8). However, less than a yem after a Keewatin user had complained about an
incident ot waste in Whale Cove, 0 GNWT government representative intormed the
board that the communities of Whale Cove and Baker Lake were selling antler without
any evidence that meat was being wasted (28:8).

The 1992 meetings of the board made it clear that user support of any kind of
antler trade was split by the degree ot accessibility of communities. The communities
of Whaie Cove and Buker Lake supported a regulated trade which restricted antler
buying to hunters with commercial tags or during the seasons when cartbou shed their
antlers (31:12). The KWF thought that there was not sutticient trade m antler to
consider banning the practice (31:12). The GNWT said that the antler trade was legal
in the Keewatin because there was no road system, theretore, the uade could be more
easily controlled (30:10). Users south of the tieeline were opposed to the trade feeling
that the potentials tor abuse weie too high whete hunters were much closer to road

systems (30:10).

"Community Service Quotas": are quotas recognising caribou use which could
perhaps be considered distinct trom other commercial and intersettlement trade quotas.
The board supported a request for a quota of 30 caribou for school lunches at a school

in northern Manitoba in December of 1991 (29:12), but stipulated that it did not want
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to set a precedence tor turther requests. In contiast, m the spring ot 1992, the CMB
rejected in principle the Baker Lake HTA’s request tor the GNWT to change the NWT
Wildlife Act to allow the feeding ot canibou to dogs (30:3). Keewatin user members
suggested that the HTA seek funds tor a fishery to support the need for dog tood
(30:12-13).

In December of 1992, the CNIB supported a request tor a commercial quota of
15 animals per year to be taken by Treaty 8 hunters for patients in Uranium City,
Saskatchewan (31:11). A request for approval of the haivest ot 20 caitbou for the use
of students at the Lynn Lake (Manitoba) Friendship Centie was also supported by the
board (31:12).

Non-Resident Sport Hunting: wus not an issue that teceived much attention by the
board until the summer ot 1991, when both the Fort Smith HTA and the KWF asked
tor second renewals ot their commercial quotas. Thete was a new twist to the KWF’s
request. The board decided to suppoit the KWF’s request to use 35 animals of its 350
animal commercial quota as a non-resident spoit hunt quota (29:11). GNWT
regulations for a sport hunt were in place by the spring ot 1992, but the Keewatin
regional biologist stated that he expected no demand in the communities of the range
because outfitters were located only in the communities of Repulse Bay and Coial
Hatbour (30:9). The non-resident sports hunt quota remained unused by the close of
1992 (31:11), however, the GNWT informed the board that it had opened a meat
processing plant in Rankin Inlet and the non-resident quota was to be reallocated for
commercial use by communities (31:11).

The first request tor a privately-run non-resident hunt was referred to the board
by the Manitoba goveinment in 1988. The request came from an outfitter based in
northern Manitoba (20:4). The Mamtoba government only began to consider issuing
non-resident canbou hunting licences to outtitters in the tall of 1990 (21:6), while a
Manitoba user member expressed his consternation (21:6).

The GNWT member stated that the NWT experience with the issuance of 400
non-resident tags had been positive. The tags generated 40 seasonal positions and $1.3

million in community revenues per annum and all outfitters were NWT residents often
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collaborating with local HTAs: most of the meat was distubuted i local communities
(21:6-7). The Manitoba government members later announced that there would be no
non-resident hunt if aboriginal communities were not going to benetit (22:13).

In 1993, the Manitoba government virtually approved non-resident canbou
hunting in the province. The Manitoba government member ashed the board for
support of the move, however, the Saskatchewan government member was wary to
provide support and a motion to endorse Manitoba’s actions was tabled at the
September 1993 meeting (33) (this motion was luter approved at the January 1994

meeting).

Resident Hunting: was an issue of contention in 1984 when the GNWT asked the
CMB to support a change of the NWT game laws to allow Keewatin residents without
General Hunting Licences (GHLS) to increase their take lrom one to thiee catibou pet
year (6:14). The Manitoba government member expressed concern that with such a
change, residents of Chuichill, Manitoba would also demand increased access to
-aribou and would subsequently choose to harvest Qumaninjuag canbou instead ot
taking animals from the Cape Churchill herd (7:10). The proposed nciease in the non-
aboriginal harvest in the Keewatin exceeded the actual total harvest 1n Manitoba
(7:10).

When the CMB voted to defer discussion of the Keewatin Bag Limit increase
(7:15), the GNWT member of the board raised the non-uborigmal take in any case in
1984, The GNWT considered the matter to be a procedural matter which titled
existing and not new requirements (8:11). In contrast, DIAND and a Keewatin user
member felt that the matter was actually a fundamental policy problem and not an
operational problem (8:11).

At the spring 1987 meeting, the CMB supported the NWT Wildlite
Federation’s request tor a further increase ot the resident bag limit to tive caribou per
hunter (15:13). The board was informed that the GNWT Minister of Renewable

Resources had waited on the advice of the Bathurst and the Beverly and Qamanirjuag
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Caribou Management Plans betore making its decision to meiease the bag limit
(15:13).

In 1989, the Manitoba government decided to introduce a licensing system to
allow resident hunting of the Qamanirjuaq herd tor the tirst time since the 1950s.  Just
as predicted, the Manitoba government had received pressure trom the community ot
Churchill to increase opportunities tor resident and non-resident hunting in 1987
(16:5). The CMB supported the Manitoba request to institute 1esident hunting licences
subject to adequate community consuftation (17:6).

In 1989, Manitoba user communities were asked to be vigilant about reporting
any violations by resident hunters to the Manitoba government (21:06). The Manitoba
user member was upset with the citcumstances stating that he had been unaware that
the licences had alieady been issued and blamed lodge operators tor any abuses that
were taking place (21:0).

The Manitoba user member had explained in 1987 that it was very ditficult to
differentiate between the diiferent types ot commercial use of caribou by Dene
concepts. Most users saw the resident hunt to be the same as any other commercial
use ot caribou (17:6). Manitoba user communities appear to be in an uncomfortable
position where they are the unofticial "watch-dogs" of lodge operations which

potentially hold the only key to economic development in their areas.

The CMB has supported the ettorts ot groups Affirming Aboriginal Access to
Caribou: The Saskatchewan government 1evised regulations in 1985 in order to
permit non-status hunters to provide caribou meat for their families (11:10). The
expected response to the permit system included 431 non-status hunteis already taking
1,568 caribou (approximately) in 1985 (11:10). In 1992, Subsistence Use Caribou
Licence holdess saw their quota increase from two to four caribou, at Saskatchewan’s
suggestion and the CMB’s approval (31:153).

The Fort Chipewyan band of Alberta approached the CMB in 1985 for support
of its traditional hunt of Beverly caribou in the NWT as an alteinative to appealing tor

aid from the courts (11:8). Hunters had recently experienced problems with NWT

N
(S




officials when trying to export meat actoss the AlbettarNWT border back o the
predominantly Cree community ot Fort Chipewvan (1 1:8). T'he CMB 1esolved to
support the Fort Chipewyan hunt immediately (11:9).

The GNWT approved the CMB's resolution (12:2) and issued a heence tona
quota of 300 to 600 animals annually to be taken by Cree, Dene and Metis taditional
hunters in Fort Chipewyan who were to tetain the meat within the Fort Chipewyan
area (12:10-11).

As a result, the CMB passed a motion ot support tor Mamitoba taditional
users’ request for access to canbou m the NWT (11:9) as well as o reciprocal motion
supporting the access of Keewatin Inuit to Beverly and Qamaninuag ammals i the
provinces (11:14). A Manitoba user expressed his support tor the Fort Chipewyan hunt
in the NWT, but asked the CMB to see the itony ot the situation where Manitoba
users had asked for similar rights to hunt in the NWT for veuars and no action had yet
been taken (12:11). The GNWT later instituted cross-border hunting Licences (Border

A and B licences) hoping to remedy this situation.

Waste: and its detinition has been a tundamental matter plaguing discussions ot
caribou conservation tor decades. The CMB has tackled issues of waste ranging trom
the spoilage of meat to crippling losses due to poor matksmanship. In 1983, the bomd
discussed plans for the coordination of the use of community freezers in the Keewatin
(4:9). Users attending the user assembly to approve the CMB’s Caribou Management
Plan in 1986, asked the board to persuade goveinments ot the need to tund community
freezers (UA:3). Community ficezers now exist in the NWT,

Etforts to set up community title ranges in order to imprave marksmanship,
especially that ot young people, were made by the KWF, but the tederation quickly
discovered that the insurance liabilities were too high (UA:12). Users attending the
1986 assembly heard that the CMB wished to fully understand the nature and degree
of crippling losses (UA:11). One user stated that it was a lot easier to retrieve

wounded caribou in tundra rather than forested areas. The user implied, theretore, that



it was not possible to estimate crippling losses trom a study ot the expetience of deer
hunters in Manitoba previously mentioned by a government member (UA:12).

A Suskatchewan user member suggested n 1989 that the CMB produce lite-
size target posters to improve marksmanship (20:10, 20:12). By the summer of 1990,
the CMB hud put together a "target shooting competition” package to encourage
shooting competitions at community iestivals that would be open to all members of
the community (25:8).

In 1991, a conservation officer from Uranium City documented incidents of
cartbou wastage by hunters near the NWT/Saskatchewan border (29:17). The
Saskatchewan wildlite biologist was greatly concerned about the incidents, but was
quick to mdicate that there existed a variety of possible usages ot caitbou and called
tor a redetinition of the term "wastage" so that it would be acceptable to caribou-using
people (30:13).

The board responded by requesting the GNWT to make a caribou wastage
video (30:13) and set aside money tor its production. The board invited the PCMB to
participate in the production ot the video (31:10), but has yet to receive an answer. In
addition, the MAB Project tesearch team was asked to include wastage as one of the
topies ot its research (30:13) and tesearchers will interview users in a number of
communities about wastage in the winter ot 1994 (33). Government members are

reviewing current wastage regulations to determine whether changes are advisable

(31:10).
4.3. THE CMB AND TRADITIONAL CARIBOU USERS

This section discusses the specitic administrative and orgamisational concerns of
user members. The reader should not interpret this section to be a representation of all
of the inerests and concerns of user members, which are largely intermingled with the

concerns of government members in the other sections of this chapter.
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Public Meetings and a User Assembly: have been the primary mechanisms through
which the board has provided tirst-hand experience ot the CMB’s activities to
members ot caribou-using communities. The CMI3 holds public meetings i user
communities when possible, usually n conjunction with regular board meetings held in
user communities. It has not been possible, however, tor the CMB to visit all
communities on he range given logistical (not all user communities have community
halls or adequate accommodation facilities) and financial restraints, This has led to the
problem ot a lack of representation ot those users indirectly represented by CMB
members who do not live in then communities and who do not have the tinancial
means or the time to get to such communities.

In 1986, a user assembly was held in Arviat i order to allow at least two uset
delegates trom each user community to teview the board’s cartbou management plan.
The CMB employed a protessor from the University ot British Columbia to gage
public reaction to the plan.

Following the user assembly the CMB set aside $25,000 to hinance special sub-
committees to attend community meetings outside ot the CMB’s 1egular meeting
schedule (15:16). In 1988, the CMB committed a turther $20,000 to the continuation
of sub-committee meetings in comnunities (18:12).

Discussion at a series of public meetings centied around Manitoba and
Saskatchewan users’ consternation conceining the GNWT’s implementation ot a cross-
border licensing system. Provincial users worried that it they accepted the need to
obtain such border licences in otder to hunt in the NWT, they would compromise therr
treaty 1ights (22:7-8). This issue was conunually brought up at dependent sub-
committee meetings and regular public meetings held in ten terntorial and provincial

user communities between 1989 and 19921,

The CMB’s Organisation and the Needs of User Members: It is too easy to present

a simple dichotomy of interests when discussing a management organisation composed

" see "Cross-border Hunting Rights" for the results of these discussions
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of government employees and local community members. However, the tact that
government members are supported by an employment position and a salary to carry
on with action and discussion of wildlife management issues in and outside of the
CMB meeting setting gives such members a certain inhetent advantage over user
members.

User members do not usually have the ability to consult departmental policies
or mandates when making proposals or decisions at board meetings. It is unrealistic to
expect that user members can tully represent the wide variety of aspirations coloured
by generational ditferences wathin their home communities, while at the same time
trying to represent the perspectives ot neighbouring communities within the same
jurisdiction,

The board has introduced & number of changes to the format of its operations
in order to allow user members to participate more ettectively. At each meeting, time
is alloted tor user members to meet and discuss common concerns on their own, while
government members discuss the administrative detaits of the board’s tunctioning. In
1984, the board supported a proposal to allow user members to budget for telephone
calls to other members ot the board to discuss issues ot mutual concern (9:5). The
CMB also expressed support tor the tinancing of the tiavel of user members to the
communities they represent (9:6). Furthermore, money was committed by thamber of
Mines’ comment by pointing out that whether or not the catibou population was
experiencing an increase, the location of the calving grounds had been consistent since
the CPMs monitoring programme began (15:7-8).

However, in 1991, when DIAND experienced severe budget cutbacks, the
department signiticantly teduced monitoring because there was little evidence of
industrial activity in the atea (28:9). The board became very concerned about this
precedence (28:9) and DIAND attempted to quell the CMB’s alaim by promising to
consult with user communities on the range 1n the spring of 1992 (29:15). Such
consuftation never took place due to lack of funds once again (30:11). The tate of the

monttoring programme is as yet unclear and the CMB is attempting to discover where

N
~




the responsibility for the progromme will lie with the settlement ot the Nunavut land
claim (30:12).
User Involvement With Research: The GNWT appeats to be the only government
that had any kind of policy on the involvement of aboriginal people in 1eseach
surveys in the ealy days of the CMB. The GNWT's policy is to involve HTAs in all
wildlife population surveys (3:1). The GNWT has expressed mterest i signing
contracts with communities for the collection ot harvest data, given that its methods
for collecting data are very expensive, but preters to do so en masse tather than one
community at a time (5:1).

Users have pushed their desite to see the management plan include strategies
to involve users in the work of biologists (7:6, 20:13) In 1988, a technical committee
was formed specitically to discuss possible strategies (20:15). Users have been very

involved with the CMB’s tite history mapping project’

Snowdrift Caribou Research Project: The proposal for tescarch on historical to

contemporary caribou usage in the NWT was submitted by the Snowdtift (now Lutsel
K’¢) band council to the board in 1983 (4:15). The bourd supported the proposal, but
would not supply funds trom its own budget. It was felt that this would be a divisive
issue with the Inuit since the proposal was part ot an overlapping land claim with the
Nunavut land claim (4:15). DIAND's Otfice of Native Claims eventually rejected the

application tor funding for the project.

The Keewatin Wildlife Federation: was established in 1980 to tepresent the
collective interests of the Hunters and Trappers Associations of the Keewatin, One of
the KWF’s most significant projects to date was the completion ot a harvest study to
determine the extent of caribou usage in Keewatin communities. The KWFE was
extremely caretul to keep these harvest statistics distinet trom government agencies’

work. Relatively high rates of participation were achieved along with a great deal of

' see "Fire Management"



detail of intormation from hunters who had been hesitant 1o 1eveal too much to

government employees in the past,

Cross-Border Hunting Rights: came to the foretront as a predominant topic of
discussion beginning in 1983, when the GNWT made a number ot changes to its
Wildlite Regulations. Consequently, the user communities ot northern Manitoba and
Saskatchewan tound themselves restricted from exporting more than 30 kilograms of
meat from the NWT per annum. In additon, hunters ttavelhing by aircraft to hunt in
the NWT were obliged to wait twelve hours after landing before beginning to hunt
animals of the Beverly herd.

GNWT officials stated that the twelve-hour wait rule was not applied except in
cases where there was a legitmate worry of a decline in caribou numbers (5:5).
However, users were very concerned that these changes in regulation had occurred
without prior commumty consultation. The CMB called on the GNWT to amend its
tegulations to provide exemption from the meat exportation limit and twelve-hour wait
tule to provincial users who had tiaditionally hunted in the NWT (4:16, 5:10).

The GNWT moved quickly to remove the twelve-hour waiting period from its
wildlite ordinance (by February ot 1984) because of its satistaction with the CMB’s
position of responsibility for hunter education (6:2). The GNWT eventually changed
its restrictions on exportation, tirst overcoming legal obstacles to the issuance of
General Hunting Licences to hunters in provincial border areas (6:2).

The controversy of cross-border land use did not end there. The CMB felt
compelled to call on DIAND to help resolve the land use rights of Mamitoba Dene in
the NWT and of Inuit in Manitoba (5:11). The CMB suggested that DIAND do
research to determine traditional aboriginal land use in the transboundary area (5:11).
Such research was eventually carried out by the Prince Albert Tribal Council (PATC)
of Saskatchewan (1990) and the Manitoba Keewatinowr Okimakanak (Bussidor 1993,
pers. comm.) of Manitoba. In 1986, *iie Manitoba Northlands (of Lac Brochet) and

Fout Churchill (now Sayisi-Dene of Tadoule Lake) tirst nations signed a




Memorandum-of-Understanding with the TFN (23:11-13) which was rescinded by the
two tirst nations in 1990 (26:3).

In 1989, employees of the GNWT visited provincial communities to explain the
purpose ot a new Boider A licence. The licence was instituted at the CMB's
recommendation, to be applied for by individual hunters from the provinces who
traditionally hunted in the NWT. The CMB 1equested Canbou News to publish
information about the regulations and oftered to pay the costs ot tanslating the Border
A licence material into Dene dialects (20:7).

Provincial users worried that the licences would mfiinge on then treaty nghts
(22:7-8). Useis also worried that the licences, now free ot charge, would inevitably
acquite a cost (as occurred with trapping hicences).

The PADC passed a resolution in opposition to the GNW'T Border A licences
and the boundaties detining the "overlap area” of territorial and provincial tand use in
1989 (23:9). Meanwhile, the PATC was in the process of compleung then land use
and occupancy studies (24:7). By 1990, in a radical change ot opinion,
Saskatchewan user member was able to say he telt the licences actually helped 10
confirm traditional use of land in the NWT (25:11). Munitoba usets, however, were
still skeptical of the Border A licences (27:11). A meeting in Tadoule Lake attended
by NWT representatives in 1991, showed that the Manitoba community was stll
divided over the issue of Border A licences (29:7). In 1993, provincial user members
requested that the Border A licences be re-named "Humer Identihication cards” to
relieve the suspicions of users about the licences (33:) This has not been done as yet,
but the GNWT has agreed to consider such a change when the NWT Wildlite Act is

due tor revision (Anon. Caribou News 13(2):5).

General User Concerns: User members have been very concerned over the years that
the CMB’s management plan retlect the issues of utmost importance to users
(primarily tire control) and the perspectives of user communities on those issues. User
members worried in 1984 that the CMB’s dratt management plan did not include the

perspectives of users on trapping, logging, tishing and the etfects of tire on traditional
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lifestyles, but only included issues of protection ot caribou winter feeding grounds.
Users also telt that the plan’s discussion of wolt control did not address the public’s
questions; it only attempted to answer the questions of biologists (9:7). There was
pressure on the CMB from users not to become yet another bureaucratic institution
which glossed over users” wishes to see increased suppression of forest fires (9:8).

A Saskatchewan user member stated that user communities probably did not
provide the CMB with much teedback because most users do not have the technical
experience to communicate with the CMB (20:9). Saskatchewan Tiappers did address
the CMB in 1989 about an interjunisdictional dilemma for compensation tor equipment
and livelithood lost due to tites on traplines in the NWT (22:7). Unfortunately, the
trappers were informed that the NWT Hunters and Trappers Compensation Directive
only covered NWT residents eligible tor GHLs in the NWT (23:10). Furthermore,

users have also expressed their conceins over the years about the increased impacts of

tourist outtitters.

4.4. MANAGEMENT

The Caribou Management Plan: A number of dratt management plans have explored
strategic plans including goals for the achievement of anything from caribou habitat
protection to the education ot young people about caribou conservation. The CMB
received pressure trom government (especially the GNWT) to come up with detailed
and practical action plans as soon as possible and warned against developing a
management plan which laid out only the principles and not the mechanics of caribou
management (8:8-9).

In November of 1985, an ad hoc technical committee recommended that a
crisis herd size of 150 000 animals be established {or each of the two herds (12:12).
Pfowcver, as Usher pointed out in his evaluation of the CMB, no contingency plan
exists outlining emergency action in the event of a crisis (Usher 1991:33). Although

the 1986 user assembly in Arviat endorsed the CMB’s management plan, the board
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remained worried that most users were relatively unimtormed about the goals ot the
CMB.

At the meeting tollowing the user assembly, the CMB tormally moved to
recognize use categories for meat and meat products in descending ovder of priority
(the motion passed with two members voting against and two members abstaining
from the vote) (15:11). The list of priorities are as tollows:

. traditional users - domestic use

. residential users - domestic use

. traditional users - intetsettlement use

traditional/residential user - non-tesident hunting and guiding
. local use for commercial putposes

. export use tor commercial putposes

(Usher 1991:33

The CMB included the sixth priority presumably at the Keewatin user members’

:L\b)l\)b—
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insistence, who appeared to disagree with the CMB’s titm stance agamst the use of
aribou tor export tor commercial purposes (15:12).

Discussion ot a 1992 to 2002 version ot the Canbou Management Plan began
at the December 1991 meeting of the board with the tenewal ot the 1982 Caribou
Management Agreement for a tusther ten yews. Revisions are still being made in
1993. However, a definitive fire management plan was produced in 1993 receiving

enthusiastic support trom fire managers in Suskatchewan and the NW'T (33).

Wolf Control: At early meetings, all user members refated the desite of communities
to see wolf control measures put in place (4:11), but the CMDB was hesitant to come
up with an immediate position. In 1983, the GNWT and CWS 1eported on a combined
four-year research project to examine the movement ot wolves with tespect to caribou
in the barren-grounds, and to look at the rate and times ot the year when wolt killings
of caribou occur (5:8). Government biologists telt that the CMB could not torm a
legitimate position on wolf control until the nature of ternitoriality ot wolf populations
on the caribou range was understood (5:8). The Manitoba biologist pomted out that a
different wolf management program would be needed in boreal versus tundra areas

where wolves might exhibit more spatially-detined territorial social behaviour.
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[n the summer ot 1985, the GNWT appealed to other agencies tor cooperation
with its woll research program because it was unable to carry the tull burden of its
cost (11:13). At the same meeting, the user member ftom Fort Smith voiced the need
for the CMB to create a constructive dialogue with southein interests about the
potential need to control wolves (9:10). At the user assembly, Professor Fred Bunnell
(at the University ot British Columbia) addressed the specitics of a potential wolf
control program on the canbou range.

Bunnell spoke of wolf culls in British Columbia and predicted that in order to
have an eftective wolt control progiam on the Beverly and Qamanirjuaq ranges, 8,000
wolves would have to be killed to aftect a herd ot 330,000 caribou (UA:13). Bunnell
encouraged the CMB to be as open as possible about any tuture wolf control program
given that managers could expect to face opposition trom academics and politicians
(who would be very likely to side with the growing outery trom large wiban
population centres against the consumptive use ot wildlite resources) (UA:13). Bunnell
argued that without proper knowledge of wolt population dynamics, determined while
caribou populations are in a state ot growth, politicians would support the option to
reduce human consumption rather than to cull wolves it caribou numbers started to
decline (UA:13). The issue of wolt control seemed to tade away following the user
assembly in 1986, perhaps as tire management grew as an overriding concern with the

occurrence of devastating fites on the caribou range in the late 1980s.

Fire Management: The issue of tite control has been ot grave concern to user
members in Manitoba, Saskatchewan and the Mackenzie district tor many years. A
GNWT 1epresentative made the point at the second meeting of the board, that the
contemporary argument that wildlite had survived for thousands of years in natural fire
conditions and should theretore be left tree from human intervention was not valid.
Caribou might survive as a species without fite supptession efforts, but would they
survive as a resource? (2:9). Members agreed that the CMB should encourage the
protection of older forest areas of greater importance as productive caribou feeding

grounds (2:9).
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At the second meeting of the CMB, a DIAND representative asked the board to
make recommendations to the NWT DIAND ottice for tire protecuion tor caribou in
the NWT. The board’s early attempts to communicate with government ministers went
unheeded. User members worried that if fires continued to burn along the teritorial-
provincial border, there might be a time when caribou no longer travelled into the
provinces (3:10).

The board sent very fitm messages to DIAND in the fall of 1983 regarding
DIAND’s lack ot action as two very large fites buined out of control notth ot the
Saskatchewan/NWT border. These communications resulted in hittle iesolution ot
users’ concerns and in 1984 the board passed a motion supporting the transter of fire-
fighting responsibility from DIAND to the GNWT (7:16). The NWT Dene telt that
this transter ot powers would give Dene people greater control of fire-tighting
responsibilities (2:12)

Fire-tighting priorities have only coincidently mcluded catibou range land in
the past. The board has encowaged fire managers to consult with user communities in
order to place priorities on protecting unburned corridors between bumns important as
routes for caribou migration and winter teeding grounds (3:17, 7:10). In 1984, the
NWT Fire Management Committee exptessed interest in accommodating the CMB’s
concerns. The committee stated frankly, however, that the boatd’s request to protect
land for caribou was in competition with other requests tor tire suppression and that it
was up to the CMB to identify critical areas on the range which were in need ot
protection (8:1-2).

Within the year, user members were encoutaging the board to change the tone
of the Caribou Management Plan such that it emphasized the need for tire suppression
over the need tor further fire research studies (10:12). A user member trom
Saskatchewan had earlier voiced his opinion that it was ludicrous to state that little
was known about the effects of fire on caribou movements and the ability ot burns to
support caribou (9:9). Users were privy to lifetimes ot observations about the cttects

of fire on caribou.
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By the tall of 1985, government members had begun to coordinate the
organisation ot a umtorm information base about caribou winter tange and burn areas
and to tormulate classification levels tor productive winter range habitat (12:12). That
same fall, the federal and territorial governments had signed an MoU regarding the
transfer of tire-tighting responsibilities (13:12).

Fire-fighting responsibilities appear to have been a signiticant topic of
discussion at the 1986 user assembly. Users reiterated their desite to see tire-fighting
mandates include the protection of caribou habitat (UA:6-8). A Manitoba government
representative admitted that most tite-tighting in the province was based on the needs
of the forest industry and did not recognize many wildlite vatues (UA:6). A GNWT
representative argued that the CMB must examine how 1t could most etlectively
influence the decision-making of tire-tighting agencies (UA:7).

The CWS representative presented the preliminary results of his five-year study
of tite on the Beveily herd’s winter range in 1988 (18:5). A GNWT proposal
inttoduced a process to incorporate values-at-risk decision-making in the tire
management stiategies used on the Beverly tange (18:18). Provincial government
representatives sitting on the board agreed to provide their input into the GNWT
employee’s ideas for a study (18:10).

In response to the presentation of the CWS fire study. the GNWT asked the
CMB it it could provide detailed maps of the caribou tange and burn sites (19:3) (tire
mapping was first conducted on the Beverly range in 1966 (2:9)). The CMB
subsequently established a Fite Map Working Group in the fall of 1988 (20:5). The
Manitoba government appomted a working group to map priointy areas for fire
protection in northern Manitoba (20:3), but the Saskatchewan government member
tound that there were no tfunds available to finance research on torest tire impact
unless the land area to be studied was home to merchantable timber (23:8).

By December of 1989, the GNWT presented its values-at-risk study to the
CMB and suggested that the board explore the potentials of Geographical Information
Systems (GISs) as a management tool (23:12). At the spiing 1990 meeting, the GNWT

member suggested that the values-at-tisk study needed turther data and analysis.
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Needed improvements included data on tires mote than twenty years old as well as the
input ot communities regarding the past and current usage ot land (24:6). The bomd
provided $9,500 to complete the input of the tite lustory into a GIS system (2:4h:0).

In 1991, the CMB was 1n a posiuon to dentify canbou nugraiion corndors,
older forest, and "green areas" tor each community (27:10). The board contracted the
services of an employee of the PATC to identify "green” areas to be protected on the
Beverly range in the NWT, Saskatchewan and Manitoba (27:11). The end ot 1992 saw
the establishment of a CMB Fite Management Committee composed ot four usel

members and tour government members (31:16).

Protecting Habitat From Development: The board has promoted canbou habitat
protection in the tace of a variety of development projects. In 1983, the Saskatchew an
Power Corporation announced plans to run powetlines trom Lake Athabasca to Rubbit
Lake (5:13). The Saskatchewan government member immediately informed the board
that SaskPower’s proposed tavoured 1oute 1an right through the Beverly herd’s range.
The Saskatchewan user member told the board that many local people in noithern
Saskatchewan welcomed the possibilities ot an improved powerlme mhasttuctue and
road to the area (5:13). However, some users did worury that the number ot non-
residents hunting in the area would increase. The Saskatchewan government member
also worried that if resource development increased as a result ot the new poweiline,
this would increase the chances that other roads would be opened up in the e
(7:12).

A technical group ot the CMB suggested areas tor cantbou study tor
SaskPower’s requited environment impact assessment (12-13) By 1987, the
Saskatchewan government had approved the construction ot the powethne. The
Saskatchewan government member intormed the board that 1estrictions on hunting in
right-of-way zones could be applied by the province to non-treaty hunters, but not to
treaty hunters (15:15).

The next development which concerned the board was the Cullaton Lake gold

mine in southern Keewatin. In 1984, the Keewatin user member was concerned with
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the possible pollution emanating from the mine. Both Manitoba and Keewatin
members worried about the possible ettects of the constiuction of a road to the mine
tollowing communication trom the Chiet ot Tadoule expiessing his concern about the
proposed road (14:7). This issue has faded away tor the time being because the owners
ot the mine were unable to make 1t an economically teasible operation.

A second mine, the Kiggavik uranium mine near Buker Lake, became an issue
tor the board in 1988, as the Federal Envitonmental Assessment Review Office
(FEARO) carried out hearings regarding the mining proposal west of Baker Lake in
the NWT (19:9). Users from Saskatchewan related their problems with the Rabbit
Lake vranium mine, while all provincial users were worrted that the FEARO hearings
would not allow them to express their concerns (21:9). In 1989, the board expressed
its complete opposition to the Kiggavik nune (21:10). That same vear, FEARO
decided to hold public hearings in Saskatchewan. Saskatchewan users invited Manitoba
users to attend the public hearings in Wollaston Lake while the CMB paid the travel
costs of two users to attend the Saskatchewan hearings (22:5).

It is apparent that the CMB had tiouble defining its tole in this issue given that
neither the GNWT noi DIAND would take a position until the FEARO hearings were
completed (24:4). In the end, the mining company was unable to secure a financial
future for the uranium mine just as had occurred with the Cullaton Lake gold mine.

The low-level tlights ot the Canadian Air Force worried users near Lutsel K’e
in 1986. Discussion of possible future flight programmes by NATO out of Baker Lake

or Rankin Inlet was invoked as a result. In 1987, the GNWT member expressed his

department’s formal opposition to the NORAD tlights in the NWT (near Lutsel K’e)
(15:15). The mihtary, however, would not recogmize a need to change its tlight

programs n the NWT and Albenta.

Caribou Protection Measures: Since the early 1970s, the hunters of Baker Lake have
demanded the tedetal and territorial governments to implement a land freeze to stop
all exploration activity on Inuit-occupied land. Finally, in 1978, the Hamlet of Baker

Lake (1980) and the ITC took six exploration companies and DIAND to court. The
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subsequent tiial saw the implementation of a cowrt injunction to stop all tand use
activities in caribou caling and post-calving areas as well as within a tew mile radius
of important cartbou water crossings. Soon after the injunction was imposed, DIAND
implemented its own CPMs which tuithered the extent ot controls on Land use
activities. These contiols still exist today even though the court’s 1979 tuling tound
that mining activity had not been proven to have detrimental etlects on cauibou
(Tennenhouse 1986:3).

Five years atter the implementation of the CPMs (1982), 1t appeared that
GNWT Wildlife representatives and the NWT DIAND wete prepared to support
industry’s criticisms of the criteria tor caribou protection (2:13). Nevertheless, the
CMB voted to suppoit the maintenance ot the measures wishing only to see changes
which expanded the controls ot the CPMs (2:15) User members urged the board to
take action to ensure that calving grounds would be protected into perpetunty s a
reserve, park or sanctuary (3:15).

In 1987, the NWT Chamber of Mines tiied to persuade the board to
recommend the removal of spatial boundaries testricting land use acnvities in tavour
of contingent decision-making on the restiiction of land use. The Chamber of Mines
believed that the CPMs could be selt-entorced by land permittees, most bowd
members expressed incredulous reactions to the idea of selt-entorcement (15:7-8).

[t is important to note that the Chamber ot Mines representative honed i upon
the uncertainties of scientitic knowledge ot caribou population dynamics. He argued
that population numbers could be cyclical when a biologist asked whether the CPMs
might be contributing to the achievement of very high 1eproductive rates in recent
years (15:7-8). Another biologist countered the Chamber of Mines’ comment by
pointing out that whether or not the canbou population was expenencig an increase,
the location of the calving grounds had been consistent since the CPMs monitoring
programme began (15:7-8).

However, in 1991, when DIAND experienced severe budget cuthacks, the
department significantly reduced monitoring because there was little evidence ot

industrial activity in the area (28:9). The board became very concerned about this
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precedence (28:9) and DIAND attenipted to quell the CMB’s alarm by promising to
consult with user communities on the range in the spring of 1992 (29:15). Such
consultation never took place due to lack of funds once again (30:11). The tate of the
monitoring programme is as yet unclear and the CMB is attempting to discover where

the responsibility for the programme will lie with the settlement of the Nunavut land

claim (30:12).

Harvest Data Collection: In 1983, all three jurnisdictions agreed that the standard for
the report ot harvest intormation would be the collection ot data on the basis of the
caribou biological year trom June | to May 31. The CMB 1equired the minimal
harvest data ot the tollowing sets ot intormation on an annual basis: month ot kill,
focation. sex and age ot amimal (3:9). All membets agieed that it was extiemely

ditticult, but important, to mclude estimations ot crippling losses in harvest tigures

(0:8).

The Keewatin Wildlife Federation’s Harvest Study: The KWF encountered a
number ot tinancial obstocles to the completion of its autonomous (from government
patticipation) Harvest Study and appealed to the CMB for support when it needed
extensions of time and money tor the completion ot the study in 1983 (5:16) and 1986
(10:9). However, in the spring ot 1986, when the study was still not completed and
despite CMB appeals to government, DIAND decided to withdraw 1ts support. The
federal government stated that it was not willing to fund harvest studies on a long-
term basis (13:14). The KWF consequently deposited the data from the study in the
library of the TEFN, rejecting the GNWT's proposal to assume 1esponsibility for the
completion ot the study (13:14).

The feasibility of collecting haivest data in the NWT appeared to have reached
an impasse in 1988 not only in the Keewatin, but also in the Dene/Metis area of the
NWT where the absence of a land claims settlement made it very ditticult for the
GNWT Renewable Resources to collect harvest data (20:10). In 1992, the regional

biologist tor the Keewatin reported that harvest statistics were in the process of being
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collected tor the Keewatin (30:15). The board 1emained concerned, however, that the

Keewatin would be unable to supply harvest statistics tor several more years (30:15).

Movement and Distribution Research: The CMB has been very anvious to
encourage the participation of users in sutvey research. A Suskuatchewan user member
said that he was sure that in order tor population intformation to be behievable to user
communities, users would have to be involved with population surveys (bd). A CWS
representative emphasized m 1933 that in order for the boud to avord the
misinterpretation of population figures, it should go on record using contidence
intervals rather than using exact population numbers (5:3). The bowd has made a
matked etfort to explain the methodology ot population sunveys thiough Canbou
News.

The January 1984 meeting saw the release ot the tesults ot the tirst actal
photographic surveys. The NWT biologist presenting the tesults expressed his shock at
the difference in the results obtained by the photographic aenal surveys versus the
observer aerial surveys. The ditfetences in the results ot the two sunvey technigues
revealed that there were many mote ammals (almost double) in the herds than had
been previously estimated. However, the biologist fiimly believed that the observer
aerial surveys had accurately revealed a declining trend in the population of the
animals in the 1970s anyway (6:4). User members were now in the very ditticult
position 1n 1984 of explaining to their communities why canbou numbers had
"doubled" (6:6).

The boatd has struggled over the years to determume the tange of advice it teels
it can legitimately provide, especially given the lurge confidence limits ot the
population data that it has to work with. In 1989, the CWS representative wortted that
population estimates might not be sensitive enough to pick up population swings when
surveys showed that recruitment levels (the number of calves surviving through one
year of life in a given year) were good, but the population itselt was stable when it

was expected to be rising (23:12).
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That same year the board discussed whether or not to implement strategies to
bring the population of the Beverly herd up to 500,000 in order to match the 3.5%
increase in the user population (23:12), The consultant hired to evaluate the board’s
eftectiveness pointed out that tuture change in user harvest demand would not
necessarily be a proportionate increase to the increase in user communities’ population
sizes (Usher 1991).

The board passed a tollow-up motion to its decision in 1985 to set an
emergency action thieshold ciisis herd size, which stated that a goal ot the CMB was
to base the population taigets for the herds on user demand (11:12). The CWS and
GNWT biologist representatives opposed the follow-up motion. It was obviously a
matter of contention within the board whether to allow human use to dictate the

manipulation of other tactors atfecting caribou population numbers such as wolt

predation or fire.

Radio-collaring: The board iist discussed the use of 1adio-collars in 1983, hoping
that by tracking a number of animals in this manner it could tinally lay to rest the
controversy surrounding the relationship between the Qamanirjuaq herd and caribou
notth of Chestertield Inlet (5:3). The KWF had approached the CMB about addressing
the need for such research at the board’s first meeting.

Thete were two trains of thought about the detinition of the herds; should the
Qamanirjuaq herd and the caribou north of Chestertield be considered a single
management unit ar should the Qamanirjuag herd be dealt with as it had been
conventionally understood, thereby considering the Wager Bay herd a segment of the
Qamanirjuag herd only as an option (6:9). Meanwhile, the GNWT appealed to the
other jurisdictions tor financial aid for a radio-collaring programme which would cost
approxmately $400.000 over four years.

It was clear that the CMB had to consult with user communities quite
extensively in order to gain support tor the radio-collaring programme. Al' user
members were supplied with sample collas to take to communities in the winter of

1984 (6:6). Upon consultation it was found that Manitoba communities were opposed
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to the collaring programme (7:11). In contiast, the KWF suppotted the progiam stating
that it was still important to settle the question of herd moy ement notth of Chestertield
despite Inuit cultural misgivings regarding the disturbance of animals other than for
harvesting purposes (7:11).

The CMB passed a motion supporting the radio-collaring program m 1984 (the
Manitoba government member abstained tiom voting) (7:14). A private tilm-maker
from Tadoule Lake was retained in 1983 in order to produce Dene, English and
Inuktitut versions ot a documentary of the colluring process to be shown in local
communities (10:3). That same year, over 60 female cuibou were collared in the
Keewatin (11:11). The tour-year study of herd discreteness finally 1evealed (in 1988)
that there were no large-scale migrations between the Beverly and Qamanitjuag herds
and that Wager Bay and Lorillard caribou belong to a distinct Northeast Mainland
herd (20:12) (see Hall 1989 for a desctiption of caribou herds in the NWT).

Following the presentation of the radio-collaring resemch project, the GNWT
biologist announced that no tutther radio-collaring would take place, as promised to
user communities (21:6). Four years later, however, the board suppotted the GNWT
proposal to collar tive Qamanirjuaq females for two to thice years when it could not
locate animals to cany out its 1992 spring composition surveys (30:14). Dene and
Metis user members were apprehensive about the decision to use 1adio collars once

again, but supported the move nevertheless (30:14).

72



4.5. QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPATION AND DISCUSSION AT
MEETINGS

The breakdown of the issues covered between 1982 and 1993 thiough the
passage of 187 motions is approximately:

336 communication,

7% specitically of tradiional users,

15% the use ot canibou,

27% the mechames of cantbou management and

1844 the day-to-day functonmg of the CMB and its micetings
(see Table 4-1).

Table 4-1 shows that approximately 81% ot the motions were passed by consensus,
while 19% were passed with some members choosing to abstain, with votes against
the motions, or by secret ballot. Only one motion was deteated in the entire history of
the board’s operation (a motion to support one ot the Fort Smith HTA’s 1equests for a
commercial use quota).

This analysis explores more than just the 1ecords ot motions presented at CMB
meetings. The meticulous minutes of the meetings of the board make an analysis of
the discussion and the actions ot the CMB possible'”, This 1s especially valuable
because it would be inappropriate to base a comparative study of member participation
on records of the movers and seconders of motions alone. The mover and seconder of
a motion may actually have very little to do with the instigation of the ideas of the
motion (petsonal observations at 32nd meeting of the CMB).

(text continues on p. 75)

13 rpypee o , . . .
[his analysis includes only the minutes of regular board meetings and does not include a
detailed analysis ot special committees set up by the CMB periodically; no minutes are available.
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Table 4-1. A tally of the motions passed by the B-Q CMB between 1982 and 1993,
Source is the minutes of the CMB regular meetings.

TYPES OF MOTIONS:

ISSUE C AB ALY S n AB s FOTAL
& X #
YA D

Information,

Education &
Communication:
-Awards/
Camps 15 - - - - - . 15

-Caribou
News 11 2 . - - 2 . 1S
-Communi-
cation 7 1 - - - - - 8
-Contact 6 - - - . N - I8
~Denelfiim
-Film/
Video | - - - - - - ]
-Schools
Program
Subtotal:
Traditional
Users:
-Organi-
sation of
CMB 0 1 - - - - - 7
-Public
Meetings 6 - - - - - . O
-Snowdrift
Rescarch
Proposal - - | - - - . |
Subtotal: 12 1 | - - - - I4
Caribon Use:
-(Cross-)
Border
(Access)
-Commer-
cral
-Dogs
-LExport
-FFort
Chipewyan - i - - . . . 1
-Gen’l
Concerns 4 3 1 - - - . I
-Inter-
settlement
Trade l - - - . - . ]
-12-Hour
Wit I 1 - - N . .

[39)
—
.
'
-

61

h
w
b
.
1]
.
(&)
.

1t — 3 —
' ' —
'
LES 44
f
v [pe}

o —
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‘Table 4-1. (continued)

TYPES OFF MOTIONS:
ISSUE [ AB VA 51

e

D AB SB TOTAL
& & #
VA )

Caaribou Use:
(cont’d)
Subtotal: 17 6 1 4 - - 1 29
Management -
General:
-Ciribou
Protection
Measures Y | - - - - - 10
-Contamm-
anon 20
-Develop-
ment
-Iue ]
-Gen'l
-Harvest
-Monitor
-Curihou
Management
Plan 2 - - - - - - 2
-Wolf
Control 1 - . - . - . 1
Subtotal: 38 9
Functioning:
-Admim-
stration 2 2 l - - - - 25
-Organi-
sution ) . - - - - . 5
-Self-
Lvaluation 3
Subtotal: JO
GRAND TOTAL: 152 2

1o ¥ n
4 '
1 )
' .
f
— ()
[+

£ —
- .
18]
1
f
.

tw
o
.
.
wu
=

[35)
—

.

.

.
e
W

1 187

o
w
wn
.
i~

* = motions passed by consensus

AB =" " wath abstentions
VA= " " with votes agiinst
SB= " by secret ballot

1) = motions deteated

Every entry of discussion (TALK), of action taken (ACTION), or of motions
approved (MOTION) and recorded in the CMB’s minutes was included in a
participation category and an activity category as can be seen in Figures 4-1 to 4-11.

Figures 4-1 to 4-6 show the propoitionate division of activities recorded in the minutes
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. of CMB meetings. Figures 4-7 to 4-11 show the propottionate paiticipation ot CNMB
members in CMB activities.

Patticipants in the CMB’s activities ate classitied mnto 11 groups:

CMB - the seeretary-tredsurer or actions comments winch were aitnibuted o the
entire board

0 - observers

U_MB - user member from Manuoba

Us - """ Saskutchewin

uM - " Mackenesie district of NW I

UK - " Keewatin " o

G_MB - government member from Manitoba

G.S - ! T Sashatdhewan

G_NwT - ! " NW

Cws - " Ot OWS

DIAND - " " DIAND

Short forms used to describe issues listed 1 Figures <42 10 4-35 are explained

below:
Adult L.d - adult education
Awards - relers to scholarshups, canbou camps and school competitions
Border - cross-border hunting
C.News - Canibou News
Comm. - communicition
Commerc. - commercuail
Contact - contact with organisations outstde the junssdiction o CNTB memibers
Contam - contumination
Denelitm - proposals tor Dene equivilent ol Kammuaniak HiimAideo
project
Dev’t - development
F.Chip - discussion of Fort Chipewyan access o B3evetly haid in NWI
Gen’l - general (nusceltlancous) 1ssues
Harvest - collection of harvest information
Monttor - monitoring curibou movements
Organis. - organisition
Plan - cartbou management plan
Public - public (community) meetings
Schools - schools program
Snowdrift - Snowdritt research proposal
Video - Kaminuriak filmpvideo project
2-1rWait - NWT law which required mdividuals 1y mg to "hunting areas”
to want 12 hours after lunding to begm huuting

(text continues on p. 82)
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® Breakdown of Activities
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Breakdown of Activities

Figure 4-5:]gsyes of Management

* 48.0% of total talk
.~ 33.8% of total action
% of total activities - 26.7% of total motions
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® Breakdown of Participation

Figure 4-7:]gsues of Information
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Breakdown of Participation

Figure 4-10:|gsyes of Management

° 48.0% of total talk
- © 33.8% of tota) action
% of total participation - 2a 7% of total motions
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Management issues made up almost halt (~48.07%) ot the discussion of the bourd
for the past 12 years. The topics which most pervaded management discussions were
fire control (~10.3%). the ettects of development on caribou habitat (~9.17%), haty est
studies (~7.8%). and caribou monitoring (7.3%) (fig. 6). Action on management issues
made up 33.8% ot all CMB action on topics covered at its meetings. The CMB was
most active in attending or advising reviews on development projects (8 8%) while
action on fire control issues is calculated at 6.6% of all CMB actions™. Harvest
studies, calculated to be the thitd-most discussed management topwe, 1anks seventh out
of nine management topics tor actions taken (0.990). Montonng jumps to thud
position as the topic upon which the CMB has taken then the most action at 6.3¢%.

Discussion ot information (education and contact) s the second-most discussed
broad category ot activities (21.4%). Within this category, conact with other waldlite
organisations was discussed the most (6.09%) while topics of communication nrethods

(4.1%), Caribou News (4.19%) and the Schools Progiam follow in close suceession

(Fig. 3). The most action was taken on issues of contact (11.2€4) winle the Schools
Program (5.7%), communication (3 49¢) and the implementation ol scholarship awands,
school contests and catibou camps (2.1%) tollowed behind.

The use of caribou made up 15.2% ot all discussion at CMB mecungs. The
commercial use of caribou was the most discussed topic (3.990) while the discussion
of waste (3.5%) and gencial issues of use (3.5%) followed close behind Most action
was taken to 1esolve questions about the commercial use of cantbou (8.57%) Compured
to discussion at meetings, cross-border hunting issues receved a fmn degree of action
(4.6%) while the topics ot waste (3.19¢) and the NWT'S former 12-houwr wat rule
(1.8%) received lesser degiees of attention

The third-most discussed set of issues, that of tadibonal users (at 9.07), 18 an

attempt to classity topies ot sole concern to user members, These issues do not even

" The CMB has dedicated a tiemendous amount ol study and e¢tlort mto ats hre history
mapping project i recent years This i not quantitatively retlected mothe minutes of the board
because a tire technical commuttee has handled most of the organisation of the project.
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begin to represent the all the concerns of user members. The re-organisation of the
CMB to meet the needs ot user members was the most prominent topic of discussion
(3.0%). Public meetings (2.67) and communication (1.7%) were the second and third-
most commonly discussed topics. Public meetings received the most action (5.39%)
while organisation (2.9%) was the topic to receive the second-maost amount of action.

The functioning or day-to-day workings of the CMB’s activities received 6.5%
of the CMB’s attention in its discussions and represents 5.2% of its action.

As mentioned previously, management issues have been the foremost issues of
discussion. Each of the participants contiibuted an average of 4.4% participation to
management discussions and 3.1% paticipation in action tahen on management assues.
The GNWT contributed significantly more to both discussion (8.8%) and action
(8.7%) on management issues. Participants discussed information issues an average ol
1.9% of total discussion and acted on such issues an average of 2.5% of total action,
The CMB category of participant contiibuted significantly more to both discussion
(4.9%) and action (11.3%) on information issues.

Moving on to topics covered in the category descubing the use of caribou, each
patticipant gioup discussed an average of 1.4% of total discussion and acted an
average ot 2.0% of total action taken on any issue. Only the GNWT commented on
caribou use topics (2.8%) significantly more than any other group.

Traditional use1s’ specific concerns were commented on an average ob 8% by
each participant group. The quantity of user groups’ comments weie above average,
while government groups’ comments were below average, Participant groups acted an
average of 1.0% on topics of specitic concern to user members.

Last of all, comments concerning board functioning represent an average of
.6% of all discussions and .5% ot all board actions. The CMB paiticipant group
contributed significantly more to discussion (1.9%) and action (2.07) on functioning
issues than any other group.

Summary: The quantitative analysis of the CMB’s activitics suggests o1 hints at the
effectiveness ot the bourd and the manner in which it has contributed to caribou

conservation, It is necessary. however, to qualify the trends the analvsis outlines. The
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CMB has devoted iemendous effort to communicate scientitic knowledge and
perspectives to user communities through the Schools Program and Caribou News.
Howevwer, the incorporation of local knowledge (TEK) and eldeis’ participation is
lacking. Undoubtedly, this is in major part due to inadequate funds and the inability to
dedicate time to the strengthening of communication between wildlife scientists and
communities. There is little communication and knowledge flowing from user
communities to wildlife managers and scientists.

Regional difterences significantly affect the participation of CMB members.
The north/south divide in the provinces is not a factor in the NWT, especially now
that land claims settlements are decentralizing political power structures in the
territories. Nunavut and Denendeh (in particular the Keewatin and Mackenzie districts
respectively) are home to a majority of traditional useis. In comparison, the interests
of traditional users ot the provinces are decidedly outnumbered by the political
influence of southern climes. The GNWT Department of Renewable Resources plays a
tar more prominent role in government in the NWT than the Manitoba Department of
Renewable Resources or the Saskatchewan Department of Environment and Resource
Management do in their provinces. Caribou remain externalities to the economies of
the provinces. This was evident in the 1980s, when Saskatchewan would not sanction
funding of fire studies in 1egions of the province of non-commeicial timber. Manitoba
still refuses to finance fire suppression activities in northern regions of the province.

The CMB has discussed many issues of development. especially of mining
activity. Proposed vranium mines n the NWT have not materialized due to a
combination ot impractical economic situations and public and political outery.
However, Saskatchewan appears prepared to allow the development ot tuither uranium
mining in its northemn regions in 1994

Attitudes toward both the accessivility of catibou to users and definitions of
commercial use also illustiate divisive regional ditterences. Questions of accessibility
and commercial use wre intimately tied. This can be seen in the unease of provincial
users toward non-resident hunting. Once non-resident hunting quotas are introduced,

non-traditional and non-resident hunters are able to buy access to a resource for
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recreation while many tradittonal users still have limited o1 no access to a resource
which is historically a mainstay of their economies. It is disturbing to see this situation
emerging when the board has officially laid out priotities of caribou use. The non-
resident use of caribou ranks much further down the list than naditional use. There has
been very little discussion by the CMB of what constitutes 1easonable and adequate
access of traditional users to caribou, although the 1993 diaft management plan
indicates that this will change.

It is clear that the subset of the commercial use of catibou might be prioritized
just as the overall use of caribou is prioritized by the board. Should the
intracommunity and intercommunity exchange of caribou meat have the same
"commercial” ranking as the sale of caribou antler o1 the allocation of non-resident
hunting quotas?

The CMB has discussed the inherent ditticulties ot collecting hwvest data and
adequate <nowledge of caribou population dynamies to manage the hads at minimum
viable population levels. Government members express reservations about their ability
to predict trends in the population status of the caribou herds. It is apparent that
industry will continue to highlight the scientific uncertainties of ammal population
dynamics when the board advises government to curb or place moratoriums on
development.

It is also not obvious that the CMB has any strategy other than the advisement
of an obligatory enforcement of quota systems should the heids reach designated crisis
levels. Perhaps scientitic monitoring methods should be more accountable and
accessible to questioning by local communities. This is an enotmous task of course.
However, it local commurities envision  caribou population estimates to be the
equivalent of "guesses.” their response to future quota systems will probably be: what
makes that biologist’s guess any better than mine? Explanations of monitoring
methods might do well 1o explain the weaknesses of surveys just as well as they

explain the strengths of the survey methods,




CHAPTER 5. COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES

During the summer of 1993, I spent time in two user communities. I wanted to
gain a sense of the profile of the B-Q CMB in user communities, as well as users’
general concerns about the management of caribou, hunting practices and the condition
of the animals. Almost all of the people 1 spoke with were over 30 years of age and
either Dene or Inuit.

[ chose to spend time in Arviat. NWT and Tadoule Lake, Manitoba. Arviat and
Tadoule are both "tly-in" communities, which hunt animals from the Qamaniijuaq
caribou herd. However, theie are a number of prominent differences between the
communities.

Arviat is a primarily Inuit community with a population of over 1300 people.
The community is situated in a matine-tundra environment and houses an extensive
institutionalized wildlife management infiastructure including local and regional
government offices and local and regional hunters and trappers associations.

Tadoule Lake is & much smaller Dene community with a population of
approximately 350. Tadoule is situated in a spruce-lichen woodland environment on
the shores ot a large treshwater lake. The Sayisi-Dene community is represented by a
local band council, which is the only tormal intfrastiucture available to act as a link
between hunters and trappers and anvone from outside the community.

It is hoped that the descriptions of the two community situations in this chapter
mahke difterences self-evident. The communities are shaped by contrasting political
realities which make their perceptions ot the potential and importance of cooperative
wildlife management relatively distinct.

Arviat, as a member community of the newly emerging Nunavut government,
has a secure base trom which to express its plans for its future use of wildlife
tesources. Tadoule Lake, on the other hand, is plagued by uncertainties that outside
forces will undermine its ability to negotiate its tuture on its own teims. Both

communities expressed similar ideas about the importance of the education ot young
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people about the use of wildlife. The incorporation ot the knowledge ot elders was
also expressed as a common concern.

However, no matter what the political and ideological differences between the
two communities may be, it is clear that the existence ot a torum for the discussion of
their diversified interests must continue to grow and develop deeper roots.
Jurisdictional boundaries may create artificial separations between user groups, but the
ecological realities which unite them represent a fundamental and shared base which
cannot be ignored.

In order to understand user participation on the board it is important to have a
good sense of the variety of situations and philosophies of user communities. With the
high costs of travel I could only afford to visit a couple of communities. 1 was
overwhelmed by the openness and the patience of the people I had the chance to speak
with.

It is important to 1ecognize that the community views ol this chapter are best
represented by the qualitative tather than the quantitative presentation ol inteiviewee
responses to the questions 1 posed. In most cases, questions were ashed and/on
answered in such a way that it is not possible to form elementary conclusions about
the nature of the responses. It is impoitant to see the context of the respondents’
comments when attempting to make any comparisons. A predominantly qualitative
approach to the analysis of intetviews carried out in Arviat was taken because my
questioning format was fairly tigid In Tadoule Lake, a more Hexible interview
approach was taken because 1 knew I would be able to talk with a much smaller
number of people. It was encoutagig to discover the depth and scope of discussion
such an approach tostered in comparison to the questionnaire formatted interview-style
used in Arviat. For these reasons it is not possible to directly cempare the perspectives
of Tadoule Lake versus Arviat interviews, although generalized conclusions ol the

parallels and contrasts in the situations in the two difterent communities can be made.
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' 5.1. ARVIAT, NWT. AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Arviat (formerly Eskimo Point) is the southernmost community in the
Keewatin, and sits on the shores of western Hudson Buay (see Figure 1-1.). The town
site is a traditional camping area of Paallirmiut Inuit (Caribou Eskimo). A permanent
settlement has existed in this area since the 1920s. However, it was not until 1958 that
Inuit tamilies in the area settled year-lound in Arviat in order to continue to benefit
from social assistance programs contingent on the Inuit children’s attendance at
Canadian schools. Arviat is today home to over 1300 people. mostly of Inuit
(Paallirmiut, Harvaqturmiut, Haunigtuimiut, Qairnirmiut apd Ahialmiut and Sallirmiut)
background (Eskimo Point Chamber of Commerce n.d.:2-3). The community houses
both regional and local GNWT Renewable Resource ottices as well as a Hunters and
Trappers Association and the offices of the KWF.

While in Arviat I spoke with 33 men, 10 women and 4 couples in distinct
interviews. Thirty-one of the forty-seven interviews were cartied out with the help of a
tanslator”™ The questions were designed to bring about discussion ot the CMB and
the issues which people telt most concerned about with respect to their relationships
with wildlife otficers, biologists and caribou. Table 5-1 is a list ot the questions which
formed my interviews. Some of the questions required only simple affirmative or

negative responses and are summarized in Table 5-2.

Knowledge of the CMB: Of the total number of intenviews completed, nineteen
interviewees (~40%) 1esponded that they had heard of the CMB. 18 (~38%) said no and
9 (~19%%) people responded with what T have called an "uncettain ves". In the case of
an uncertain yes, it became clear that the response was a yes to being aware of the
activities of the wildlife officers or the HTA in Arviat.

(text continues on p. 91)

" Twenty -sin of these intery tews were completed with the help of one female nanslator while
the remaining five were caried out with the help ot two ditferent male tanslators,
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Table

5-1. Interview Questions used in Arviai NW'T, July 1993,

Have you heard of the activities of the Caribou Management Bowd (CM13)!

Do you behieve that the CMB has done a good job of representing your community’s
concerns?

Have you ever talked with the person i your community who is a member of the CMB 10
express your thoughts or concerns?

Have you sat in on any of the CMBs mectings?

If so, did you participate m any way ?

Do you read Canbou News?

What are the 1ssues you feel the CMB or biologists should be most concerned about? -
e.g. fire managementborder restrictions/wolf control/ete

How important do you think community hunis aze o the future of canibou hunting i you
community?

Can you allord to hunt without the financial support of 4 community  hunt’

Do children get enough opportunities o learn skitls out on the Land?

Do kids who drop out of school get involved with

trapping/hunting/lishing activities?

What s the best wity (0 handle/prevent any waste of meat that may oceur?

e.g. crippling lasses or rotten/ireeser-burned meat

What do you think of cartbou population estimates?

Would you ke to see more ol the mformaton biologisis collect about where caribou are
moving through the year?

Do you heep i regalur contact with neighbouning commutes about canbou movements’
How? (re. by phone, CB radio)

Have you ever been ivolved with o biologist’s research?

Po you think there s more need for local purticipation m rescarch?

What do you think of the methods by which brologists monttor caribou (e, aierial
surveys, rudio collars)

- @ presentation ol posstble fulure seenarios:

A: If canbou were o great distance from town and most hunters were unable to aftord the
time or the money 1o hunt, how would you feel about @ programme sct up 1o {ly hunters
out to arcas where caribou are located?

B+ If caribou numbers decreased so much thit most people could not get as much meat s
they needed, how would you reuct 1tf someone brought reinded o this area?

What hind of mfomation do vou feel s mportant tor the community to share with
wildhife managers?

Do you have any comments you would hhe to share with people in other canbou-using
communities or to the CM 13!
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‘ Table 5-2. Summary of affirmative/negative responses to interview
questions 1-5, 12-15 & 17 (see Table 5-1).

IDSEX AGLT* I** Q Q Q O © QQ Q@ Q «Q
# H1#2 83 AN 4B HS 12 #)3 A1 HIS
1 M oY Y N - - - Y N - N -
2 M s N N N - - Y N - N N
3 M N Y Y - - Y - Y - Y
4 M SsY Y N - - - Y Y Y Y -
5 M S0 N Y Y Y N N - Y N Y N Y
6 M AN Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
7 M 2N Y N - - - N Y N -
8 M AN Y Y - - Y Y - - Y
9 M SY Y N - - N N Y N Y
100 M 4006 Y Y N - - N Y N Y
11 M 40 Y N - - - - N - Y Y Y
12 F 40 N Y Y Y Y N - Y N Y N Y
17 M W0sN Y Y - - - - N Y Y N Y
14 F SY Y N - - - - N Y Y N Y
15 M 60sY Y Y Y N N - N Y Y N N
16 M oY Y - - - - - - Y Y N Y
17 C* S Y Y UY'UY UY UN - N Y Y N Y
I8 M SOsY Y Uy UY UNUN N N Y Y N Y
19 F S50Y Y N - - - - Y Y Y N Y
20 M WsN Y N - - - N Y N N

2} M 2Y Y Y Y N N Y N Y N Y
20F oLy Y N - - - Y Y Y N -
230 M ~16N Y Y Y N N N Y Y N Y
24 M ~16N Y Y Y N N - N Y Y N Y
25 I JY Y N - - - - N 3 Y N Y
20 M SY Y Y - N N N N N N Y
27 M SY Y Y Y - N Y N Y N Y
28 C 40 N Y Y Y N N Y Y N N )
29 C SsY Y UY UY UY N - N Y - N Y
30 M Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
3 M WY Y Y ¥ N - N Y Y N b}
32 F oY ) N - - Uy - N Y
33 I° S0 Y Uy N N Y Y Y N b}
4 M 4Us N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y
35 M JoOoN Y Y Y Y Y M Y Y b} Y Y
6 M s N N A N N N N Y N N
37 M oY Y Y N N N Y Y Y Y
3 M SsY Y N - - - - N Y - Y 3
39 M 5 Y uy uy - - - N N Y Y Y
40 M SNY Y uy uy - - - N Y Y N Y
41 | oY Y N - - - - Y - Y N Y
42 F SOsY Y N - - - - Y N Y N Y
43 M oY Y N - - - N Y Y N Y
44 M osY Y Y UYN N - Y 3 Y N Y
45 C osyY Y UY UN-  UY UN Y Y Y N -
46 M J8Y Y N - - N Y N N Y
47 ) AN Y Y - N N - N Y N N Y
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* T = translation (rom Inukntut o 1 nghish
** 1 = Inuit?
A

C = couple
> UY/UN = uncertam yes or no

Almost half of the people who tesponded yes were politcally active with local
government, land claims negotiations, the KWF or were past members of the CMB.

[ dicd noe continue to ask Questions 2 to 4 if the answer to Question | was not yes.
Of the twenty people (~42%) who tesponded yes to the tirst question, thirteen (65% of
those who responded 1n the attumative) replied that they felt that the CMB was doing
a good job at representing the concerns of the community of Arvrat,

One respondent replied that the people she had spoken with about the CMIB telt that
they were getting good feedbach, but thut she had hemd from settlements without
community representatives that they were not getting ¢nough feedback (#12'). Such
people felt that the only time they communicated with the KW o1 the CMB was in
the case of a change m regulations. These communities are heavily dependent on
newsletters tor information,

Only four (~8¢4) of the people I interviewed had spoken with then CMI3
representative at one time or another to express a concern. One man rephed that when
hunters were concerned about the inappropriate behaviour of other hunters, they
discussed the problem among themselves and olten used CB radio to continue o1 aid
such discussion (#27).

Again, only four people had ever st in on o CMB mecting winle the same number
had spoken at CMB meetings A tew people oftered reasons 1o explain why they did
not attend meetings. These reasons meluded being out on the land when mectings were
held (#13) or only attending mectings that concerned fish o1 polar bear (#27. #44).
One of the women interviewed said that she was sure that it she went "they would say

she’s just a woman" (#47).

' For the rest of this chapter intersiewees will be reterred to by an ntersiew identification
number: (ID#). See Table 5-2 tor identitication numbers.
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Carihou News: Twenty-one (~45%) of the 47 people tormally interviewed had read
¥ )

Caribou News at some time o1 another whether {frequently or infiequently. One man
said that he telt that the community should make better use ot Caribou News
especially in schools where it could be a very important way to help kids leain about
caribou and conservation. I asked some people what they thought of the translation of
occasional articles into Inuktitut. One man said that "sometimes it is hard to »
understand dialects, [since] not all articles use the same dialect" (#1), Arother man
that T spoke with has done quite a bit of translation work. He replied that with the
mixing of Inuktitut speakers trom all areas, the amalgamation of dialects used could
deteriorate Inuktitut, but that it was possible to use language that everyone could
understand (#5). O1 those who have read Caribou News. twelve (~57%) said that they
read it intrequently or that they had read it in the past. Ten people (~21% of all
interviewees) appeared to read it often.

Caribou News used to be sent to every household and one man replied that he

did not read it anymore because 1t did not come to his mailbox (#26). Another mun
telt that most elders do not read Caribou News very much and that it would be a good
idea to have radio announcements o to have someone come in to speak with the
elders (#35). A woman in a subsequent interview who does not read the newsletter

very often also felt that it would be more interesting to hem spots on the radio (#22).

Hunters and Wildlife Management: [ then began to ask people general questions
about catibou that did not specitically involve the CMB. T asked about the issues
which mterviewees telt the CMB o biologists should be most concerned about
(Question #6). Nineteen people (~40%) had no reply or telt that wildlife managers were
doing a good job and did not have any suggestions. However, a number of interesting
issues were brought up by others.

One man replied that the CMB should think of the manner in which to control
hunting activity should it ever become necessary (#2). In another interview a woman
felt that there wete too many people interested in hunting animals and that the only

people who should be guaranteed access to meat should be the unemployed (#33).
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Ancther man felt that the issue ot commercial quotas needed to be dealt with given
that some communities had been granted quotas and others had not. He worties that
the potential exists for major centies (like Cambndge Bay or Rankin Inlet with their
meat packing outlets) to become cential distributors and he opposes such centralization
of meat distribution (#5). In another interview someone pointed out that many living
things depend on caribou including cranes, seagulls, jaegers and foxes. This man
worried about the wide-ranging and long-term etfects of contamination by industial
developments such as uranium mining. He wondered how a management ageucy could
addiess such inter-species dependencies (#0).

The issue of the effects ot the market economy on hunting decisions came up.
One hunter expressed his dilemma about how better to expend his etfort, whether to
hunt caribou for food or wolves tor the money from the sale ot pelts. This was a
dilemma that the hunter faced whenever he was out on the land because he would not
go out on the land only to hunt one o1 the other species (#11).

One man was concerned about the feeding of caribou meat to dogs; the issue
which this man brought up is really about conceptions ot waste. The man had been
upset to read that a man in Baker Lake was charged with an illegal act atier feeding
the meat of sick caribou to his dog team. He felt that the ability of the hunter to
distinguish between sick and healthy meat should have been respected and that it made
more sense for the hunter to feed the meat to his dogs than to leave the meat lying out
on the land. The man I spoke with stated that most young people would not be able to
tell the difterence between a sick and a healthy caribou betore they shotat unless the
caribou was very skinny or hmping (#21).

A couple of the women that | spoke with were coneerned about chimges
occurring in the meat over the past few years that they had not encountered betfore.
They felt that the meat tasted ditferent and that meat was otten white and supputated
or hard. One woman said that there were instances when meat looked very difterent,
when she and her tamily would not bother to bring the meat home (#25). Another

woman felt that biologists should do mote research on the changes i the "heart and




insides and gut” of caribou and wondered what caused the meat to look yellow at
times. She said that 1f the meat looked very yellow it was given to dogs (#41).

An elder who has participated in many land claim and management meetings
emphasized his concern that talk should revolve around the sharing of land and not the
control of land. It is important to him that discussion of management does not become
a discussion ot "who’s land is this" (#30).

Two women wete very concerned about the etfects of drugs injected into
animals by researchers (e.g. tranquillizers). One woman said that her family had
stopped eating polar bear meat after watching researchers drugging polar bears in a
T.V. documentary. She felt that the researchers might be putting poisons into the bears
(#32).

Concerns about the presentation of 1esearch methodology to the community
were also expressed. A couple of men felt that it was very important that local
communities be made aware of 1esearch far in advance ot its proposed starting date so
that people in the communities had the time to amend or make changes to

methodologies that worrtied the community (#3535, #38).

Community Hunts: Questions 7 and 8 ot the interview asked about the importance ot
community hunts to the tuture of atlordable cartbou hunting. I realized fairly quickly
that Question 8 was not phiased very appropriately at all. Thete was a great possibility
that interviewees would think that T was questioning their abilities to provide for their
families. I changed Question 8 to "Do you have the time and money to hunt as often
as you would hke?".

Forty-three ot the forty -seven interviews stiongly supported the community
hunt that the Tocal HTA and renewable resource ofticers had organized in the past.
Only one person sand that he did not approve ot the hunt and this was o man who telt
that the hunt should not be carried out in the spring when females were pregnant.
However, the same man said he was not sure that any of the caribou distributed by the

HTA wete pregnant when shot (#20).
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It was felt by many people that the community hunt progiamme was very
important for elders in the community, for single mothers and for those without the
financial resources to aftord hunting equipment. The community hunts are organized
by the HTA and the decision to go ahead with a hunt primarily depends upon the
distance of caribou trom the community. Social services gives the HTA or ienewable
resources a list of names of elders and others in need of meat. The number of caribou
taken in the community hunt can vary quite a bit from one year to the next, i.c., if
caribou are relatively inaccessible then the hunt is expanded. In 1993, 100 caribou
were taken in the community hunt; in 1992 only 37 caribou were harvested (#8).

One man described the need tor community hunts saying that good hunters ae
often asked for pieces of meat and that many people used the 1adio to announce that
they needed meat. This sharing ot meat rarely involves an exchunge of money tor
meat although occasionally someone may offer money for good meat (meat with lots
ot fat) (#21).

A number of people wished to see an increase in the frequency or extent ol
community hunts in the future. Others emphasized that it was important to provide
meat especially when people were gomg hungry and that elders should never be et
hungry for meat (#30. #35). A couple of the people Tinterview ed emphasized the
strong support of community hunts by all the commumties in Nunavut and said that
the organisation of a formal Hunter Income Support Programme was now underway
following the tinal signing of the Nunavut Agreement (#34). An elder also talked
about the importance of implementing such a progiamme. He said that hunters had
talked about such a programme among themscelves or on CB radio tor years and
voiced his opinion that with such a programme in place. meat mught not be wasted as
much (#30).

There were people, however, who had concerns about the community hunt.
One woman worried that some ot the people involved with past hunts were most
interested in getting money tor gas and grub for the hunting trip and would harvest
animals in any condition (sick ot thin) to bring back to the community. People in need

of meat would not complain about the relative quality of the meat, but she felt that the
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organizers of the hunt should be sure to involve experienced hunters who would bring

back healthy meat (#42).

Young People and Land Skills Instruction: Question 9 was a two-part question
asking interviewees about young people’s opportunities to learn skills out on the land.
I also asked whether young people who dropped out of school expressed interest in
getting involved with trapping. fishing or hunting activities. Four people (~8%) said that
young people definitely expressed interest in learning land skills and in becoming
involved with activities out on the land once they left schools. Seven people (~15%)
said that young people expressed little it any interest in activities out on the land.

The rest of the interviewees did not give such "black and white" answers. One
man described the situation in this manner: there are thiee groups of young people;
some are "townies" and never go out on the land, some go out all through the year
and the thitd group goes out on the land only in the spring (#30).

Twenty-four people (~51%) telt that young people did not go out on the land
because they did not have the financial resources to equip themselves properly or
because they needed more instruction about how to look after themselves on the land,
how to orient themselves in bad weather conditions and needed to know more about
traditional forms of conservation. In one of the discussions | had with an older
woman, she mentioned that young people did not know very many ot the ways to
cook caribou that she had learned as a child (#32).

A couple of men mentioned that they did not feel particularly comfortable
about the instruction ot land skills in the schools because these skills involved ways of
looking at the world (life skills) that should be lett up to parents to teach their
children. Many people were primarily concerned, however. that because of the high
costs of hunting, many children would only get the opportunities to learn land skills
through the school.

Parents often cannot afford to take their kids out on the land given that it is not

safe to buy a cheap snowmachine for this area (cost approximately $ 5,500) and it is
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advisable to replace machines once every two years (#2, #3). Gas cost approximately
$16 for 5 gallons in the winter of 1993 (#5).

Children in school until Grade 12 do not have the time to learn the educational
skills of their own culture, yet if they do not stay in school they are unable to compete
for the very few jobs available which can fund hunting activities (#0). 1t is also
difficult to find employment that keeps a hunter in good physical condition to be out
on the land hunting (#0); most jobs are seasonal and very few jobs exist in the winter
(#35). One young woman mentioned that many young people have very low selt-
esteem because they have almost no hope of employment and feel constantly criticized
by others in town who say that they are lazy and uninterested (#47).

I spoke with one man who had been involved with the school board in the past
teaching young people land skills as well as carving skills (part of cultural inclusion
programme). He mentioned that there were always more students interested in the
classes than space to accommodate them (#27). Students are also occasionally taken
out on camping trips with renewable resources staff (#17). Two young people (both
have been involved with teaching kids in the local school) mentioned that it would be
beneficial to start teaching kids about caribou conservation and land skills at a much
younger age than presently occurs (before grade 3) (#21, #47).

The young offenders programme makes use of land skills instruction to take
troubled youth out on the land. Young offenders are sometimes taken out on the land
for weeks o1 months at a time. Une man mentioned that such young people come back
to town calmer, relaxed, better fed and with a better sense of selt-respect (#34). 1t was
mentioned to me a couple of times that people often wished they could be out on the

land more often in order to "clear their head" (#3536, #47).

Waste: Question 10 asked about the wastage of meat due to crippling losses or
rotten/freezer-burned meat, ete. Twenty-thice people (~49%) mentioned that they felt
waste did occur and that the community should work to eliminate such waste, Waste
included meat that was lett out on the land, crippling losses, excessive hunting in fall

months (especially October) (#40) and inadequate knowledge of how to process meat.
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Four people (8%) felt that any waste that was occurring was insignificant. The
remaining twenty-five interviews were composed of comments about hunting bractices
and ways to prevent waste. Six people (13%) specitically mentioned that they felt
young people were responsible for hunting excesses which led to waste.

A few people remarked that they did encounter wounded animals out on the
land, but did not indicate whether they observed this accasionally or frequently (#2).
Some interviewees mentioned that if they found caribou carcasses or crippled animals
out on the land they would bring such meat back to the community where it could at
least be used as dog tood (#20,42,44,45).

People did mention that they felt that it was the job of the renewable resources
officers to deal with those hunters who were wasting meat. A few people felt that it
was very important that the community be constantly reminded of the need to be
responsible about the number of animals they havested (#15,106,21,44). Some
members ot the community (the HTA) do use the radio to tell people not to leave
;aribou on the land and that they should hunt responsibly (#28).

In one discussion of waste, a man mentioned that elders had taught him never
to shoot o1 bother caribou in areas that they used frequently, such as river crossings.
The first caribou encountered in a group should be left unharmed so that the caribou
would not become lost. Meat was not to be left on the land and animals should be
skinned as soon as they were shot. Caching is usvally done in late September for
retrieval in the winter (#5). One older woman mentioned that when she was a child,
people would never leave meat even it it were temporatily cached; it the family was
moving on, they would wait for the meat to "cool" and then travel. She felt that the
practice ot leaving meat "taw” out on the land was a recent phenomenon (#32).

Elders try to remind younger people not to hunt caribou as often during tae
summer because they are bothered by the flies (#38). One man observed that caribou
do break their legs in the summer months when they ate running from bugs (#38).

Another man also mentioned the importance of the knowledge of the elders in
any campaign to emphasize that edible meat should not be wasted. He stated that

especially young people needed to be made aware that an Inuit Jaw evists which
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speaks of not taking what you do not need and that the expression ot this unwritten
law passed on by elders’ knowledge was still necessary even with the existence of the
laws implemented by Department of Renewable Resources (#33).

I tatked about fall hunting with one man who mentioned it was possible to
interpret that it was inadvisable to take meat ducing the rutting season because it had a
bad smell. However, he said there was no reason not to use the meat because it was
not bad (#6). In contrast, if a sick animal was mistakenly harvested the meat would
not be used (#6,13).

The same man mentioned that crippling losses could be reduced by
encouraging education in firearms use such that a hunter knew enough to determine by
the sound of a shot whether the bullet was stray or not (#6, " was added that there
was the problem that sometimes inadequate (not powertul enough) fireaims were being
used to hunt caribou (#6). Of course, as one younger man pointed out, you would have
to be a highly skilled hunter in order to 1ecognize whether or not a bullet had met its
mark or had gone stray (#21).

Many people mentioned that older meat was used to feed dogs at times,
especially by elders (#7). The community radio station is also used to advertise the
availability of extra meat if a family finds themselves with more than enough to eat
(#14). Community freezers are maintained from early spring until freeze-up for those
members of the community who do not have theit own freezers (#34).

Those people who spoke of hunting excesses mentioned that it was most likely
to occur in the fall (#36,40). One man felt that it might occur because in the past they
(Inuit) had tried to get as many animals as possible in the fall and that they would
then cache the meat which would be retiieved during the winter (#40). A woman
mentioned that in the fall she did occasionally see caribou carcasses out on the land
with their tongues removed. She and her husband brought such animals back to the
community for dog food (#42).

Finally, one hunter expressed his disappointment with some hunters that he had

observed leaving harvested caribou out on the land if they did not have a lot of fat or
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were judged to be too skinny (#28). The same hunter said that other hunters put
pressure on hunters who caused such wastage to refrain from such practices (#28).
Interestingly, a younger woman felt that if thete was an organized attempt to
demonstrate to young people how to prepare meat, less meat would be wasted. She
also felt that it was important to document traditional methods of preparing meat even
though she knew that at this time in her life she would not use such methods.
However, she felt that in the future her tastes might change and that she would not

want to forget the traditional ways (#47).

Attitudes Toward Caribou Population Surveys: 1 asked people what they thought of
scientific caribou population estimates in general. Twenty-one (~35%) ot the people 1
spoke to replied that they did not believe that biologists could determine the numbers
of caribou. People cited a number of reasons for coming to this conclusion including
that they felt that caribou were always moving and that this would make it too
difticult to count them. Others said that they knew that biologists do not count all

animals and that the number they came up with was a "guess".

Nine (~19%) of the people that I spoke with felt that the population estimates
were quite accurate. Nine of the people which I spoke to (these people are not all the
same people who feel that population estimates are accurate) had either been involved
with population sutveys or had watched them at close hand. Only one of these nine
people said that he felt the population surveys came up with accurate numbers. Five of
the men did not think that the surveys came up with accurate numbers saying that
biologists did not count resting caribou (sitting or lying down) (#9) or that caribou
could look like rocks and be missed (#10).

The other thiee men felt that the numbers were "random” (#11) or that the
sutveys did not take into account possible changes in the migiation routes of the
animals (#35). One of the men who had been involved with population surveys said
that local people are displeased with population surveys because they feel that the

survey s have been cartied out too close to town in the past and that the activities of
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the survey caused the animals to become scared. This made hunting ditticult for local
people because they prefer to hunt the animals that are closer to town (#30).

The seventeen people (~36%) who expressed no definite positive ot negative
opinion about the surveys spoke about their reservations with the surveys. One man
felt that most people in the community automatically recalled the decline announced
by biologists in the late seventies/early eighties when population estimates were
mentioned (#5). He said that people know that when caribou are not around they must
be somewhere else, leaving time for the giound to recuperate (#3).

Both this man, and a woman 1 interviewed later, said that people know that
animals such as caribou, fish and ptatmigan can be more plentiful one year than the
next. This pattein or cycle was something to be expected of many aspects of lite, not
just of animals; the woman 1 spoke to described this thinking as a "custom" (#5,12).
The man said that Inuit do not usually work with numbers (#5). Another man said that
he was not too concerned with actual numbers stating that if he spent enough time out
on the land he could gain a general sense of herd size (#0).

A second man also commented about the "aftermath” of teelings sutiounding
the reported decline of caribou in the early eighties (#34). He said that one of the
reasons that Nunavut was so important to many Inuit communities was that it would
prevent the communities {from ever being placed in the position again where a quota
system could be forced upon them from "outside", such as with polar bear, musk-ox or
narwhal (#34). He said that if there were ever future reports ot a decline, he would
want to check the 1eports betore he accepted the results very quickly (#34).

The typical 1eaction of those people that did not believe in population estimates
was that it could not be possible to come up with an estimate because caribou are
always moving. A woman explained this skepticism saying that many hunters temain
doubtful when told that there are X number of caribou in any particular location, as
she expressed; "how can there be an estimate tor one spot?” (#12).

One of the men commented that he was concerned that the community never
heard the results of population surveys and that biologists were collecting information

only tor themselves (#43). Although, when I was in Arviat, there were displays in both
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the airport and the local government building indicating the latest results of radio

tracking surveys.

Biologists” Knowledge of Caribou Movements: [ asked people whether they felt that
the community would benefit ftom increased information fiom wildlife officers or
biologists about caribou movements. Twenty-nine people (~62%) responded that they
would find such information useful. I often asked people whether they felt that young
people or those without a lot of money or time to spend hunting would benefit
especially trom such information. One person 1eplied that such information would help
young people, but that "older people |were] usually ahead of biologists [with
knowledge about the whereabouts of catibou] (#6).

Two other people replied that it was better tor young people to get knowledge
from other people in town who were doing a lot of travelling (#9), or that elders knew
where caribou were travelling (#42). One man replied that biologists "should not give
out any information about where caribou are or a whole bunch will go out and kill as
many as they want" (#206).

Those who felt that they would like to see more information about caribou
movements said that they would appreciate the information it caribou were a great
distance from town (more than 50 miles from town) o1 it caribou movements were not
as predictable as normal (#8,18,35). Two older men mentioned that the information
that biologists collected with the use of radio collars could be very usetul to hunters
(#38, #44).

Three hunters teplied that they found wildlite otficers to be very helpful in
helping them locate caribou, one of these men stated that, * they |wildlife officers] are
helping out and they always tell where caribou are”. Another of the men said that,
"we always help each other out; wildlite officers and hunters" (#30).

Those interviewees that felt that they would not benefit from biologists’
information usually suid that they already knew where to expect to find caribou from
their own experiences out on the land (#1,7,12). Some hunters stated that if their own

experience was not adequate, they could obtain the information they needed by talking

102




over the CB or HF radio or by phoning friends or relatives such that they would arrive

at places in time to intercept animals (#5,21,27,36.39).

Intercommunity Information Exchange: I wanted to know how important the
exchange of information about caribou between communities was to hunters. Thirty-six
people (~77%) responded that they spoke at least periodically with members of other
communities about caribou movements over the phone o1 by HF or CB radio. Twenty
of these people specitically mentioned the use ot CB radios, ten spoke of HF radio,
while thirteen people spoke of communication by phone or 1adio in general. One man
said that he would not share o1 eapect information about caribou movements (#20).

Another man said that there was not enough information about caribou
movements on eithet CB o1 HF radio (#29). He surmised that the community would
benefit if it had experienced people spend time out on the land in order to let the
community know whete the herds are (#29).

The range of the CB 1adio allows people to speak to hunters as distant as
Baker Lake and Whale Cove about caribou movements (#3, #7). The HF radio is in
use almost twenty-four hours a day and it is possible to hear people out on the Jand
hunting almost always (#3) HF 1adios can be used to speak with people about caribou
in communities as far away as Coral Hznrbofu, Iqaluit (#10). Yellowknife and
Sanikiluaq (#34).

The CB radio is used most often in the summer-time with all-teniam vehicles
when hunts usually last no longer than a day (#21). The HEF 1adio has a much greater
range and is used for winter hunting when the range of a CB s too short for the
longer distances travelled (#21).

I was told that people in the community regulaly volunteered information to
other Inuit communities, but that there was not mueh contact with Dene communities
further south (#6). The radios are also a means by which to facilitate the
intercommunity trading of country food such as walrus, canbou and fish with

communities like Chesterfield Intet and Rankin Inlet (#12).
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One elder told me that before radios were available he used to get {ogether
with inland people to talk about areas where caribou would be stopped in their
migration paths (#30). The same man said that in the past they had kept in contact
with Dene people in Manitoba in order to speak about which direction the caribou
were travelling (#30). Another elder who had told me of losing her husband and her
mother and mother-in-law to sickness (tuberculosis?) and starvation near Ennadai Lake

in the late 1950s, spoke of the present-day announcements of caribou movements by

CBC Rankin (#41).

Participation in Biologists’ Fieldwork: Six of the interviewees (~13%) said that they
had been involved with some kind of wildlife research work. Three of these men had
participated in caribou population surveys once each (#4,11,35). One man had helped
with a research project to count geese (#39), while another had been hired by Nunasi
Development Incorporated to watch the reactions of birds and sea mammals to air
blasting (#06).

Eighty-seven percent ot people replied that they had never been involved with
the research of a biologist. Thiee people said they had seen either the tlights of planes
-arrying out aerial surveys ot caribou or had observed spring composition surveys
(#14,40,45). 1 did not puisue this inquiry further except to ask occasionally whether
these people would participate in surveys if they were asked. Many people said they
would be interested. Two men said that they would participate in research if their
work was paid (#11,18).

In answer to my question about the possible need for more local participation
in research, thirty-seven people (~79%) responded that would like to see more local
involvement. Thiee people (~6¢e) felt that there was no need for increased involvement
(#2,15,30) ana seven people (~13%) had an inditterent 1esponse (#1.4,7.11,20,22,45).

One of the people who expressed interest in increased community participation
commented that since the HTAs and settlement councils were established such
involvement was "much better than the old days... [when the community] hardly knew

anything [about field research]" (#5). Another man expressed his interest in seeing the
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occasional presence of researchers within the community to explain surveys and their
methods (#21).

An older man felt that if there was an effort to biing young people along on
surveys, they would learn not to hunt more animals than they needed once they
appreciated the determination of the actual number of caribou that exist (#37). One
man mentioned that the participation of young people would be a valuable way fo

them to learn skills they would need in the future (#39).
r

Caribou Monitoring: My sixteenth question asked interviewees about their thoughts
of the techniques of catibou monitoring surveys. Twenty-four people (~51%) said that
they were generally comfortable with catibou surveys. Four people (=878) felt that the
surveys wete advantageous because they helped people in the commumty to locate
caribou (#1,9.27,31). Sixteen people (~349) wortied that aetial smveys and/or 1adio-
collaring was detrimental to the health of caribou, although nine of these sixteen were
also part of the group of people who weie accepting of the techniques. Four people
were quite wonied about the effects of diugging and/or netting on caribou
(#5,6,11,33); two of these four felt, however, that the methods wete justitied (#5,11).

Thirteen people (~2870) were unsure of their thoughts about this issue.

Thinking of the Possibilities of the Future: My seventeenth question was an attempt
to open up discussion of users’ perceptions about the goals of caribou management.
How did people feel about a management scheme that would attempt to influence the
population dynamics of caribou? For the fitst thirteen interviews I phrased the question
in this way, "How do you feel about management practices by which managers would
attempt to increase caribou numbers o1 users” accessibility in order to meet users’
needs?". 1 changed this question for the remaining 34 interviews because et that it
was probably a ditticult question to translate and a fairly Jditticult question to answer
"on the spot".

My second version ot this question was split into two paits. [ asked

interviewees about their reactions to two possible future scenarios. I emphasized as |
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presented the scenarios that I had made them up and that they did not represent
anyone else’s ideas or the predictions of any research. The first scenario (17A) asked
people what they would think of a system to fly hunters out to caribou, in years when
-aribou did not follow migration paths reasonably close to the community. The second
scenario (17B) asked interviewees about their thoughts of the introduction of reindeer
to the area in the case that canibou numbers were greatly reduced for a long period of
time.

I will first present the responses to the tirst 13 interviews. Six people (~13%)
stated that they would welcome attempts to increase accessibility to caribou and/or to
increase caribou herd sizes (#1,4,7,9,10,13). One person felt that there was no need to
make these efforts (#2) while two others felt that such efforts would be damaging
(#5,12). One man expressed his opposition saying that, "animals are born to roam,
domestication could be bad; disease, ete. could develop; [do] not believe in bothering
animals; something could happen that cannot control..." (#5). A woman cited a case
where harp seal were purported to be overpopulating an area near Tuktoyaktuk. She
said she had heard that there was talk of giving "some kind of vaccination" to the
seals to reduce numbers by decieasing tertility (#12). The woman felt that this was
"going totally against nature” (#12).

Those people that expiessed support for increased accessibility or numbers
really only answered in the atfirmative without stating any reasons. However, one man
who supported such proposals indicated in his answer that it was important that
managers and users help each other out (#1). He spoke of bringing samples of
unhealthy caribou tissue to the renewable resources oftice in order that it be tested.
This man did state that "caribou are on their own, they can survive on their own" so |
do not feel that he necessarily supported any future programme to decrease wolf
fertility for instance.

The discussion will now turn to interviews 14 through 47. Twenty-eight people
(~60%) said that they would support a programme to tly hunters out to caribou, but
only it caribou were a great distance from town. Only thiee (~6%) said no, and three

people did not have an opinion. Fourteen people (30%) were comfortable with the
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future introduction of reindeer. Another fourteen people said they would not support
such a plan; five of these people felt that caribou numbers would never diop to such a
level that the community would need another supply of meat. Six people (139) were
unsure of their feelings about reindeer.

A number of interesting comments were made to explain the various stances of
the interviewees. One woman was careful to point out that many people would have
no access to fresh food products if they could not get counuy food (#14). The same
woman said that she wortied about the present situation whete some famulies could not
afford to hunt and were going hungry as a result (#14). A man reiterated these ideas
when he said that if caribou were to migrate at a far distance trom the town, the
community "would be very deeply stuck" (#34). One young woman said that she
would want meat especially it she were unemployed (#47). One man tatked of the
community ot Coral Harbour whose hunters had been tlown to the mainland in the
past in order to obtain meat (#37).

The following comments represent thoughts of those people who worried about
the detrimental ettects of the introduction of a remdeer herd: One man said, "[it would
be a] bad idea since caribou would not have any food left" (#15). Another younger
man said such a plan would upset the elders because it would upset the taditional
ways of hunting caribou (#21). The same man acknowledged that "there are all Kinds
of people, there would be ditterent people concerned about the past and tradition; good
for people without means to buy gas..." (#21). The reasons of another man were that
reindeer would by detinition be animals that were "distwbed by people” and he would
not want to eat such an animal (#46). A woman who opposed reindeer intoduction
made retference to caribou she had seen in the Winnipeg zoo. She felt sorry for the
animals and suspected that they did not have any fut (#33). Those people that did not
like the idea of flying hunters out to distant animals worried that the animals would
then be overhunted (#21).

A man who said he would support reindeer introduction, sad that he had heard
that there was a "farm" in Coral Hatbour where the low population numbers prevented

people trom sustaining themselves on caribou alone (#44). A man who said he could
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not believe that caribou numbers would ever fall to dangerous levels talked of the fact
that females give birth to one calf a year (#18). However, he then discussed the fact

that if there were ever a big tire caribou would not be tat and he would not want to

eat caribou that had no fat (#18).

Communication with Wildlife Managers: Question 18 asked people to describe the
information wildlite managers needed (or should have) from the community in order
to do a good job. Most people felt that it was important that a dialogue be maintained
between renewable resources staft and the community. Most ot the interviewees
described that a comfortable situation tor communication existed and felt that the
community and renewable resources worked to help each other out.

The local HTA was mentioned as an easy forum for government employees to
get feedback from people in the community (#12). One ot the wildlife officers that 1
spoke with said that hunters dropped by the renewable resource otfices frequently to
describe animals that were acting stiangely, ete. (#3). The wildlife otficers are able to
learn a lot about the concerns and knowledge of the community trom listening to CB
or HF radio (it they know the land and they can speak Inuktitut) (#3).

Some people said that they would like researchers to spend even more time
consulting the community about their research. One man said that research was often
announced on the radio. but that consultation did not take place (#46).

One man had an interesting idea about creating "community wildlife officers"
(the term is my construction) analogous to the designation of special constable that the
RCMP has created (#6). The RCMP allows candidates to choose whether to train tfor
vears to become peace ofticers o1 to be appointed as special constables on the spot.
An analogous wildlite otficer designation would be a recognition of the knowledge
obtained by community members thiough expetience on the land (#6).

It was suggested that biologists should spend more time consulting the elders
who would know more about the timing and routes of caribou movements than their

childien were hkely 1o know (#11.21). One elder said that he was satisfied that
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renewable resources were making a good eftort to speak with people in the
community, even with elders who no longer hunted (#30).

One man felt that it would be a good idea to establish a workshop to get
hunters and biologists together to discuss ditferent approaches to monitoting and
learning about caribou (#353). These warkshops would need to be held more often than
conferences or meetings and would be best attended by community members it held in .
winter months (#35).

My last question (No. 19) asked tor cominents ditected toward people in other
caribou-using communities o1 toward biologists or the CMB itself. A number of
people commented about the potential for wasteful hunting practices. A hunter felt tha
waste was a problem when caiibou wete near communities. He said thet when caibou
were close by many "amateur” hunters were out on the lind who would not ordinarily
hunt caribou (#2). Another man was concerned that hunting practices had become
much more lax than when he lived out on the land with his parents (#5). He felt that
the answer to such problems lay not with enforcement, but with the ability ot leaders
to educate people by distiibuting intormation to people so that they can be wise and
show respect (#5).

I had an interesting discussion with one man about the imphceations of the
community health centre’s policies on the preparation of wild meat (#21). He felt that
there was a conflict between health policies and taditional food preparation practices
which left people contused about whether to adopt "white" ways o1 to tollow Inuit
ways. People are wamed to protect themselves rom botulism and brucellosis when at
the same time they are told that traditional tood 1s the best diet. The community is
told not to leave meat sitting aound. but many older people hke to age their meat and
do not like to eat treshly-killed meat.

A second suggestion for community wildlife otficers or hy-law ofticers was put
forth by one man at the end of his interview (#20). Approval of the practice of
wildlife officers or the HTA to discourage hunters from over-hunting was expressed
(#39). One hunter spoke of the changes in caribou consumption over the years. He feht

that it was important tor the CMB 10 recognize that in the past fanulies needed 200 to
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400 animals per year to keep a single family adequately supplied. This man now takes
from 20 to 40 caribou per year for the needs of the seven people that he hunts for
(#0).

Two interviewees were concerned about the implications ot the commercial use
of caribou. One man felt that at this time commercial use was at a minimum and he
felt confident that 4 system could be devised to expand commercial use with careful
controls in place (#6). In contrast, one elder that I spoke with was completely opposed
to any sale of caribou meat, although she did not mind the sale of fish (#32).

A number ot people expressed their concern with the mess lett out on the land
by some people who did not clean up their camps. One man was concerned about land
for another reason. He worried about the threat of camp fires that weie not properly
extinguished (#44).

A couple of comments centred on wildlife oftficers and management. One older
man said that wildlite officers first came to his community when he was a teenager
and at that time he really hated them (#37). However, now he realizes that they are
"usefnl". Another man had the same thoughts about the wildlife officers (#37). He
found that now the otticers worked on the side of the people and concluded that this
might be because they are both native. Only one person commented on the
organisation of management boards (#42). She was concerned that elders are not
involved with the boards because they are unable to speak English. She worried that
the boards are missing important knowledge about animals that younger people do not

have.
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‘ 5.2 TADOULE LAKE, MANITOBA AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Interviews carried out with people of the Sayisi-Dene First Nation in Tadoule

Lake in August of 1993 weie characterized by a casual conversational style. On my

arrival in Tadoule, members of the community suggested | not use the  sequential

questioning approach I had used when interviewing people in Arviat. Most intetviews

lasted twice as long as the interviews carried out in Arviat. I spoke with 11 men, one

woman and four married couples in separate interviews. A temale translator worked as

a moaderator between the Dene and English languages for over half of the

conversations'’, the rest were conducted in English.

Simple profile of interviews in Tadoule Lake, Manitoba, August 1993,

ID# SEX AGE Translation between Dene and 1'nelish

Table §-3.
1 M 40s
2 (Crda0s
3 C 60s
4 M 30s
S M 40s
6 M 70s
7  C 060s
8 M 40s
O M 30s
10 M 70s
11 M 70s
12 ] 8Os
13 C 00s
14 M 50s
15 M 30s
16 M 30s

* (‘

History of

N
N
some
N
N

= couple

the Community: In order to begm o understand the relationship of the

people of Tadoule Lake with wildlite management institutions 1t 1s necessary to hean

the story of the 1elocations of the Sayisi-Dene. The Sayisi-Dene documentation of their

" The translator was present at some interviews when translaton was not needed, but

‘ interviewer and int

erviewee were more at case because of her role as a Haison!
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. history is available in a locally-produced tilm called "Nu Ho Ni Yeh" ("Our Story" in
English) (Treeline Productions 1992). Members of the community are still grappling
with the legacy of a government relocation of the people from Duck Lake to Churchill
in the late 1950s. The community relocated itself back on the land in the early 1970s.
Nevertheless, it is vital to recognize that the Sayisi-Dene were socially and
economically devastated by the original relocation', The community is suspicious of
government in general which is not unusual for many first nations. However, a good
number of the older people I spoke with are specifically suspicious of wildlife
managers who they feel justified the government’s assimilationist policies by asserting
that Dene were over-hunting caribou in northern Manitoba and should therefore be
moved into a settiement'. One of the men 1 spoke with expressed a common
frustration; it is very ditficult now to accept marginal caribou use such as the
recreational hunting of caribou. This is because the Sayisi-Dene people, who have
survived on an economy based on caribou, are still recovering trom the legacy of a
policy which at one time destroyed their ability to hunt caiibou and thereby denied
them their self-sutficiency (#157).

Settlement living is a relatively recent phenomenon. One man explained that
the Sayisi-Dene have never lived year-tound in one location as long as they have at
Tadoule Lake, for the last twenty-odd years (#4). Many people in Tadoule Lake have
become "urbanized" even though they live in a very isolated community
(approximately 45 minute flight from the neatest all-season road) (#4). One man sees
future and expanded life on the land as a necessary part of helping people to escape

the self-destructive introspection which can occur in a small, isolated place (#4). There

™ See Koolage's 1968 study of the socio-economic conditions of the Sayisi-Dene at
Churchill. The Churchill Archives contain 1evealing information about the conditions in
Churchill, especially the records of the Community Development Officer.

" A game warden's account of that time is contained in Robertson’s memoirs (1991).

| . . . . . . 'yl . .
* Numbers contained in parentheses in section 5.2 refer to the identification numbers of
interviews outlined in Table 5-3.
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is a degree of confidence that as a result of contact with the Manitoba Department of
Natural Resources, a moratorium will continue to exist on land leases, transactions or
outpost camp permits until land entitlement issues are settled (#4). The self-

determination of the community depends upon such a moratorium.

The Community and Wildlife Management: Most people said that they were quite
aware that there are government employees who manage catibou (#1). The majority of
people said that they know that wildlife managers somehow count caribou, but they do
not know much else about their activities (#1). A couple of men stated that caribou
management should be a strong force, but did not like the word "management”
(#1,2,14). One man explained that the translation of nianagement concepts is extremely
difficult where the word "management” is most closely translated as "looking after” in
the Dene language. It would seem nonsensical to most people to envision "looking
after” wildlife animals (#14). He also feels that most people automatically feel
defensive when they hear about the existence of a management bomd (#14).

A man who had spent a good deal of time talking with wildlite biologists and
managers in the past was happy with the CMB. He feels that it has overcome the lack
of communication between government and the people in the past (#2). He feels the
board is effectively planning for the future, not only of his generation, but for the
tuture of generations to come (#2).

Another man was not aware of the recent activities ot the CMB, but values it
as a "safeguard" (#9). He felt that biologists had made a large effort to communicate
with users in the last several years. However, he telt that when cut-backs in funding
oceur, biologists choose to priotitize the use of "high-tech.” information rather than
community information and spend their time "down south” rather than financing
consultation with communitics (#9).

One of the men who said that he had litle knowledge of the CMB voiced an
example to illustrate his doubts about whether the CMB really helps the community.
One of the prominent concerns of the community is the Border A licence dispute and

he said he still did not know whether that contioversy was solved or not (#14). The
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Border A licence issue was the single issue that he currently associates with the board
and he is uncomfortable that it is still an unresolved issue from his perspective. He felt
that because of this, and other questions of adequate community participation, it would
be a good idea to set up a local community-owned management board.

Elders said they knew little or nothing about the CMB and are quite distrustful
of government representatives (#6,7,10-13). One elder said that one of the reasons he
is wary of biologists is because he is not comfortable with the manner in which
harvest information is collected (#11). He said he has never had feedback about what
is done with harvest data once it is collected. He wants this information brought back
to the community along with information about who is using the data and how it is
used (#11).

The CMB was described as the only avenue by which Dene and Inuit
communities can communicate with each other about caribou (#4). One man worries
that the intluence of the CMB will be diminished once the NWMB takes hold of
-aribou management decision-making (#4). He also discussed the variation in
acceptance of the commercial use of caribou, He described this situation as a
competition where the short-term economic valuation of caribou threatened to dissolve
the traditional sense of the value of caribou. This is especially true because there is no
significant communication between Inuit communities interested in developing
commercial matkets for caribou and Dene communities that are not (#4). Without such
communication provincial communities such as Tadoule feel a growing frustration and
desperation that traditional values of caribou cannot be retained with the instigation of
commercial quotas (#4).

The concerns about harvest data collection stretch to population estimates. One
man mentioned that he did not think the counts were always accurate. He knows that
not all people are willing to provide provide full information about the number of
-aribou they harvest because they are suspicious of what will happen to the
information (#1).

One hunter often tinds it difficult to reconcile biologists’ estimates of the

number of caribou in his area with his own observations and understanding of how
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scientists estimate their numbers (#2). Elders said that they do not believe what
biologists or natural resources employees tell them about the caribou population
(#3,6,7). Some people in the community want the chance to speak with biologists
about why they felt caribou numbers were decreasing in the early 1980s and then
increased. Some members of the community would also like the chance to discuss
changes in caribou movements and the results of biologists” monitoring studies (#14).

More eftfort should be put into relaying information about wildlite studies into
a format and language that local communities can understand (#9). It was felt that
there would be gieat interest if biologists came into the community at least once a
year to explain what they have learned from radio-collaring caribou and other
monitoring methods (#14).

People teel that their thoughts have no influence on policy making, so why
bother to try to make their thoughts known (#14). The CMB is sttongly associated
with government and is spoken of in the same context as one man spoke of the his
worries of Manitoba-Hydro’s plans for futwme development (#14). By this it is meant
that the CMB is considered by some people as one of a number of many othet
government and outside interests external to the community.

There has been some involvement of the community with wildlife research. A
couple of men mentioned that in past years elders were occasionally asked to
participate in population surveys (#1. 14). One of the men | talked to had participated
in the tagging progiamme at Duck Lake in the 1950s when he was quite young.

People in the community were asked to turn in caribou jawbones to wildlite
officers, but the man I spoke with about this was not sute to what degiee people
complied (#14). He did feel, however, that many people in the community would tuin
their thoughts back to the 1950s relocation fitom Duck Lake and become uneasy about
contributing to a study that might have direct and considerable impacts on their lives
in the future (#14). Over the years, usually one person in the community at a time has
held an employment position with the provincial Department of Nutural Resources to

collect harvest data and/or help out with acrial surveys.
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Thoughts on Fire Control: A couple of the interviews involved discussion about fire
control. The Manitoba provincial government does not have a policy to suppréss fires
in northern areas of the province unless human lives are endangered. One man said he
tinds it frustrating and disappointing to see that people from Manitoba communities
are hired to fight fires in Saskatchewan, but there is nothing they can do to control
fires in their home province (#5,6). People are frustrated that communities down south
receive training in fire-fighting methods, but this is not an option in communities in
the extreme north of the province (#5). It appears to be important to the community to
fully understand why the province’s priorities for the control of fite do not include
northern Manitoba (#1).

One man tried to explain that it is very important for wildlife managers to
recognize that changes in hunting regulations or policies must be introduced gradually
and with consultation. He cited the example of the introduction of Border A licences,
a case where most people were told at 4 meeting without any warning that these
licences weie to be instituted. People felt that the licences were being forced on them
(#1). Another man said that he had heard that licences were to be issued to sports
hunters and felt that consultations should be held with the community first (#14).

Caribou News does enjoy a readership tfiom the young to elders. Most people

over fifty-five read in syllabics only (#4,14). However, some people did ask if the

newsletter was still being published (#4).

Concerns about the South: A couple of people were concerned about animal rights
groups and the possibility that they might continue to demand changes in trapping and
hunting activities in the future. One man expressed his incredulity that some people
"down south" felt justified in campaigns to stop northerners from eating country food.
He said that he found this otfensive especially because most people in small northern
communities have very few opportunities for employment and would go hungry
without wild meat (#1). The same man also felt that many southerners do not

understand the dynamics of the relationship between animals and the people that

harvest them (#1).
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A number of people expressed worries about the activities of private aircraft
which fly over huge tracts of unsupervised airspace and land in northern Manitoba and
the NWT. It is felt that it is too easy for small aircraft to take advantage of the lack of
monitoring of their activities and therefore felt sate to chance the risks of hunting
caribou illegally (#1,4,7,15).

"Bad Press"

Social science researchers and media are, of course, other intfluences that
concern the community. Elders mentioned that the documentation ot the interviews 1
was carrying out in the community meant that the words I used to communicate the
thoughts they shared with me, could conceivably be used to hutt people in the
community at a later time (#7,11,13)™. This is especially wornisome to elders because
they have no way of knowing whether their ideas are being translated and then later

understood in the context and sense in which they intended.

Development: Tadoule Lake was in the midst of voting about whether to construct a
road to connect it with all-weather 1oads when I was visiting. There was much
discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of increasing the accessibility of the
community. The community eventually voted to reject the proposal to constiuct a 1oad,
but issues of economic development ate never very far from the surface. There are
very few jobs available in the community and the recognition exists that although
employment opportunities are desperately needed. short-term economic gains can bring
with them irreversible destruction of the community and the envitonment, These

feelings are equally prevalent whether one talks about development such as 1oad

L A few people explained their hesitancy to speak to me (and other outsiders) by speaking
of the predicament of a newspaper photographer. She had taken pictures of caribou carcasses
washed up on the shotes of Duck Luke tor employees of the Department ot Natural Resources
in the 1950s. These pictures were published in southern newspapers without her knowledge and
cited as evidence of the slaughter of caribou by native peoples in northern Manitoba. For greater
explanation see "Nu Ho N1 Yeh" (Tadoule Lake 1992),
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construction, rumours of the hydro-development of the Seal River or the effects of

sport lodges.

Sport Lodges: There were a number of mixed and guarded reactions to the topic of
sport fishing and hunting. A prominent sentiment expressed by most people 1 spoke
with is a lack of trust of lodge operators. Many people feel duped by a number of
operators whose promised employment opportunities and commitment to local people
disappeared following the establishment of the lodges (#6,7,13). One elder named four
sites where sport lodges have been established at specific locations which have been
very important to the Sayisi-Dene in the past and are no longer available for their use
(#7). Only licensed outfitters are able to acquite and sell sport licences in the province,
band councils may not sell licences unless they establish an outfitting business.

Some people said that they felt at odds with the concept ot "sport” harvesting.
One man said he was repulsed with the cruelty of fish catch-and-release programmes
and wondered how anyone could object to trapping when such an obvious example of
unnecessary suftering exists (#13). An older woman felt it was immoral to hunt
animals that were not needed tor food and survival (#12). People teel that lodges are
affecting the viability ot trapping and having noticeable effects on caribou movements
(#5,12). In this way. it is felt that sport lodges are undermining the community’s past
way of life as well as the potential of present and future ways of life (#4).

A man who supports the concept of a community-owned lodge, felt the
pressure of the encroachment ot lodges on Dene traditional lands. He wondered
whether there would be a suitable area left to support a successtul fodge for the
community it the band did not establish one faitly soon (#3).

A couple of people said that they were mistrustful of lodges because they had
been told by a game warden that lodge operators needed permission frtom the band
council to hunt caribou in the vicinity of the community. However, such hunting has
gone on without permission from the community (#8). An older man stated that the
lodges set up in the surrounding area are by their very nature meant to improve

personal gain and he could not see how they would ever be beneficial to all members
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of local communities (#11). The people 1 spoke with felt a general malaise that they
did not know enough about the activities of lodges in the area such as how many
licences they are selling to sport hunters and what is happening to the meat (#14).
There is a great deal of worry about the implications of non-1esident caribou bunting.
It is felt that the CMB should consult directly with local communities about stiategies

to deal with the issue of non-resident hunting (#4).

Respect for Caribou: Waste, Hunting Practices and Tagging: A couple of people
mentioned that elders and band councillors continually stress that hunters must be
careful not to take more animals than they need (#1). Such practices include being
sure of the knowledge of how to make a clean fast kill, getting close enough to assess
the condition of an animal before shooting and being caretul not to chase animals
(#1,14,16).

Older men and women felt it important to explain how changing times had
changed the nature of respect for the land, especially the respect of people for the
animals they counted on for food. Only two or three generations ago people relied
very heavily on caribou for food. People had a very profound and fundamental
spiritual obligation to hunt catibou in a responsible manner because they had
represented their only means of survival (#11). This respect for animals permeated all
aspects of lite, from cooking to childbirth practices (#3). If caribou were not available
for food, people knew they would very likely starve to death (#8,12).

It was suggested to me that I not bring up the topic of radio-collaring in the
community because many heated and untesolved arguments about collaring still exist,
However, some people biought up the subject of caribou monitoring methods on then
own. One woman described monitoring methods as an invasion or attack of
agricultural society’s ideas on Dene culture, explaining that in contrast, she would
never presume to tag or place limits on the killing of cattle (#7).

An older man told a legend of a long ago attempt to mank caribou which ended
in the closing of a ime when caribou and people actually trusted each other enough to

live together (#11) (see Appendix 3 tor a version of this legend published in Caribou
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News). This precept, that caribou are not to be harassed, along with a belief that the
tagging of caribou in the 1950s led to the deaths of many animals (#11,14), has
sparked stift opposition to any mention of radio-collaring programmes.

People talked of how angry the community felt about caribou tagging. One can
gain a sense of how deep the outrage with the tagging programme must have run after
seeing a segment of the community’s film (Nu Ho Ni Yeh) where a man explains the
spiritual significance of a caribou river crossing. Caribou were tagged from canoes as
they swam across water bodies; crossings considered to be sacred sites. One of the
sites where much tagging occurred was at the Duck Lake site which has been so
important to the Sayisi-Dene.

Access to caribou is a long running concern of the community. The community
certainly worties what the etfects of commercial quotas will mean to changing patterns
of access to caribou meat. For example, will Batfin Islanders end up with indirect
access to Qamanirjuaq caribou through the meat processing centre in Rankin Inlet?
Should Dene and Inu’t communities living near the Beverly caribou range also have

access to Quamanirjuay caribou (#4)?

Caribou Condition: Many people mentioned that caribou are very thin in recent years
(#5-14). Elders noticed that the texture of meat has been notably tougher in the past
several years. Some people worry about skinny animals that are shot and then not
consumed because people worried that the animals were sick (#8). One man noted that
last fall tull-grown bulls were quite skinny and still had velvet on their antlers when
usually they were fat and antlers were free of velvet (#10). Tadoule Lakers have also
encountered caribou with unusually white foamy meat that they decided was not edible
(#10).

People are very interested in hearing about the levels of contaminants in
caribou meat and the relative effects that incidents like the Chernobyl nuclear accident

have had on the envitonment in their area.

120




Education: One man expressed the importance of teaching land skills to children
explaining that childien often become disillusioned with school thinking that it is a
"white man’s deal" that leaves them with little opportunity to learn of their own
culture (#2). Land skills are a culturally-meaningful way in which children can explore
and develop ideas about life and independence (#2).

Many parents do not have the equipment or the knowledge to teach thei
children land skills so he feels that it is necessary for schools (o take a1ole in
providing children with such opportunities. A few people feel that 1t is crucial that
land skills be incorporated into the school curriculum (#2,7,13).

There are gaps in the education of bush skills where someone in their mid-
twenties may know less about how to skin a caribou than a twelve yew old who has
had more opportumty to learn trom a skilled parent (#2). However, although many
children do know how to skin a catibou, tew know which caribou are the best o shoot
for good meat (#16). Young people may assume that the biggest caribou are the best
caribou to shoot and do not know that they can gather intormation about the likely
condition of a caribou by looking at its position in the herd (these positions change
depending upon whether the catibou are in the woods or on a lake) (#16). Waste could
theretore be avoided it hunters were less likely to shoot skinny or sick caribou that
they preferred not to eat, If skills like marksmanship and the diessing of meat were
taught through a school programme, the programme would act as an assurance that
each child in the community has the opportunity to learn basic bush skills.

One woman made the analogy. however, that a young person hving in g
community like Tadoule Lake and leaining about bush skills in a classtoom setting
without spending time out on the land, is like an illiterate person entering a store and
purchasing a good for which (s)he is unable to read the instructions. It is in the
demonstration and the use of the skills that the values and knowledge is retamed and
understood. Again, it was emphasized that land skills are about tar more than just
learning effective techniques to Kill ammals (#0).

Children learn about survival, about lite and about how to think and make their

own decisions so that they can determine their own direction. Llders felt that without
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these land or life skills, children in the community were likely to stagnate because
they curiently have little incentive to focus their thoughts about their goals for life
(#6,10).

Another elder had very interesting views about education and technology
change (#13). He stated that the kind of education and knowledge that he had acquired
living on the land could not be compared to education that children acquire in
government schools. However, he felt it important that children and outsiders realize
that his life on the land had provided him with an education and an ability to
understand the world in every way as valuable as classroom schooling (#13). He
worries that at present his knowledge and experience is unrecognized and is frustrated
when he sees how the use of the tools ot formal schooling aie diminishing his way of
life. He feels very saddened to be accompanied by a formally educated person out on
the land who cannot read a caribou trail in order to know which way to travel to find
animals. .

It was suggested that the CMB could help communities such as Tadoule Lake
to negotiate the adoption of a land skills programme into the formal school curriculum
(#2). Such programmes should be developed within individual communities given that
skills such as butchering methods vary from one area to the next (#2). Children in the
local school do make use of the CMB Schools Progiam year after year. Childien
quickly lean the contents of the kits. however, and then have no means to further
explore questions about caribou and conservation (#10).

One man suggested that one of the important reasons for developing a
community-owned lodge 1s to provide a place outside ot the community to teach
children about land skills in the bush (#3). Another man touched on the same idea,
pointing out that if' young people spent more time on the land and out of the
community they might break tree of the trustiations they felt in the community (#4).
He teels that it would be protoundly beneficial to slowly re-implement a seasonal
round of movement into people’s litestyles hopig that as a 1esult people would be a

lot happier and more balanced (#3).
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Community Hunts: A number of people said that the community hunt is quite
important especially for elders (#1,2.8). One elder said that the community hunts
should become an established means for childien to get the oppottunity to learn how
to hunt on the land (#7). However, the hunt as it exists has become quite an expensive
proposition which is difficult to carry out as many times as it may be needed (#14).
The cost of the hunt can vary substantially depending upon the distance of the canbou
from the community. In some years (depending upon the time of year!) it may be
possible to travel by boat while in other years hunters must travel long distances by
snowmobile. Access to air travel was invaluable to the community when a formet
chief (and CMB member) owned a plane. The community could then locate caribou

more easily and save travel costs because less time was spent searching for amimals.

Communication with Other Communities: Tadoule Lake does not use an extensive
HF or CB radio netwotk such as exists in Arviat. Appatently, this kind of 1adio
communication was used quite extensively when many people trapped, but radios are
not used very much now in part due to the intetference trom hydio-hines (#1). Thgh
quality radios capable of filtering out bachground noise are too expensive tor most
households to buy (#1). For the last thiee or tour years, since the instadlation of
telephones, people phone neighbouring communities 1t they have imtormation about the

movements and conditon of canthou in the area (#14).




CHAPTER 6. CO-MANAGEMENT AND THE SECURITY OF COMMUNAL
PROPERTY REGIMES

There is a huge variety ot themes which arise fiom the discussion of the
management of a common property resource like wildlife. In the last decade, theorists
have discussed the basic misconception western academics have held about the use of
natural resources lacking any apparent ownership; Hardin’s work detailing the
"Tragedy of the Commons" is cited as the epitome ot a definitive metaphor of this
misconception (Berkes 1985, 1989; Feeny et al. 1990, McCay and Acheson 1987).

Co-management systems, representing a dynamic process of compromise
between state and aboriginal wildlife management systems (Usher 1986), could not
have evolved without the unveiling or reinterpretation of the "Tragedy ot the
Commons". Wildlite biology has in the past concentrated on simple "predator-prey"
models of human-environment interactions with questionable predictive capabilities,
especially in northern areas (Freeman 1985:268. 276). Co-management systems
function as forums tor cross-cultural education and communication (Osherenko 1988,
Usher 1991). Such 1egimes work to promulgate social systems which combine socio-
economic interests and ecological principles. Co-management systems promise to
recognize customary indigenous intrastructures of resource management and to replace
infrastructures which place 1estrictive contiols on individual common property resource
users with controls of incentive to the well-being ot community interests ("voluntary
collective actions” Feeny et al. 1990:11).

There is a sea ot contlicts and miscommunications to wade through before co-
management systems can deliver on such a promise. Wildlife science has much work
to do to accept the applicability of tiaditional ecological knowledge to its own field.
Conversely. the legitimacy of scientific thinking and methods is suspect to many
tradit.onal aboriginal wildlife users. In addition, it is important to realize that
innumeracy leaves a large segment of society unable to understand the language of
science. 1tis not only northern communities that are overwhelmed by the mystifying

Jargon and methodologies of many sciences.
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Scientists, on the other hand, believe that ultimately their methodologies work
to make knowledge universally accessible and acceptable to all. Conversely, TEK
appears to be rooted in a context of spiritually-derived values. Perhaps this is the root
of the currently irreconcilable differences that make true co-management an
impossibility.

Spiritualism is intangible, extrinsic to the theorizing of science and therefore
meaningless to science. It may not make sense then, to think that to try to incorporate
facets of TEK into scientific thinking is a valuable exercise. What may be possible is
mutual and respecttul recognition. Each system of knowledge to be retained within its
own medium, instead of expending eftort to extract and dissect dynamic systems and
stick them in inappropriate mediums where they are unable to sustain themselves,

It might be useful to form an analogy between the mutual exploration ot
science and TEK and a SCUBA diver exploring the ocean. The diver uses equipment
developed to make a human being capable of surviving in a medium entirely ill-suited
to his inherent nature as an ait-breathing, gravity-bound orgamism in order to explore o
world he has encountered and wants to understand. The diver cannot remain
underwater tor an indetinite period ot time because the human body ultinately sutters
the effects of pressure that SCUBA equipment cannot control. The diver can return to
land and air following underwater exploration. Newly acquited knowledge will be used
to increase understanding of the foreign medium of water and inspire the diver to learn
from and appreciate the differences between land and water. It is my teeling, from the
study of the B-Q CMB. that wildlife science and aboriginal ecological knowledge
systems have yet to develop adequate and complementary SCUBA equipment, but that
the process remains dynamic as long as neither knowledge system is drowned or

suftocated in the process!



6.1. CO-MANAGEMENT AND PRIORITY OF ACCESS TO WILDLIFE

Contemporary western society is only beginning to recognize that common
property resources have not necessarily been tated victims of open access property-
rights regimes. Hardin had pictured an open access system where individual resource
users could do nothing but maximize their exploitation of a common resource; doomed
in time to be the unwitting depletors of the resource of their dependence.

Academics now recognize four basic precepts of common property resources
regimes: open access, private property, communal property and state property (Berkes
1989, Feeny et al. 1990:4). Common property 1esources are defined by two main
characteristics; excludability and subtractibility (Feeny et al. 1990:3). Thus, the success
of a communal property regime is indicated by its proficiency at maintaining the
sustainability of communul property use in the face of other potential users or
deleterious use by existing users (Feeny et al. 1990:5).

Co-management systems are often institutional trameworks which uphold
communal property regimes. They are, therefore, by their very nature. torums which
must addiess social and political issues as well as ecological issues. Chapter Three’s
exploration of the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq Caribou Management Board’s activities
outlines the manner in which the diverse players of the organisation have grappled
with many issues which are essentially social justice concerns. As a body attempting
to provide advice about wildlite management, the CMB has continually addressed
fundamental questions about the applicability ot aboriginal and non-uboriginal value
systems to the survival of catibou. The CMB has adopted a mandate based on the
negotiation between the extremes of non-aboriginal and aboniginal values. The
negotiation between these extiemes includes the range of values existing between the
polarity of thinking between non-aboriginal values of the market economy and
scientific principles, and aboriginal values of subsistence activity and TEK.

I would argue that co-management systems are by definition about the
negotiation of the success of communal property regimes. Co-management in practice

is about the process of securing a balance of interests, and should not be regarded as
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the definition of this balance. As can be seen in Chapter Four’s discussion of the
CMB’s activities, it is a lengthy process to establish a forum for the communication of
diverse world views. The reconciliation of community and government approaches to
wildlife management will involve lengthy and continuous commitment. The shating
and recognition of the power of a variety of knowledge and thought encompasses
profound change. Co-optation and domination have overwhelmingly marked cultural
conflict in the past. Co-management is in many ways a challenge to such historical
precedence. Current co-management regimes are defined by a number of successes. It
is difficult to rank their various successes because their structures and mandates tackle
cross-cultural conflicts in a number of different ways. The AEWC might be described
as the most successtful co-management regime in existence in North America. It is an
affirmation of the ability of aboriginal subsistence communites to manage a 1esource
and involves the cooperation of government scientists (through NOAA) with
subsistence hunters.

However, given the roots ot contlict between the Alaska subsistence bowhead
whalers and the decisions of the International Whaling Commission, how secure is the
bowhead whale population beyond the regional applicability ot the AEWC and its
decisions. Commercial whalers may rationalize their rights to harvest whales, despite
the recommendations of the IWC because they choose not to differentiate between
commercial and subsistence harvests and thereby undermine the values of & communal
property regime which lacks tar-ranging jurisdiction over its migrating resource. The
careful socio-ecological reasoning of a 1egional resource management can rapidly be
obliterated where global forces continue to homogenize diverse 1esource needs into the
terms of short-term economic competition. It is, of course, much mote complex to
defend communal property regimes on a broad scale than when one chooses to isolate
regional situations from their positions in a universal context. This is especially
apparent when the resources (communal property) are wildlife populations which

continually migrate over vast expanses of land or sea.




6.2. THE CMB AND USER COMMUNITIES

It would take years to fully understand the nature and extent of selt-regulation
of subsistence activities by user communities on the Beverly-Qamanirjuaq caribou
range. Berkes describes four basic stresses which endanger the viability of self-
regulation including, "1) loss of community control, 2) commercialization, 3),rapid
population growth, 4) rapid technology change" (Berkes 1985:202). It is argued that
the key, however, to preventing the co-optation or ruin of existing self-regulation lies
in supporting social systems where economic activity is integral with social
relationships (Berkes 1985:204, Dahl 1989, Freeman 1985:276, Usher 1981).

This 15 no easy task where it is difficult to argue that market forces will not
inevitably divide and separate the social and economic drives in traditional user
communities. But it is patronizing to assume that these communities do not house the
basic tools to maintain dynamic social systems which can withstand the stresses
described above. It would also be dangerous to impose outside preconceptions of what
constitute "traditional community social structures”.

These are delicate issues as can be seen in the CMB's discussion of requests
for commercial quotas. These requests are otten questions about the degree to which
matket forces can influence intersettlement exchange before user communities
collectively feel they are no longer in control of the process. It CMB user
communities are going to manage caribou resources in a collective manner, then the
political relationships between the communities need to be addressed.

One of the CMB’s mandates is to ensure the priotity of access of traditional
caribou users while maintaining the viability of the caribou population. As mentioned
previously, it is critical to recognize the political ditferences between the territories
and the provinces. Why is it that Keewatin communities are relatively eager to
welcome non-resident sport hunting and caribou meat production outlets while
provincial communities are still wary and suspicious of such ventures?

It is important not to ascribe only cultural differences to the reasons behind

varying user perceptions to commercialization. The political situation in Nunavut and
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the rest of the territories means that the social structures of communities play
signiticant roles in economic decision-making and control of sport hunting (especially
through HTAs). The social structures of provincial user communities play next to no
part in influencing the activities of established provincial outfitters.

The proposal to set up the equivalent of hunter income support progiammes in
Nunavut is another example of political incentive to provide Inuit user communities
with further support of social structures. Provincial user communities have no
prospects of such support of community hunts; hunts which users in both Tadoule
Lake and Arviat emphasized were fundamentally important. Similamly, both Arviat and
Tadoule Lake users emphasized the impottance of land skills instiuction. Keewatin
schools have cultural inclusion programmes which provincial user schools do not. The
CMB has supported the need for educational support through the development of the
Schools Program and catibou camps. However, there exists the danger that the
excellent intentions of such programmes in the long-term become band-aid solutions to
deep-seated social needs.

The reader should not be left with a discouraging view of the slow-paced
progress of co-management institutions in the face of 1estricted seenarios tor change,
The demands ot developing a tue management contiol plan using the expertise of both
user communities and government fire managers is one of the encouraging examples
of substantive cooperation between scientific and community perspectives. The
political will to protect caribou wintering 1anges from massive fire damage has
improved dramatically in the past decade. Fite managers and biologists are 1ecognizing
the technical applications of community knowledge of fire history to broad-based fire
management plans. One can see this as an encouraging sign of increasingly interactive

s

cooperation between aboriginal wildlite users and scientists.
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APPENDIX 1

Beverly-Kaminuriak Barren

Ground Caribou Management Agreement

THIS AGREEMENT made on the 3rd day of June AD
1982

BETWEEN

THE GOVERNMENT OF CANADA, as represented
by the Mimster of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development and the Minister of the Environment,
(hereinalter referred to as "Canada”),

- and -

THE GOVERNMENT OF MANITOBA, as repre-
sented bv the Mimster of Natural Resources,
(herewmnalter referred to as ‘Mamtoba™),

- and -

THE GOVERNMENT OF SASKATCHEWAN, as
represented by the Minister of Northern Saskat-
chewan, (heremafter referred to as "Saskat-
chewan ),

- and -

THE COMMISSIONER OF THE NORTHWEST
TERRITORIES, (herenafter referred to as the
“Comnussioner”)

WHEREAS the Kaminunak herd and Beverly herd of
barren ground canbou historically migrate across provin-
cial and territorial boundanes,

AND WHEREAS the continued well-being and restoration
of these herds and their habitat requires co-ordinated
management, goodwill and co-operation amongst the
above governments and the traditional users of these
cartbou

AND WHEREAS the parties hereto recognize that. as well
as the vaiue of the canibou to all Canadians generally, a
special relationship exists between traditional users and
the canbou,

NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH
that the parties hereto under the authority of

(a) The Canada Wildlife Act - sections 5. 6 and 9,

{b) The Northwest Terntonies Wildlife Ordinance
section 27,

{¢) The Manitoba Wildhfe Act - section 84.

(d) The Saskatchewan Wildhife Act - sections 10,
63(b) and 63(f). and The Sashatchewan Federal-
Provinaial Agreements Act - sections 3. 4 and 5

agree that

A. Definitions

In this Agreement

I "Kamunuriak herd” means that herd of barren ground
cantbou which regularly bears its young near Kaminu-
riah Lake in Keewatin, Northwest Territories and

J

0

historically moves southward nto Mamitoba and
Saskatchewan for the winter,

“Beverly herd" means that herd of barren ground
caribou which regularly bears its young near Beverly
Lake in Keewatin, Northwest Territories and
historically moves southward into Saskatchewan and
Manitoba for the winter,

“Traditional Users™ means those persons recognized
by the local population on the caribou range as being
persons who have traditionally and/or currently
hunted caribou for subsistence

. The Beverly and Kaminuriak

Caribou Management Board

A joint management board shall be established o be

known as the Beverly and Kaminuriak Caribou

Management Board, hereinafter referred to as the

“Board", having the following objectives

(a) to co-ordinate management of the Beverly and
Kaminunak herds in the interest of traditional
users and their descendants, who are or may be
residents on the range of the caribou, while
recognizing the interest of all Canadians in the
survival of this resource

{(b) to establish a process of shared responsibility for
the development of management programs
between the parties hereto and the trad:tional
users of the Beverly and Kaminunak herds

(¢} to establish communications amongst traditional
users, between traditional users and the parties
hereto, and amongst the parties hereto tn order
to ensure co-ordinated caribou conservation and
caribou habitat protection for the Beverly and
Kaminunak herds

(d) to discharge the collective responsibilities for the
conservation and management of canbou and
caribou habitat within the spint of this
Agreement

Support shall be provided by the parties hereto to the

Board 1n 1its efforts to achieve co-ordinated manage-

ment of the Beverly and Kaminuniak herds by

responding promptly to recommended measures

. Board Responsibilities

Without restricting the generality of clause B of this
Agreement, the parties agree that the Board shall
have the following duties and responsibilities

To develop and make recommendations to the
appropriate governments and to the groups of trad-
tional caribou users for the conservation and manage-
ment of the Beverly and Kaminuriak herds of bar-
ren ground cartbou and their habitat in order to
restore the herds, as far as reasonably possible. to
a size and quality which will sustain the requirements
of traditional users Such recommendations may in-
clude, but are not necessarily hmited to




—

limitations on the annual harvest of the Beverly

and Kaminunak herds and the allocation of that

harvest amongst the Northwest Ternitories and

the provinces of Saskatchewan and Manitoba,

cniterta for regulating the methods of harvest,

methods of traditional user participation to assist

in the management of the Beverly and

Kaminuniak carbou herds.

caribou research proposals,

recommended standardized data collection and

presentation,

a herd management plan for each of the Beverly

and Kaminunak herds which may include con-

sideration of predator management

To momtor the canibou habitat over the entire ranges

of the Beverly and Kaminuniak herds so as to facihitate

the maintenance of productive canbou habitat

To conduct an information program and hold such

public meetings as are necessarv to report on and

discuss with users its responsibilities, findings and

progress

To assess and report on the operation of its herd

management plan to appropriate governme:nts and

traditional user groups

To submit to the parties hereto annual reports which

shall include

(a) asummary of Board activities, recommendations

and responses by governments and traditional

users,

a review of the state of the Beverly and

Kaminuriak canbou herds and their habntat,

(¢c) a summary of harvests by junisdiction and

community,

(d) a financial statement for the operation of the
Board,

such reports to be arranged by the parties hereto to

be translated into the languages of the traditional

users

To consider any other matters respecting the

management of barren ground caribou that are

referred to the Board by the parties hereto

(a)

M)
(c)

d)
(e)

0

(b)

Membership of the Board

Thirteen members shall be appointed to the Board
as follows

(a) the Mimster of Inchan Affars and Northern
Development, Government of Canada. the
Minister of the Environment. Government of
Canada. the Minister of Northern Saskatchewan,
Government of Saskatchewan, the Mimster of
Natural Resources, Government of Manitoba, and
the Minister of Renewable Resources, Govern-
ment of the Northwest Territories shall each
appoint one senior official from their respective
ministries for a total of five members

the Minister of Renewable Resources Govern-

®)
ment of the Northwest Terrtories shall

() where recommended by the Keewatin
Wildlife Federation. appoint two residents
from the commumties i the southern Kee
watin region of the Northwest Ternitones,

() where recommended by the Dene Nation
appoint one resident from the communities
in the South Slave Region of the Northwest
Ternitories,

(m) where recommended by the Mets Associa-
tion of the Northwest Territones, appomnt
one resident from the commumties m the
South Slave Region of the Northwest
Territones,

for a total of four members

the Minister of Northern Saskatchewan, Govern-

ment of Saskatchewan, shall appont two

residents from the communities of Northern

Saskatchewan for a total of two members,

the Mimister of Natural Resources, Government

of Manitoba, shall appoint two residents from the

communities of Northern Mamitoba for a total of
two members

The members of the Board shall be appomted lor o

term of three years, subject to the nght of the parties

to terminate the appomntment of thewr respecive
appointees at any time and reappomnt Buard members
in accordance with the above

(c)

{d)

Board Rules and Procedure

The Board shall establish in writing from time to e

rules and procedures for its functiomng, provided

however that

(a) the Charrman and Vice-Chawrman shall be elected
from amongst the members of the Board by
secret ballot,

(b) the election and replacement of the Charman
and the Vice-Chairman shall be by sumnple major
iy,

{c) thirty days notice of meeting shall be given by
mail, telephone or telegram, as appropnate,

(d) seven members shall constitute a quorum

(e) decisions of the Board shall he by consensus
wherever possible, and shall always require a
majonty voting in favour with each member
having one vote

(fy no voling by a proxy shall be allowed

(g) the Board shall hold formal meetings twice yearly
or more often as necessary at the cdll of the
Chairman,

{h) the Board shall keep summary rminutes and

records of all its meetings and circulate them
amongst 1ts members

{1) the Board may establish or dissolve standing
committees as it deems necessary to carry out
its functions, and set the terms of reference for
such standing committees and



0} the Board members unable to be present at
Board meetings shall receive notice of Board
recommendations thirty (30} days in advance of
submission to any mimster for action, except
where there is consent of all Board members in
which case recommendations to the Minister(s)
can be made forthwith

Finances

Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement
and to funds being appropnated by the legislative
authority 1n respect of each party on an annual basis,
the parttes hereto shall annually provide funds
necessary to ensure the Board functioning 1n a man-
ner hereinbelfore stated provided, however, that all
costs for the Board shall not exceed $75,000 00 annu-
ally and that all such annual costs shall be shared
amongst the parties to this Agreement n such pro-
portion as hereinafter provided in section 2
Prior to the administrative costs for the Board being
ehgible to be shared by the parties hereto, the Board
shall be required to submit to each party an annual
estimate of the financial administrative costs, not
exceeding $75.000 00 in each year, and each party
shall in writing within thirty days of receipt thereof,
indicate its approval or disapproval for such budget
and provide reasons therefore In the event that a
majority of the parties hereto approve the annual
budget tor the admimstranve costs, the budget shall
be shared by all parties hereto n the following pro-
portions accordance with the foliowing
(a) two-hiths by Canada, and
(b) one-fifth by each of the remaining parties
Admnstrative coststo be shared amongst the parties
hereto shall include expenditures related to
(a) a secretariat to provide for and follow up on
meetings, record and distribute minutes, provide
members with informational support, and under-
take such other organizational arrangements as
the Board may require
(b) the production of an annual report and its
distribution,

—

(¢) a modest independent research review
capability,
(d) the production of a newsletter, and
(e) such other costs as the parties may agree upon
Each party shall be responsible for funding the
expenses for salaries or honorana and other inciden-
tal travel expenses, including transportation. meals,
accommodation related to Board members appointed
or confirmed by that party The provisions for said
expenses shall be in addition to the annual adminis-
trative costs provided 1n section | heremnabove
On the anniversary date of this Agreement, the Board
shall annually account for all monies received and
disbursed and said records shall be as ailable to any
of the parties for inspection upon thirty days written
notice to the Chairman

General

The parties hereto shall jointly and severally indem-
nmify and save harmless the Board and the individual
members thereof, against any and all hability, loss,
damage, cost, or expenses, which the Board, or its
individual members jointly or severally incur, suffer,
or are required to pay as a consequence of any con-
tractual obligation undertaken in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement ™

All reports, summaries or other documentation pre-
pared or otherwise completed under the terms of this
Agreement shall become the joint property of all
parties hereto and any and all income derived there-
from shall be jointly shared amongst the parties n
proportion to expenditures incurred by each party
in generating such income

This Agreement shall take effect on the 3rd dav of
June, AD 1982, and shall terminate on the 3rd day
of June, A D 1992, unless sooner terminated by any
party upon six months' notice tn writing to the other
parties

This Agreement may be amended at any time by an
exchange of letters following unanimous approval by
the parties hereto




APPENDIX 2

Caribou Management Boad Meetings - Dates and Venues:

*A - August 18-19, 1981 - PRINCE ALBI R
B - October 6-7, 1981 - YILLOWKNIEI
C - December -2, 1981 - WINNIPL G
D - March 9-10, 1982 - YELLOWKNI
E - May 26-27, 1982 - WINNIPL G
# 1 - August 18-19, 1982 - SASKATOON
# 2 - January 12-14, 1983 - EDMONTON
# 3 - March 22-24, 1983 - SNOWDRIIT
# 4 - June 14-16, 1983 - YELLOWKNI{I
# 5 - Scpiember 13-16, 1983 - BLACK LAKI
# 6 - January 10-12, 1984 WINNIPL G
# 7 - Apnil 6-10, 1984 RANKIN INL I T
#8 - August 14-17, 1984 TOR1 SN
# 9 - November 20-22, 1984 SASKATOON
#10 - Aprid 16-18, 1985 BAKIR 1 AKI
#11 - August 20-22 1985 WHH FFHORSI
#12 - November 19-21 1985 FDMON| ON
#13 - Aprid 15-17 1986 ‘THOMPSON
UA - USER ASSFMBLY - August 12-13 1986 I'SKINIO POIN|
#14 - August 14-15, 1986 FSKIMO POINI
#15 - April 14-17, 1987 SASKATOON
#16 - August 11-13 1987 WINNIPI G
#17 - November 17-18, 1987 FOR'T SMI'TT
#18 - April 11-13, 1988 WINNIPL G
#19 - August 9-11, 1988 STONY RAPIDS
#20 - November 15-17, 1988 WINNIPHG
#21 - Aptd 25-27 1989 BAKIR T AR
#22 - August 23-24 1989 | AC BROCI |
#23 - December 5-7 1989 WINNIPL G
#24 - April 23-20, 1990 FOND DU LAC
#25 - August 28-30 1990 SNOWDRII
#20 - December 4-0, 1990 WINNIPL G
#27 - March 16-18, 1991 YELLOWKNI
#28 - August 20-22, 1991 PRINCI- Al BER
#29 - December 3-5, 1991 T OR1T SN
#30 - April 10-13, 1992 ARVIAT
#31 - December 8-10, 1992 URANIUNM (1Y
#32 - April 20-22, 1993 WINNIPI G
#33 - Septemibier 28-30 1993 PRINCE A BE R

* Meetings A-E occuried betore the signing ot the Caribou Management
Agreement in 1982,




APPENDIX 3

(Source: Caribou News April 1983, 2(6):15) .
WHEN CARIBOU HAD NO FEAR
Narrated by the late John Clipping,
Tadoule Lake, Manitoba

A fong ume avo the canbow had ne
fodr of man It was veny cavy to pet
Jose e them and Wil them Each
vear they would go through the
sillages of the Dene Some soung
gids who were just tooling around.
decided they would math the tanbou
They wanted W see which one came
hach the next vear Thes ned preves
of othsng and feather w the canbou
nd narhed their cars noses and legs
with ke es

What the it did was vens bad but
they did not hind that out unbl much
fater The nestvear when ot vame
e Jor canbou to return to the land
of the Dene the people waned for
them for o lone ume but no war hou
e

One duv a man who had been hunting
up north hrought back this news

The canbou herds are still far to the
north They sopped &t o lake because
of the cartbou that were murked by the
airls of the village last sear The
marhed canbou won t po any tather
o this countny because of what was
done to them  The other canbou have
become alammed and won tmove south
cuher Nohody in the village hnew
what to do and were atrand they might
stane One man alled Ldegué (ch-
day oo av) hnew what to do He told
the people he would bring back the
wanhou He stanted walhing north

On the way - he prched up canbou
antlers, Jookng for ones with wormis
Finally he tound an old set with 4
worm halt i halt out He ashed the
worm 1t he had am tnends The
worm did not want anyone to think
that he was 4 lonely worm and sad
Yow thunk | ve got no tnends” Take
a look over that hill—that’s where all
my buddies ane'” Edegue chimbed the
hill and sure enough down in the lake
below were canbou The marked
anials were nedrest shore but they
didn twant to get out of the water

The animals that were not marhed
wire tnang to get past them but could
not Unless something was done the
wanbou were not going o pet
invahers

A bdegu came ddose 1o the herd, he
totieed 4 thunderbind on o nest aear
the lake Edegue went on toward the
vanbos He waiched them for a shile

Translated by Mary Code
Mustration by Robert Code

but could not think of what w do
Finally he had an dea even of the
thunderbird sand no. he would ask
anyway  He went to the Thunderbird
and sard, ‘Thunderbird you see our
problem, could you give me one of
your children?

After thinking about 1t for a while the
thunderbird agreed and gave bim one
of the eggs  Edegue threw ot behind
th¢ Lunbou and the tremendous
thunderclaps that followed drove the
wanbou out of the water Edegue
caught the canbou that the girds had
marhed with hnises and tied things to
He 100k the markers from cach one
After that, he rubbed the hnife marks
on their noses ears and legs By
doung this he made sure that the
wanbou would be atraid of man

walf began to ke the man who amed
him After ¢ while, Edegue could put
the calf on the ground and it would
run and play around him like a puppy
When they were near the village the
people saw Edegue first but didn t
know that he had the whole herd
behind him  One of the women said
**Here's the great Edegue, after ull hin
big talk. coming back wuth nothing

Ldegué heard the tnsult and hoped that
somethang might happen to her has-
band that would keep him trom geting
canbou

When the people feamncd that the
canbou were near, they all ran out
after them  They thought the canbou
were sl easv to hll, as they were
before Now. the animals were sirad

torever and thes would never be
bothered by people the same way
again

Edegué¢ also did something to the bot-
tom of the canbou s feet that would
protect them from man—a canboy
would Anow whenever it touched a
human trail The canbou were now
out of the water. but still confused
They were walking around in circles
Edegue caught a voung calf and
camed 1t Its mother tollowed, at a
distance, and the rest of the herd
began to foliow thew tranl--the way
canbou alwavs dv

Edegue began leading the herd bach to
the people On the long nip back, the
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and at first the men could not get
close enough to kil any It was only
with great ditficulty that people got
enough canbou to cat and of course
there were few chances fer people to
bother them as they did betore when
the canbou were not atraid

A strange thung happened to the hus
band ot the woman with the bip
mouth  His fegs suddenly became
cnppled just as the hunt began His
unppling sickness disappeared just as
suddenly as 1t began, only 4 few davs
after the canbou had feft

From that day to this when the sound
of thunder 1s heard that 15 a sign that
the cunbou are sull around
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