RECONCEPTUALIZING SOVEREIGNTY THROUGH INDIGENOUS
AUTONOMY: A CASE STUDY OF ARCTIC GOVERNANCE AND THE

INUIT CIRCUMPOLAR CONFERENCE

by

Jessica Shadian

A dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the University of Delaware in
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in
Political Science and International Relations

Summer 2006

Copyright 2006 Jessica Shadian
All Rights Reserved



UMI Number: 3229749

Copyright 2006 by
Shadian, Jessica

All rights reserved.

®

UMI

UMI Microform 3229749

Copyright 2006 by ProQuest Information and Learning Company.

All rights reserved. This microform edition is protected against
unauthorized copying under Title 17, United States Code.

ProQuest Information and Learning Company
300 North Zeeb Road
P.O. Box 1346
Ann Arbor, Ml 48106-1346



RECONCEPTUALIZING SOVEREIGNTY THROUGH INDIGENOUS
AUTONOMY: A CASE STUDY OF ARCTIC GOVERNANCE AND THE

INUIT CIRCUMPOLAR CONFERENCE

by

Jessica Shadian

Approved:

Daniel Green, Ph.D.
Chairperson of the Department of Political Science and International
Relations

Approved:

Thomas M. Apple, Ph.D.
Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences

Approved:

Conrado M. Gempesaw II, Ph.D.
Vice Provost for Academic and International Programs



Signed:

Signed:

Signed:

Signed:

Signed:

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it meets
the academic and professional standard required by the University as a
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Daniel Green, Ph.D.
Professor in charge of dissertation

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it meets
the academic and professional standard required by the University as a
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Matthew Hoffmann, Ph.D.
Member of dissertation committee

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it meets
the academic and professional standard required by the University as a
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

William H. Meyer, Ph.D.
Member of dissertation committee

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it meets
the academic and professional standard required by the University as a
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Patrick Jackson, Ph.D.
Member of dissertation committee

I certify that I have read this dissertation and that in my opinion it meets
the academic and professional standard required by the University as a
dissertation for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

Gerard Duhaime, Ph.D.
Member of dissertation committee



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

After six years, a small fortune, and a lot of hard work, frustration, and
dedication, my dissertation is complete. But these years have also revealed to me the

many people without whom I would not have been able to carry out my research.

I would like to thank the Canadian Embassy and the American Canadian
Studies Association for granting me a research award. The award funded my time at
the Canadian Inuit Circumpolar Conference office, which generously offered support
and assistance, answering my questions and allowing me to access their archives.
Furthermore, assistance from the Canadian Embassy allowed me to spend two months
as a visiting researcher at CIERA (Centre interuniversitaire d’études et de recherches
autochtones) at Laval Université in Quebec, Canada. There I met Dr. Gerard
Duhaime, and eventually had the honor of having him serve as an outside committee
member. Dr. Duhaime’s renowned expertise on Inuit governance, economics, and
society as well as his feedback throughout my dissertation has been invaluable to my

SucCcCess.

Dr. Monica Tennberg provided continual assistance and confidence
throughout my dissertation project. Thanks to Dr. Tennberg, I was able to receive a
grant the Centre for International Mobility (CIMO) and have my first chance to live in

the Arctic and to serve as a researcher at the Arctic Centre at the University of

v



Lapland in Rovaniemi, Finland. Further, through Dr. Tennberg’s support, I had my

first official peer-reviewed journal article published in Polar Record.

Dr. Anna Kertualla, Director of the Arctic Social Sciences Program of the
National Science Foundation, was vital to my field research. Her belief in my
capabilities and the energy she spent assisting the successful completion of my NSF
dissertation grant were tremendously helpful. Due to receipt of this grant, [ was able
to travel and meet ICC members as well as attend the Fourth Annual UN Permanent
Forum on Indigenous Issues in order to conduct interviews. In addition, the NSF grant
allowed me to study at the Scott Polar Research Institute (SPRI) at Cambridge
University as a visiting scholar. The vast library at SPRI as well as the knowledgeable
and personable people (including other post graduate students doing similar work,
institute researchers, and other visiting scholars) afforded invaluable content and
support in ascertaining background and other archival research as well as feedback on
the dissertation as it developed. In particular I want to thank Dr. Michael Bravo for
extending me an invitation to participate in the writing up seminar and for all of his

time and energy spent in assuring that my time spent at SPRI was a success.

I would also like to thank the ICC for taking the time to assist me with my
research questions and for allowing me an opportunity to discuss my research at an
executive meeting. In particular, I would like to thank Puju (Carl Chr. Olsen) for all
of his efforts responding to my endless e-mail inquiries. Our ongoing e-mail
correspondence over the past year provided me a vital angle on the thoughts and
perspectives of the ICC with regard to my research. Through our e-mails, I learned

not only a lot about the ICC but also about Greenland and Inuit history.



My dissertation committee provided me with vital insights and support
over the years. I thank everyone for their advice, feedback, editing, lively (and still
ongoing) theoretical debates, and sincere interest in my research topic. My Chair, Dr.
Green, has been an example of what a mentor should be. His feedback, wisdom,
advice, and superb sense of humor always kept me going when I thought I was writing
in circles and it would never end. Being a Ph.D. student is a humbling experience and
it was a continual challenge to maintain any semblance of confidence. I want to thank
Dan for always believing in me (not to mention for laughing at all of my jokes). Over
the years he has become much more than a chair—he has become a great friend and |

consider him family.

I also owe a great many thanks to Elie for being my traveling companion,
punching bag, psychologist, graph designer (see chapter 2), endless ear to my million
dissertation discoveries and conclusions (he now knows more about the Arctic than
98.9% of the world’s population), an extra bank account, a shoulder to lean on, and
my best friend. I can’t imagine going through the insanity of writing a dissertation

without the laughter and happiness he has brought into my life.

Lastly, I want to acknowledge my indebtedness to my family. I hope they
know what their support has meant to me and that it could not possibly be summed up
adequately here. However, I do want to especially thank my Dad, to whom I dedicate

this dissertation.

Vi



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF ACRONYMS ...ttt viii
LIST OF FIGURES ..ottt xii
ABSTRACT .ttt ettt et ettt et e e e e e st enteeneesseeseeneeeneenseenes X
Chapter
INTRODUCTION: THE INUIT CIRCUMPOLAR CONFERENCE............... 1
Plan of Presentation ..........c.eoiieieiiinieienieseeeseescee e 14
ENGAGING THE IR THEORY DEBATE: HOW DID WE GET
HERE? ..ottt ettt ettt st e st e nae e e 20
The POSitiViSt AZENAA.......cciciieiiieiieiie ettt 22
From Positivist to Post-Positivist Inquiry: Identity, Discourse, and the
Power Of RRELOTIC ......oouieiiiiiiiiiiecec e 29
Institutions RevISIted.........ceeviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 30
Narratives and the Power of DiSCOUISE .........cccveeviieiiieiieniieiieieeeeeneen 32
Methodology: From Theory to PractiCe ..........ccocvvveeiiieeiiieeiieeieeeee e 38
History According to International Relations: Traditional History
Versus INAIENEItY ......ccueveiiiieiiiiciee e 39
Genealogy of Inuit Policy Construction: A Framework by which to
PrOCEEA ... 56
MAKING AN INDIGENOUS INUIT ....cooiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 61
INErOAUCHION ..ottt e 61
Constructing the National Myth: The Emergence of Westphalia and the
Making of an Indigenous INUit ............cccoeeviieriiniiienieeii e 62
Arctic Exploration and Re-'"DiSCOVEIY'........ccccvvviiiiiiiieeiieeieeeeeee e 67
COlONIZATION ..ttt sttt 78
CaANAAA ... e 80
ALASKA .. 89
Greenland .........ooooiiiiiii e 93
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt sttt 100

vii



CREATING NEW SOVEREIGNTY: REDEFINING INUIT
AUTONOMY THROUGH MODERN INTUI LAND CLAIMS

TREATIES .. .ottt st 103
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt ettt et e e e 103
Self-Determination Revisited: From States Rights to Indigenous Rights...... 109
Making New Domestic Sovereignties: History of Land Claims Treaties....... 115
The Domestic Compromise: Instituting Inuit Autonomy.............cccveeveveeeneee. 117
ATLASKA ..o 117
The North Slope: A New Inuit Government and its Discourse............. 121
Northern Quebec/Canada ............cccveeeeuiiieiiiiieiie e 126
A New Governance Structure Post-ANSCA: Nunavik Northern Quebec ..... 132
The Northwest Territories/Canada ...........ccoeveeviierieeiiienieeiiere e 137
Greenland .........oooiiiiiiece e e e 138
A Comparative Perspective ........cccveeiieiiieiieiie et 147
Land Claims in Practice: A New Discourse of Inuit and State
SOVETCIGNLY ..ottt ettt ettt ettt et e et e eebeentaesabeenbeeenseeneeas 149
THE CONSTRUCTION OF A TRANS-ARCTIC INUIT POLITY ............. 154
INErOAUCHION ..o e et e 154
A New International Arctic Agenda..........cceevueeriieiiienieiiieeie e 156
Discovering Oil in Canada: The Berger Commission............cccceeevveeereveennee. 161
The Outer Continental Shelf Program (OCS) .......cocvveviiiiiiiiieiiieieenne, 167
The Emergence of a Transnational Inuit Polity: The Inuit Circumpolar
CONTRICTICE ...veiiiieiiieeiie ettt ettt et et e e e e e saaeenseenes 180
Globalization Revisited: A New Global Context and New Transnational
AULNOTIEY ..t ettt ettt e ebee s abeebeeenaeennee s 184
Indigenity Meets Globalization .............cccevevviieeeciieeiciieeciie e 189
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt ettt e et aeebeesseeenbeeneees 193

THE ICC: AN INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS OF

INDIGENITY AND ENVIRONMENTAL STEWARDSHIP ...................... 196
Introduction: Sustainable Development and Indigenous Rights..................... 196
Redefining International Structures: A New Era of 'Rights'...........c.cccc........ 202
TRE TLO e e 204
History of 'Sustainable Development' ............ccccocvveeviiiiiiiieecieeeeeee 206
The Brundtland Report: Reconceptualizing the 'Right to Development'....... 208
International Union of Conservation of Nature and Natural
Resources (IUCN): The Emergence of Indigenous Agency ................. 212
The UN Permanent Forum for Indigenous Issues ...........cccceeevvverveennee. 222
CONCIUSION ...ttt sttt e e 229

viii



10

ARCTIC GOVERNANCE REMADE .......ccooiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 231
INErOAUCHION ..ottt 231
A Post-Cold War Arctic: From Military Security to Environmental
SECUITEY ..ttt ettt ettt ettt et eeabe e taeenbeessaeenseeneees 236
Cold War DISCOUISE .....ccueeiuiiiiieiiiiiieiie et 236
Redefining the Arctic: From 'Hard' Security to 'Soft' Security ............. 241
Arctic Policy: The ICC Creates an Arctic Policy Agenda ............ccccveeenneenn. 243
InUit Arctic POLICY ..ooviiiiieiieeii e 244
Redefining the Arctic: Emergence of International Arctic Policy ................. 249
The Finnish INTtiative .......cccoooeiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee e 254
Arctic Environmental Protection Strategy (AEPS) .......cccovveivevinenne. 258
The Arctic Council: Arctic Sustainable Development Policy........................ 264
International Arctic Science Committee (IASC).....coeevvveeviieeiiiiiieeeieeee 268
Conclusion: Sustainable Development—The Way Forward for Arctic
DeVEIOPMENL.......cocuiiiiiiieciiee et e e e e en 278
MERGING ARCTIC INDIGENOUS DISCOURSE AND
INTERNATIONAL LAW: TURNING THEORY INTO PRACTICE ......... 284
INEEOAUCTION ...ttt 284
Institutions Transformed: The Impact of Norms in the Case of the
WOrld Bank .......c.ooiiiii e 287
Persistently Organic Pollutants (POPs): The Stockholm Declaration........... 290
The ICC Seeks Relief from the United States: Global Warming is a
Violation of International Human Rights............ccoccoiviiiiiiniiiiiiiie, 296
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt 304

CONSTRUCTING DOMESTIC IDENTITIES: MAKING THE INUIT

CANADIAN AND CANADA ARCTIC ....oooiiiiieieeiieceeeeee e 306
INEEOAUCTION ...t e 306
INUit CIAZENSHIP c..veiiiiiiiecie et 309
Canadian SOVEICIZNTY.....c.uieivieeiiieeeieeeiee et eete e e e e e e e eesreeesnseeenaeeenens 309
Reconstructing Canadian Identity ...........cccceevieiiiiiiiniieiiieieccee e 311

Aboriginal Self-Determination: The Canadian Constitution................. 312

ATCHIC SOVETCIZNLY ...veiiiiiiiieiieeiie ettt ettt ettt s sseeenneens 320
A New ATCtiC IAeNtity ...cccuviieiiieeiieee e 322

The ICC: Transnational Arctic Inuit Politics.........cccceevveeriiiiienireenne, 323

Arctic Regime Building..........cccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiecieee e 326
A New Arctic Policy: The Arctic Council ..........ccoccveevieiiiieniiniiiieeiee, 329
CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt e 333
NEW SPACES OF SOVEREIGNTY ....oooiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeee e 337
INErOAUCHION ..ot 337
Relocating Sovereignty in a Post-Westphalian World............ccccooeeieennnnnne. 340

X



Taking the State Out of Collective Identity: The Making of Political

IMIYERS 1t ettt e e e 352

Nationalism without the State?.............coooeiiiiiiiiii, 353

Non-State Nationalisms: Replacing Sovereignty in the Myth .............. 363

Legitimizing the Myth—the Role of Institutions ............cccceecvveeeveennne. 367

CONCIUSION ...ttt et sttt et 372

11 CONCLUSION: MAKING AND REMAKING THE INUIT MYTH........... 378

Making and Remaking the Inuit Myth ...........ccccooeiiiiiiiiiiee e 378

Political Sovereignty: Inuit Right to Participate in Politics ..........ccccevvenenee. 379

Intellectual Sovereignty: Inuit SCIENCE........c.eeevviieriiieiie e 389

INUIt ECONOMICS . ..couviiiiiieticiieriiet ettt 392
Reconceptualizing Sovereignty in a Post-Westphalian World: The

Implications for IR Theory.......cccocveeiiiiiiiiieiiee e 404

REFERENCES ...ttt ettt st sttt st 408



AFN
ANCSA
ASNA
ASRC
ASRC-COPE

CIDA
COPE
EC
EU
ITC

ITK
JBNQA
NPR
OAS
0CS
OCSLA
RAIPON
UN
UNDP
UNESCO

List of Acronyms

Alaska Federation of Natives

Alaska Native Claims Settlement Act

Arctic Slope Native Association

Alaska Arctic Slope Regional Corporation

Alaska Arctic Slope Regional Corporation-Committee for
Original Peoples Entitlement agreement

Canadian International Development Agency
Committee for Original Peoples Entitlement

European Community

European Union

Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (originally called the Eskimo
Brotherhood)

Inuit Tapirisat of Kanatami

James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement

A National Petroleum Reserve-Alaska

Organization of American States

Outer Continental Shelf

Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act

Russian Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North
United Nations

United Nations Development Program

United Nations Educational, Social and Cultural Organization

xi



Figure 1
Figure 2

Figure 3

LIST OF FIGURES

Westphalian Sovereignty

Post-Westphalian SOVEreignty ...........ccceevieviiienieeciienieeieeeie e

Constructing and Reconstructing Sovereignty.........cccceeeeveeeeveeecnneennne.

xii



ABSTRACT

This dissertation examines the role of the Inuit Circumpolar Conference
(ICC) as a case study for the ways in which non-state actors are changing previous
conceptions of sovereignty in the study of International Relations. This dissertation
explores the ways in which sovereignty, as demarcated by a territorially bounded state,
is becoming only one dimension of a new locus of sovereignty. Legitimate
sovereignty has been transferred from the sole discretion of the state to the domain of
existing non-state and emerging institutions. As an institution, the ICC has attained
both Arctic domestic and international power and influence. Yet, its legitimacy is
derived through an ongoing historical narrative of what it means to be ‘indigenous’
and ‘Inuit’ within international politics. The dissertation focuses on three different yet
overlapping levels of analysis. Specifically, these levels are (1) the domestic—Inuit
political identity construction in Canada, Greenland, and Alaska; (2) the Arctic
regional—the ICC in relation to the Arctic Council and; (3) the international—UN,

international legal discourse.

The ICC has attained legitimacy in a changing global system by espousing
a certain discourse based on a narrative of the collective history of the Inuit—the myth
of the ‘Arctic Inuit.” This myth, culminating with the Inuit as an Arctic indigenous
transnational polity, has attained its authority and legitimacy through direct
institutional ties to emerging international human rights discourse. The point is to

illustrate how, in traversing all these levels of authority, the ICC has managed to make

xiil



Inuit self-determination part of the very definition of sustainable development (Inuit
stewardship over the Arctic); establish sustainable development as the dominant
discourse of the Arctic; and ensure that sustainable development falls squarely under
the broader issue of international human rights. In essence, this case study of the ICC
demonstrates that, for ‘the Inuit,” sovereignty is exercised not through their ability to
achieve statehood or as an NGO or intergovernmental institution, but through the
legitimacy of their myth—or collective history within the realm of global politics—
providing one example of the constitutive relationship between non-state institutions

and the making of global agendas.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION: THE INUIT CIRCUMPOLAR CONFERENCE

In June 2005, on the fourteenth floor of the downtown New York City
Hyatt, the Inuit Circumpolar Conference was holding an executive meeting to discuss
issues pertaining to the upcoming UN Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues.'
Outside in the corridor, the New York Times anxiously awaited an interview with this
Arctic indigenous group—comprised of Inuit living across the span of the circumpolar
Arctic. The Times reporter had come to the ICC meeting because of the group’s
announced plan to take the United States to the Inter-American Commission on
Human Rights over violations of the right to Inuit health. The ICC just prior to the
meeting completed submission of a petition calling on the OAS Commission to
declare the United States in violation of rights as affirmed in the 1948 American

Declaration of the Rights and Duties of Man.

Relatedly, during an intermission of this same meeting, Duane Smith,
executive council member and co-chair of the World Conservation Union (IUCN),
was asked whether the ICC believes that the United Nations is a way forward for

indigenous groups to secure the right to self-determination and, as such, if the UN

' This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation
under Grant No. 0403509. Any opinions, findings, and conclusions or
recommendations expressed in this material are those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the National Science Foundation.



Permanent Forum is institutionalizing new forms of indigenous sovereignty. He
responded by stating that at the outset “a problem that the ICC has is often times we
are misunderstood or misrepresented as an NGO. The ICC is not only an NGO. It is

also local governments and political representatives.”

The following day, during opening questions at the Second Annual UN
Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues, one committee member asked UNESCO what
the organization was doing to change its policies. Unlike initiatives by the World Bank
to deal directly with indigenous groups, UNESCO policy remains such that all projects
dealing with indigenous peoples must go through their member states. Indigenous

peoples and UNESCO do not have any means for direct communication.’

These three situations pose a multitude of questions about traditional
conceptions of the ways global politics operate and raise significant issues for
international relations theory. The past two decades have produced a proliferation of
debates regarding the most fruitful way to analyze world politics. The field of
international relations is no longer dominated by the Idealist-Realist debates of the
past, as states have increasingly become only one of many legitimate actors in global
politics. One implication of this shift has been a theoretical turn toward more general
investigations of institutions, as the state is no longer conceived as the sole legitimate
‘container’ of authority. The scope of these institutions includes, among others,
transnational actors, regional issue-specific regimes, and non-governmental

institutions.

* Duane Smith, interview by Jessica Shadian, June 2005, ICC executive meeting.

* United Nations Permanent Forum for Indigenous Issues, opening questions (June
2005).



This proliferation of new non-state actors has created an increasing
consensus that world politics is to some extent socially constructed. The emergence of
new modes of inquiry has grown to command an ever-increasing proportion of
theoretical interest for IR scholars. For many, the debate is now centered on questions
concerning the extent to which the social world is constructed, how much agency
political actors have in its construction, which political actors are worth examining,
and what is the best way to go about examining these constructions. As such,
increasingly many international relations theorists are turning to constructivism to
better understand world politics.* However, there remains much uncertainty and
ambiguity as to what kind of constructivism offers the most analytical leverage. Which
form can best incorporate new issues and actors which transcend traditional state-
centered politics? What about these ‘other’ political actors which are neither NGOs

nor states and cannot so easily be categorized according to traditional dichotomies?

The Inuit Circumpolar Conference (ICC) is a case in point of a political
actor which fails to identify with traditional institutional categorizations. It is an
organization which, in and of itself, contains many of the elements of a traditional
state (rights to territory, economic means, and a shared history). However, its
intentions are not for statehood nor is it bound within the traditional territorial
limitations of a state operating in the international system. The ICC has a politics
directly attached to states through particular, though interdependent, autonomous
governments. Furthermore, as an entity unto itself, the ICC carries a political message

with certain authority in international relations that parallels that of many NGOs. Yet

4 Green 2002.



the ICC is not only an NGO. It also has its own shared history, political myth, and
economic ventures which varyingly exist among the different Arctic states (i.e., Inuit
Air and Inuit corporations such as Makivik Corporation). Equally significant, the ICC
espouses and speaks on behalf of all the ideas of a traditional liberal democratic state,
yet it is not a liberal democratic state nor does it have aspirations to become one.
Nevertheless, the historical narrative of this collective transnational identity is
exported into the global arena with aspirations of changing political ideology and

policy at the domestic, regional, and international levels.’

In the Arctic, there has been extensive academic focus on regional politics
including Arctic regime-building (i.e., Arctic Council) and economic and
environmental studies on resource exploitation and global climate change. Such
authors who have focused on the politics of Arctic governance include Monica
Tennberg; Oran Young and Arkady Cherkasov; Carina Keskitalo; Iver Neumann; and
Mark Nuttall.® Fewer, however, have directed their attention explicitly on the ICC.” In
particular, Lauritzen’s work, through a personal account, successfully details the main
issues enmeshed within the founding years of the ICC. However, little if any academic

attention has focused specifically on the making of the ICC historically from a

> Corntassel and Holder 2002, 142. It should be noted that the case of the Inuit
circumpolar and domestic Inuit land claims agreements are not the typical context
other indigenous groups throughout the world are experiencing at present. In fact, the
majority of the world’s indigenous population—90 percent or 270 million by some
estimates—Ilive in developing countries and do not share the same type of gains which
Inuit in Canada, Alaska, and Greenland have achieved.

¢ Tennberg 1996 and 2000; Young and Cherkasov 1992; Keskitalo 2002; Neumann
1994 and 2002; Nuttall 2000a and 2000b.

" The exceptions are Lauritzen 1983; Lynge 1993; Nuttall 2000a and 2000b.



political perspective as an ongoing and evolving polity (institution). This dissertation
adds to the work of these authors by tracing the construction of the ICC in relation to
continuing Arctic and international governance. The overarching reason why
UNESCO and other institutions do not know how to best engage with many
indigenous or other non-state actors is that as a discipline, international relations has
up to this point failed to significantly acknowledge and accommodate this new playing

field in which global politics operates.

The implications of this study are to contribute to a broader understanding
of the authority and influence of the Inuit as a polity (socio-culturally and politically),
at both the Arctic regional level and in the realm of global politics. By examining
three different yet overlapping levels of analysis, my dissertation formulates a more
sophisticated understanding of the role of the Inuit as political ‘actors.” Specifically,
these levels are: (1) the domestic—looking at Inuit political identity construction in
Canada, Greenland, and Alaska; (2) the Arctic regional—examining the ICC in
relation to the Arctic Council; and (3) the international—dealing with the ongoing
United Nations conferences throughout the years in which the ICC played a role

(including Rio and the Permanent Forum for Indigenous Issues).

The Inuit, through varying land claims agreements as well as through the
ICC, have been able to influence not only the course and direction of Arctic and
international development but, more broadly, Inuit politics have helped shape
domestic political identities, a regional Arctic identity, as well as the way in which
international politics operate. As this research focuses on an under-theorized non-state
actor, it delineates and addresses major insufficiencies in mainstream international

relations by adding empirical evidence which challenges conventional state-centric



approaches for studying political phenomena and further offering prescriptions for
action. Particularly, through an examination of Inuit polity construction, this study
questions traditional assumptions concerning the relationship between sovereignty and
the state. Sovereignty, bound by definition to the state, not only offers an incomplete
picture of its multidimensionality, but it also offers a limited scope by which to

examine and understand global politics.

This study has three main objectives, all of which have specific and
distinct intellectual merit. The first is to trace the evolution of Inuit political identity
construction, by examining first the effects of colonization on the process of Inuit
political construction, then tracing the processes by which various political Inuit have
redefined themselves and their role in recent decades within the context of the larger
global system. The Inuit polity, like all nationalisms, has engaged in the political

process, amassing pieces of the past for contemporary political legitimacy.

The second objective is to improve our understanding of Arctic
governance. The Inuit Circumpolar Conference has become a powerful force in Arctic
politics. This includes its role in shaping the region’s definition and course of
development as well as playing a constitutive role in the emergence of new
international human rights discourse—particularly the idea of sustainable
development. Through this study it becomes evident that present day Arctic politics,
via both the ICC and the Arctic Council, are products of an ongoing constitutive

relationship between the Inuit and Arctic development over time.

The 1996 Canadian Report of the Royal Commission on Aboriginal
Peoples observes that aboriginal and non-aboriginal relations have existed and have

been ongoing since initial European encounters in the Arctic. Thus, heightened



indigenous political claims in the past twenty years, and present politics between
indigenous and non-indigenous peoples, are not a codified break from the past and
new beginning, but part of a cyclical pattern which has waxed and waned over time.
The present is merely an extension of the past.® As such, the recent and ongoing
modern land claims agreements in Canada (Alaska and Greenland included) are a
symbolic renewal of an ongoing relationship between aboriginal and non-aboriginal

societies.

Preceding and throughout colonization, Inuit conceptions of a stewardship
approach toward the Arctic environment functioned as the basic justification for
European expansion and to undermine any existing Inuit self-determination.
Essentially, when the Europeans arrived no one owned the land and so they
appropriated it for themselves. This enduring depiction of the Inuit living off the land
in a sustainable fashion according to the same traditions since time immemorial has
been part of a strategic process in which Inuit leaders have re-invented and exported
the idea of Inuit stewardship into contemporary global politics. This new narrative
includes the idea that European expansion and industrial modernization threaten an
enduring way of life. Environmental peril, however, does not only potentially
implicate the Inuit but the future of human kind. As such, Inuit traditional stewardship
practices are the only solution which can halt this march toward global environmental

devastation.

In this vein, the very construction and re-construction of the concept of

stewardship is one that has central importance in this dissertation. Since colonization,

¥ Canada Communication Group 1996.



the principles equivalent in many ways to contemporary definitions of stewardship
have recently resurfaced within Arctic and international policy discourse. The
stewardship approach to the environment has become central to the broader definition
of sustainable development and further, Inuit leaders have promoted a collective myth
of the Inuit as the official stewards over Arctic development. The politics centered on
reconstruction and deployment of stewardship as it implicates Inuit, and global
environmental politics has become the central means by which the ICC has been able
to enter the domain of local, regional, and international politics and is a central stand

of this narrative of the ICC.

Third, this dissertation is a re-examination of sovereignty in global
politics. The Inuit Circumpolar Conference serves as a case study for the ways in
which non-state actors are changing previous conceptions of sovereignty in the study
of International Relations. From a historical perspective on the making of the nation-
state system (Westphalia), territory grew to become an essential and assumed aspect
for legitimizing sovereignty. The national narrative was a narrative about the making
of a people in a particular bounded area.” However, in light of globalization, the global
system is transforming, or at least bringing to question, the historical salience of
sovereignty and the state (perhaps questioning whether this idea was a fallacy all

along)."

’ Rudolph 2005.

' For an in-depth discussion of the effects of globalization on state authority and
sovereignty see: Agnew 2005; Archibugi, Held, and Kohler 1999; Habermas 2001;
Hewson and Sinclair 2000; Sassen 2002.



Some scholars assert that the nation-state is in decline,'' that international
politics is heading toward a one-world government,'* or that there is an emerging
global civil society." Rather than arguing along these lines, the focus of this
dissertation—demonstrated through its empirical case study—concerns the ways the
traditional Westphalian notion of sovereignty is undergoing transformation. In regard
to the nation-state, I argue that sovereignty as demarcated by a territorially bounded
state is becoming only one element in a new locus of sovereignty. Legitimate
sovereignty has been transferred from the sole discretion of the state to the domain of
all institutions, regardless of their character, given that they are legitimized through
the construction of a globally accepted political myth (not in terms of good or bad but

rather belief in the essence of its history and ongoing political identity).

In this context, this dissertation illuminates a larger historical narrative
about sovereignty. Whereas the first European encounters with aboriginal peoples in
the Arctic reconstructed Inuit and Arctic relations, these efforts were part of a larger
reconstruction-in-the-making of a particular meaning of territory in global politics.
More generally, colonization was also a story of state-building and the reification of
an already existing international state system. Emerging Inuit self-determination
(stewardship over territory), increasing legitimacy of the ICC and subsequent authority
over the discourse of the Arctic, and international development illuminates a
decoupling of this traditional meaning of sovereignty over a particular territory into

something more multidimensional. Whereas territory at the height of the international

' Rosecrance 1999.
"> Held 1996; Deudney 2000; M. Shaw 2000.
¥ Kaldor 2003; Keane 2003; Archibugi, Held, and Kohler 1999.



system was central to all global politics, this narrative of the ICC highlights a
symbolic and shared ownership over the meaning of the Arctic and global politics and
shifts the centrality of sovereignty over territory to a more elusive, symbolic
sovereignty centered on the legitimacy and authority over certain sets of discourse
embedded within the ongoing construction of state and non-state polities. As such, it is
not only the actual territory which the Inuit inhabit but it is also the symbolism of what
the Arctic represents in global politics and even further what it means to be indigenous

in this Arctic milieu that becomes central to an analysis of sovereignty.

The work of Kevin Cox adds substantial analytical leverage for
reconceptualizing sovereignty. Cox’s analysis posits polity construction within
ongoing processes between spaces of dependence and spaces of engagement. This
framework creates a possibility for sovereignty to be analyzed as a constitutive
process of power construction and as such sovereignty as a process of power is freed
from its traditional limitations as both static and attached to its ahistorically conceived
physical features. Viewed from this perspective, sovereignty is relocated from
bounded state territories to the processes of collective political identity and institution
construction. Moreover, through this process, the power or importance of physical
territory is not precluded but rather becomes subsumed under ongoing political

contestation over the symbolic meanings of physical space.

Cox’s spaces of dependence and spaces of engagement most sufficiently
characterize the contingent relationship between local Inuit governance, domestic Inuit

governance, and the ICC, all of which comprise an Inuit collective polity and further
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the role of this polity within global politics.'* Through this framework, it is possible to
focus on the relationship between the Inuit land claims as symbolic of physical
space—the Inuit ‘live’ in the Arctic (spaces of dependence) and the Inuit as
indigenous, maintaining particular symbolic authority in global politics (spaces of

engagement). As Cox affirms,

political authority may be exercised non-territorially or in scattered pockets
connected by flows across space-spanning networks. From this viewpoint,
sovereignty can be practiced in networks across space with distributed nodes in
places that are either hierarchically arranged or reticular (without a central
directing node) . . . political authority is not necessarily predicated on and
defined by strict and fixed territorial boundaries."

Cox’s spaces of dependence and spaces of engagement offer an effective
means for examining the pertinence of separated local (regional) Inuit political events
while simultaneously acknowledging and analyzing their constitutive relationship to
not only one another but also the interdependence of the overall Inuit polity on the
making of Arctic regional and international politics. Such political analyses in this
dissertation include: local Inuit politics in Alaska, Canada, and Greenland; the ICC
and its respective relationship to the domestic realm; as well the ongoing constitutive

relationship between the ICC and the international community. All of these narratives,

" For another perspective on this, Rosenau (1990) defines the difference between state
and other political actors based on the notion that states are sovereignty bound
institutions and non-state actors are sovereignty free actors. If this was such the case
than non-state actors would not have any legitimacy or political agency to act in
international politics- which as he argues is quite the contrary. In fact, Rosenau argues
that the locus of political agency is embedded in authority and not sovereignty.
However, it is argued here that authority is indeed a sense of sovereignty. Sovereignty
was never an inherently bounded entity. It has however, in the past, grown to be
assumed by several theoretical positions, now subject to question.

¥ Agnew 441.
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while taking into account (and often dominated by) state and inter-state politics, do not
privilege the state system. As such, the aims and goals of Inuit politics, which
eventually includes the ICC, are all in a constant state of re-identification continuously
comprised of and dependent on all its various political capacities. Furthermore, in this
same manner, the legitimacy of the Inuit political myth is contingent on the narrative
of global politics. The two myths are ongoing constructions which reify and legitimize
the other. In effect, the narrative of the Inuit political myth that this dissertation
constructs is one in which the very embodiment of what it means to be a contemporary
Inuit is derived from the making of contemporary politics. Mary Simon, the past ICC

president, summarizes these allegations:

Individual rights protections only provide freedom to assimilate; that is, they
remove the barriers for individuals who wish to assimilate. Collective rights
protections allow freedom not to assimilate by providing the means to resist
assimilation. Collective rights protections therefore provide freedom at the
individual level to choose assimilation or not; to choose to identify only with
the dominant culture or to identify both as citizen of the State and as a member
of an indigenous people living peacefully as an integral part of the state
concerned.

Reconceptualizing sovereignty offers a means for exploring an
understanding of the ICC as more than a new phenomenon brought about in the wake
of globalization. Rather, the processes of globalization—through the incorporation of
new political actors into the global political framework—have brought to question

sedimented ideas about the role of the state. Simultaneously, it has also provided a

' ICC January 21, 1993, 5.
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space for conceptualizing Inuit polity construction prior to, throughout, and in post-

Westphalia."’

Whereas the Inuit polity is a national project in its own right, traditional
approaches to nationalism can only serve as a point of departure for a post-
Westphalian theory of nationalism or polity construction—the political myth.
Additionally, all political myths need political structures in order to engage in politics.
Together, it is the myth and the structures, which affords polities with authority and
legitimacy to act. Sovereignty essentially becomes embedded in the process of myth
construction and institution construction which gives the polity the possibility to act.
In the case of this dissertation, such structures include international law, international
policies, Inuit land claims agreements, indigenous science policies, and Inuit
corporations. Therefore re-conceptualizing sovereignty as a process of power
construction, rather than limited to territorial integrity, a post-NIEO concept of
sovereignty and self-determination provides the conditions for comprehending
sovereignty based on cultural integrity and realized through institutions which employ
notions of Inuit stewardship. As such, aspects such as the state and territory become

only components of a much more fluid and complex part of the larger myth.

Combined, the myth and structures expose a shift from sovereignty based
on territory to sovereignty based on symbolic meanings. In this case Inuit sovereignty

is based on the political implications of what it means to be an indigenous Inuit. In

'” The meaning of “post-Westphalia” in this dissertation is not anti-Westphalia nor
does it assume a break from the past and the onset of a new system. Post-Westphalia
implies that the traditional Westphalian system is being transcended and in its place is
a new system born directly from Westphalia and, as such, is Westphalian as well as
something else.
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essence, my case study of the ICC elucidates that for the Inuit sovereignty is exercised
not through their ability to achieve statehood or by being an NGO, transnational
advocacy network or intergovernmental institution, but through the legitimacy of their
political myth or the legitimacy of an ongoing historical myth of an Inuit collective

identity within the realm of global politics.

Plan of Presentation

This dissertation proceeds by first engaging the larger ongoing debate
concerning IR theory and methodology (chapter 2). Contemporary political
circumstances have created a new theoretical debate on the enduring importance of
states, how much primacy should be given to non-state actors, and even brought into
question the entire mission of the IR discipline itself (“prediction versus
understanding” debates, for example). Using processual discourse constructivism, this
chapter first engages the positivist/post-positivist debate concerning collective
political identity construction (the study of institutions). While this chapter is a
theoretical examination of the methodological debate taking place in IR, the purpose is
to elucidate the larger significance of using processual discourse constructivism not
only for this study of the ICC but in the general study of institutions in global politics.
By conceiving collective identities as processual, a new political space emerges
exposing the possibilities for a new understanding of political actors, their relationship

to global politics, and the larger role of sovereignty in global politics.

Chapter 3 is a historical take on Inuit political identity—the construction
of the modern Arctic Inuit myth. The cut this dissertation takes into this process is via
Arctic colonization between 1497 through the mid-1900s—namely, Inuit colonization

in Greenland, Alaska, and Canada. It focuses on a historical narrative of the
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colonization of the Arctic Inuit as a process which emerged in relation to the making
of the Westphalian system. Over time this narrative created a sedimented belief in a
shared history of the international system which assumed an ahistorical essence: a
belief that it has always been that way. As such, this chapter also analyzes the
relationship between modern state-building and colonization and the emergence of the
modern idea of an indigenous /nuit collectivity. Through the expansion of the state
system, the state became the central means of authority. It was incidentally that
sovereignty became an assumed prerogative of the state and territory the official
parameters wherein states delineated authority. Through this historical progression the
Inuit in the Arctic grew to become regarded as a codified group of indigenous peoples
distinctly separate from the state and its accompanying national narrative. Therefore,
much of what came to defined as ‘indigenous’ was a narrative largely written as part

of European and American nation- building.

By setting this foundation it then becomes possible to examine the
conditions upon which the ICC came to fruition. Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 7 are
chronological examinations of twentieth century Inuit politics set alongside shifting
international laws and norms from three particular levels of analysis. Chapter 4
focuses on several major Inuit land claims agreements that are critical to the eventual
emergence of the ICC in that they represent a significant institutional affirmation of a
historical myth of the Inuit as an ongoing legitimate collectivity. Preceding and
throughout colonization, Inuit conceptions of a stewardship approach to Arctic land
and resources served as a justification for European expansion into Inuit inhabited
areas and for undermining any existing Inuit self-determination. Since this time, the

Inuit principle of stewardship has resurfaced within Arctic policy discourse. Rather
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than stewardship serving as the means to disregard or override Inuit autonomys, it has
become the means by which Inuit leaders have justified their claims for reinstating
self-determination as well as the right to be included in the processes of Arctic
development and policymaking. This chapter begins by setting up some of the
international framework within which Inuit land claims have been carried out,
followed by a descriptive account of Alaskan, Canadian, and Greenland land claims.
Its purpose is to highlight the domestic changes in the meaning of territory within

notions of state sovereignty.

Chapter 5 critically examines the process and the political opening by
which the ICC would transform from a marginalized polity to a legitimate
transnational actor. The critical juncture providing the ability to institutionalize this re-
identification came through the onset of a larger crisis in the overall Westphalian myth
itself, one which brought to question the way in which global politics proceeds. In
particular, this chapter focuses on two parallel facets: oil and gas resource exploitation
and globalization. Natural resource discoveries led to official settlements of existing
Inuit land claims and were the impetus behind the creation of the ICC. The second
critical juncture is what is most often referred to as a new myth of globalization. The
discussion of globalization in this chapter is relevant to this study in that it offers a
more practical way to understand and utilize contending perspectives on globalization.
Within this context, it becomes possible to address theoretical concerns related to the

empirical discussion of the following two chapters.

Chapter 6 focuses on relationships between the ICC, its accompanying
discourse and international institutions, and emerging international legal norms

concerning human rights. This chapter provides a historical chronology of significant
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declarations which came to incorporate indigenous rights directly into international
human rights. Through this chronology a particular narrative emerges which evokes
not only a story of how indigenous peoples were brought into the international system
but also a story of the ways in which the traditional indigenous conception of
stewardship (as realized through Inuit land claims settlements) and indigenous rights
have melded with an emerging discourse of sustainable development and become
legitimized through a parallel evolution of international human rights law. By
combining indigenous rights and sustainable development, this chapter sets some of
the groundwork in which a new discourse of international development is
transforming the very architecture upon which previously sedimented international

politics was built.

Turning to Arctic governance, Chapter 7 provides a critique of post-Cold
War Arctic governance building from a non-state-centric perspective. This chapter
begins by focusing on the time period at the end of the Cold War and the significant
contributions leading to an ideological shift in the role of the Arctic in international
affairs. This is followed by an overview of ICC policy construction which is then
linked to the larger process of international Arctic regime construction. Concentrating
mainly on the making of the Arctic Council and the role of Inuit traditional
knowledge, this chapter offers a new narrative of Arctic regime-building. It brings to
light a more multifaceted account of the constitutive role of the ICC in Arctic
governance more broadly, and to the construction of the Arctic Council in particular,
than past accounts have offered. Chapter 8 offers three short case studies (the World
Bank, POPs, and the United States seeking the help of the OAS Inter-American Court

to protect the Inuit right to health from global warming) where indigenous groups have
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participated in the processes of their own development. These case studies also point

out indigenous contributions for setting new precedent in international law.

While the previous two chapters focus on both the international and Arctic
regional historical analysis of the ICC, equally important is the impacts that Inuit land
claims and the ICC have had on changing domestic political identities, both internally
and externally, as members of the Arctic international community. Therefore, Chapter
9 is a Canadian case study, focusing on the domestic level of analysis. It provides a
narrative illustrating how these overlapping polities are not only mutually constituted
at the regional or global level but also the way in which they have played out and
cannot be abstracted from their domestic dimensions as well. I argue that ultimately
both Inuit policy (through the ITK and the ICC) and Canadian policy have over time
grown increasingly interdependent and in some respects have merged in varying

circumstances, creating a specific vision of Canada as an ‘Arctic’ or ‘Northern’ State.

The last two chapters, 10 and 11, provide further discussion of the impacts
of the ICC for bringing to light new understandings of sovereignty as it relates to the
state and international politics. Examining the ICC from this context, a space by which
to re-conceptualize sovereignty is exposed. This move is a departure from the realities
and/or myth of the Westphalian system and its accompanying assumptions that
political identities are static as well as embedded in the state, and points to a
processual notion of political identity. This post-Westphalian analytical shift brings to
question the ongoing assumptions of Westphalian sovereignty and decouples
sovereignty from both the state and from the territory of each particular state. With a

new non-state-centric space in which to analyze global politics, sovereignty is once
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again re-embedded into the myth of the polity. Sovereignty becomes the domain of the

myth and the polity gives it structure.

In an emerging post-Westphalian system physical bounded ownership
over territory has become abstracted from the centerpiece of national aspirations, and,
consequently, nationalism also becomes abstracted from the state (the state is no
longer the sole aspiration) and as such it opens up a new space by which to perceive
post-statist nationalism. It is in this regard that nationalism becomes replaced by the
polity. Perceiving sovereignty as part of a larger process of polity construction it
becomes possible to conceptualize the political construction of the ICC as its own

political narrative. As Sassen asserts, traditional international relations

theories and models remain focused on the logic of relations between states and
the scale of the state at a time when we see a proliferation of non-state actors,
cross-border processes, and associated changes in the scope, exclusivity and
competence of state authority over its territory.'®

As such, aspects such as the state and territory become only components
of a much more fluid and complex part of the larger myth—in this case the ICC. The
last chapter focuses on three intrinsic aspects of the making of the contemporary Inuit
myth. The chapters of this dissertation combined provide one example of the
constitutive relationship between non-state institutions and the making of global

agendas.

'8 Sassen 2002, 7.
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Chapter 2

ENGAGING THE IR THEORY DEBATE: HOW DID WE GET
HERE?

Indeed, it is impossible to make sense of the issues that trouble the relationship
today without a clear understanding of the past. . . . We simply cannot
understand the depth of these issues or make sense of the current debate
without a solid grasp of the shared history of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
people on this continent."

What were the conditions that brought about the transition away from the
idea of the Inuit as ‘noble savages’ unable to govern themselves to the belief that
indigenous Inuit autonomy constitutes an alternative means of scientific inquiry, a
form of human rights, an inherent component of sustainable development discourse,
and a definitive means by which several Arctic states, particularly Canada, praise

themselves as models for global liberal democracy?

The field of international relations offers various means by which to
investigate this puzzle. From a realist perspective, the ICC has little or no role in
international affairs. Yet, it is possible to examine the ICC through domestic policies
concerning the Arctic in relation to international policy and law. From a liberal
institutional view, the ICC can be examined through the study of regimes (i.e., as an

actor on the Arctic Council®). Another possibility is to analyze the ICC as a social

" Canada Communication Group 1991.
20 Young 1992.
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movement in the form of a transnational NGO, and look at the mechanisms and ways
it, as a political entity, has attained its goals.”’ Cosmopolitanists such as Martin Shaw
and David Held, and the English school in general, would reduce Inuit agency to an
organization inherently set out to contribute in the construction of a global liberal
state. Yet none of these theories offers an account of the historical and constitutive
relationship between the evolution of the ICC and the international system through the
underlying processes upon which these changes were able to emerge and take shape.
Subsequently, they fail to unearth a narrative concerning the processes of changing

perceptions of sovereignty in global politics over time.

While this chapter is a theoretical examination of the methodological
debate taking place in IR, its purpose is to elucidate the larger significance of using a
post-positivist constructivism for this study of the ICC, as well as the general study of
institutions in global politics. If, as some argue (e.g., Hall 1999; Linklater1998), the
world is going through a ‘systemic reconstruction’ or entering a new epoch, then

sufficient tools for examining these processes are necessary.

The comfort of a theoretically bipolar discipline (in realism vs. idealism)
has become long fragmented, and a ‘third debate’ has emerged into the mainstream of
international relations. This space has included not only a debate about the ongoing
importance of states or the level of primacy to be given to non-state actors, but it has
also brought into question the mission of the IR discipline itself (in prediction vs.
understanding). Within this debate there has been a renewed discussion concerning

meta-theory. This discussion includes the question of whether any desire remains to

21 Keck and Sikkink 1998.
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work toward a grand theory of IR. Some authors argue that the very idea of finding
finality in resolving this debate is not necessary as “the possibility that, within limits,
diversity of viewpoints might be fully compatible with scientific rationality and
objectivity.”* This chapter engages in this ongoing debate as it is relevant to the study
of the ICC; the aim of this chapter is to dissect the relationship between questions of

theory and method regarding the empirical investigation of the ICC.

The Positivist Agenda

For much of its history, the discipline of theory building in international
relations has been dominated by the pursuit of increased scientific rigor with debates
centering on what type of scientific model best explains the ‘real world.” Political
philosophy was abstracted from international relations theories becoming dominated
by aims to understand the social world through the same means as those used in
investigating the natural world. Sound political science has meant the rigorous
application of reductionism through scientific method. Through this process, rather
than getting ‘caught up’ in ongoing debates over ideology, social scientists were
encouraged “to go on with some “useful’ or practical work.”* While reductionism
became a mainstream means of political inquiry, the inability to deal with ‘real world’
events brought these sedimented ideological notions into question. For example,
political, economic, and social transformations brought about by heightened processes
of globalization and a post-Cold War world led many IR scholars to re-examine the

lens through which global politics is understood. More recently, the ascendance of

* Lapid 1989, 246.
* Ibid., 236.
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non-state actors accessing new channels through which to assert their authority has

brought into question traditional assumptions of authority, sovereignty, and the state.

Positivism in international relations generally views the international
system in terms of states existing in a universe lacking central authority. States are
fixed, self-interested actors; through rational behavior, they do what is necessary for
survival. The state is a symbol, according to Rosenau, “without content, as an actor
whose nature, motives, and conduct are so self-evident as to obviate any need for
precise conceptualizing.”* In this fashion, Wendt asserts that scientific realism more
broadly assumes that the world is separated from individual observers, that
observations themselves are independent from particular frames of reference, that
mature scientific theories are able to model this world, and that it is possible (even if
not directly), to observe the social world. With these assumptions, positivist

constructivists have carved out a theory for studying international behavior.

Contending positions regarding a positivist-constructivist framework have
already been comprehensively pointed out by many authors. Friedrich Kratochwil, for
example, methodically addresses the greater part of these issues. In problematizing the
assumption of the state as a given entity or even point of departure for investigation,
Kratochwil questions the way in which warranted knowledge is produced in general.”
He asserts that there are two arguments. First there is the scientific method, which
requires a specific method and the belief that knowledge is multiple and therefore

cannot be reduced to reliance on one particular method.

# Rosenau 1990, 117.
2 Kratochwil 2000.
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Second, Kratochwil questions Wendt’s scientific realist approach to social
constructivism on two grounds. He questions the entire premise that things are there
but unrecognizable until described. Kratochwil’s point is to challenge the idea that
such descriptions place us closer to the ‘truth’ and whether ‘truth’ itself is a matter of
the conditions governing the justifiability of assertions rather than a “correct
apprehension of reality.”*® As Kratochwil asserts; “how do we know that we have
gotten nearer to the truth instead of only substituting one theoretical concept with
some other?”” Kratochwil is also concerned with the cause and effect relationships
which many scientific realists seek to uncover. Social constructivism does not look for
independent causes and effects, given that all relationships are co-constituted;

therefore, looking for independent variables is a contradiction. As Kratochwil states,

We cannot talk about ‘things in themselves’ but need descriptions; these
descriptions are not neutral and somehow objective but embrace all types of
social practices and interests that make things into what they are called or
referred to . . . what is at issue is not the existence of the ‘thing in itself’ but its
recognition as ‘something” which can only be established by bringing it under a
description. . . . It is therefore pretty useless to argue in the abstract . . . which
of these descriptions is the ‘true’ one, as it should be clear that ‘truth’ is not a
function of the ‘things’, or of the ‘world’, but of the assertions that are made
within certain frames and descriptions.*®

Kratochwil’s contentions are highlighted by the work of Finnemore and
Sikkink.” These authors propose that positivist constructivists can improve

constructivist methodology by incorporating some of the methods of comparativists.

* Ibid., 92.

7 Ibid.

* Ibid., 95.

* Finnemore and Sikkink 2001.
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By assuming that linguistic concepts such as human rights or bureaucracies are in fact
socially constructed, it becomes possible to hypothesize the effects of these
institutions in world politics. As such, they claim that “constitution in this sense is
causal.”® Furthermore, the authors state that while it is possible to identify these
concepts, the general notion of identity itself fails to be specified and therefore any
study of identity is only able to offer “very pluralistic explanations for state action
[assuming that states are the only concern of IR scholars] providing little hope of
contingent generalizations about identity and world politics.”' Instead, they argue that
Wendt appropriately offers an understanding of identity which rectifies this ambiguity
by asserting that identities are: a) understood internally and externally; and b) that the
two particular identities which are of greatest concern are “type identities” and “role

identities,” both of which are centered on the state.*

Finnemore, Sikkink, and Wendt all engage in a critique of identity from a
level of analysis separate from many others who study identity constructivism. The
notion of identity is not a thing or an entity similar to a magnifying glass to carry out
investigations of the world. Identities are not used as tools but instead are conceived as
ongoing relationships of exploration. Finnemore and Sikkink’s fixation on the need to
find generalizations is not an issue directly relevant to improving constructivist
scholarship. Even if one does offer hypotheses or generalities, such enterprises must
follow after any constructivist investigation, rather than being a part of it. These

authors aim to improve the empirical capabilities of constructivism. However, they fail

30 Tbid.
31 Tbid.
32 Wendt in Finnemore and Sikkink 2001.
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to offer any insight into the necessary prior steps concerning methodological matters
of constructivism. Furthermore, doing social constructivism through cause-and-effect
questions fails to acknowledge what is at stake if these underlying processes are

ignored.

Rather than believing that science needs a particular foundation in order to
examine the world as it stands, Kratochwil argues that scientific inquiry must be
redefined. Rather than a path to ‘Truth,” science should be regarded as an argument.

According to Kratochwil,

Truth is a function of consensus in a scientific community sharing criteria of
what represents ‘good science’. Results are considered ‘true’ as they emerge
from particular procedures and practices. Truth is then not only contingent on
some theoretical framework and some taken-for-granted or background
knowledge (measurement), but is also derived from argumentative procedures.
The arguments among the practitioners centre on the importance or meaning of
tests, on the justifications for calling something an anomaly (rather than
refutation), an error (rather than a ‘discovery’), and so forth. In other words,
reaching the final decisions is based on some legitimate procedure that
allocates burden of proof.*

This lack of foundation, according to Kratochwil, nevertheless does not
render all knowledge meaningless or suggest that ‘anything goes.” He points out
Wendt’s argument that there is no single logic of anarchy because its logic changes
from actor to actor within the international system. Any particular understanding of
anarchy depends on a shared system of meanings. Rather, an adequate constructivist
analysis would focus on the constitutive relationships which are the foundation of the
theory itself. Accordingly, the first step in a constructivist analysis must begin by

discerning what was meant when a particular reference was made concerning a ‘state

33 Kratochwil 2000, 89.
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identity’ or a ‘national interest’ before making generalizations concerning these
notions as if their meanings remain static. As Skinner comments, “unless we begin by
enquiring into the rationality of the belief concerned, we cannot be sure of correctly
identifying what it is that needs explaining, nor its consequence of directing our

investigation along appropriate lines.”**

Furthermore, arbitrary distinctions when made between what are
considered natural or inevitable and what is a construction—such as the primacy of the
state—abandons the premise upon which constructivism is built. If the world is of our
doing then no inherent primacy should be afforded to certain structures over others.
Subsequently, creating such boundaries additionally begs the question of who has the
authority to speak on behalf of these distinctions. Constructivism comes from the
vantage that “our concepts are not forced upon us by the world, but represent what we

bring to the world in order to understand it.”*

Lastly, the positivist constructivist research agenda remains committed to
its scientific aims for finding truths. Whether overtly or subversively, the positivist
position remains devoted to the idea that somehow with enough precision and finesse
it may one day be possible to produce an objective sense of knowledge. Subsequently,
positivist inquiry spends substantial effort debating over how much truth exists and
how to judge these claims and consequently ends up asking the wrong questions.
Authors such as Adler, while conceding that knowledge is context-specific, aim for a

macro theory of the social world.

** Skinner 2002, 34.
¥ Ibid., 46.
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Instead of finding the theory of social relations for understanding the
social world, constructivist logic maintains that a theory should begin with the
assumption that “we need to treat our normative concepts less as statements about the
world than as tools and weapons of ideological debate.”* Ultimately, “we are always
caught up in the process of interpretation as soon as we begin to describe any aspect of
our evidence in our own words.”*” According to Skinner, “the concepts we employ to
report the facts will always serve at the same time to help determine what are to count
as facts.”*® The evidence obtained through observation is to some degree limited and
therefore shaped by our concepts and by the vocabulary used to express them. This,
Skinner asserts, does not mean that the historian becomes obsolete. Instead, he makes
the case that “we ought to give up the quest for ‘meaning’ in such an atomic sense”
altogether.” While failing to serve as a potential grand theory of international
relations, constructivism nevertheless has significant implications for better
understanding political interaction. As Kratochwil succinctly summarizes, the search
for a middle ground renders constructivism without “virtues but [instead] many of the

disadvantages of the positions it tries to mediate.”*

% Ibid., 16, 177.

37 Skinner 2002, 16, 45.
* Tbid.

* Ibid., 16, 47.

4 Kratochwil 2000, 97.
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From Positivist to Post-Positivist Inquiry: Identity, Discourse, and the Power of
Rhetoric

After delineating the main impasses created by wedding constructivism
and positivism, it is possible to turn to a post-positivist approach to identity
construction or polity construction. Post-positivist constructivism, while post-
positivist, is not anti-modernity nor does it do away with modernity. Rather, post-
positivist polity constructivism is a product of past modes of thought. Rather than
taking a position on modernity (such as critical theory) a post-positivist constructivist
aim is to analyze the conditions which helped bring about social norms. These norms
include modernity and the way it constrains and affords certain knowledge

constructions in general.

A post-positivist approach to polity construction does not assume the state
at the outset. Instead, it begins by problematizing identity as bound entities. It
conceives all identities (or institutions) as context dependent.*" All identities are
always incomplete as they are dependent on the existence of an ‘other.” Similarly,
Laclau and Mouffe have proposed a constructivist methodology which analyzes
identity through examining discourse. Theoretically, discourse theory moves away
from ontologically ‘given’ objects of investigation to ‘conditions of possibility.” These
conditions are based on antagonisms, which limit objectivity. Therefore political
identities (institutions) are always contingent, they are never closed and, as such, they
always contain a lack. Overall the aim of post-positivist constructivism is to

problematize the actual processes of identity construction and reconstruction.

* See Emirbayer September 1997; Jackson and Nexon 1999.
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Institutions Revisited

Institutions are multifaceted because they are contingent upon ongoing
historical and contextual instances. An examination of the ICC, rather than approached
as an entity engaging in global politics, necessitates a lens which conceives it as an
ongoing and always unfinished process of identity construction. As such, appropriate
tools to examine this relationship are necessary and the ideas of Ferguson and
Mansbach (1996), concerning polities become valuable. For Ferguson and Mansbach,
a polity is an entity which has the political capacity to mobilize people and resources
for political purposes. A polity also has a distinct identity such as the ICC. However, a
polity’s identity is associated with other identities (e.g., the ICC identifies with other
indigenous organizations in the Arctic, such as the Saami Council and the Russian
Federation Association of Indigenous Peoples of the North [RAIPON]). The ICC also
identifies with other NGOs at the international level through the United Nations as one
indigenous group among others. In addition, the ICC identifies with domestic Inuit
identities such as the government of Nunavut and Greenland. The ICC also identifies

with other Arctic States, as being one of several Arctic political actors.

In addition, polities have a hierarchy in which certain individuals speak or
act on behalf of those persons identifying with the polity.* Overall, conceptualizing
identities as polities offers much analytical leverage for examining the construction
and politics of the ICC in Arctic and international governance. As Ferguson and

Mansbach attest, traditional approaches of international relations fail to account for

* These individuals are examined in this study through the speeches of Inuit leaders
and Arctic academic experts such as Sheila Watt-Cloutier, Eben Hobson, Jens Dahl,
Terry Fenge, Aqqgaluk Lynge, and John Kusugak (See References).
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those entities in which authority is shared or contested by other polities. Rather than
privileging the state system and assuming state sovereignty as the center of analysis,
polities represent “an alternative to the Eurocentric, a historical, inside/outside model
of a sovereign-state world.”*

Patrick Jackson goes further by drawing on Ferguson and Mansbach’s

model of polities as a means for examining identity in general.*

This analytical move
enables a shift from state-centrism to including all actors or polities. A significant
aspect of this shift, according to Jackson, is that a polity represents an action.
“‘[P]olities’ are actors, distinguished from other elements of social life by their
appropriate possession of active verbs.”* Polities, furthermore, are entities which
people are loyal to, identify with, and sometimes even feel passionate about.
According to Jackson, “the domain of a polity thus includes those who identify with it,
the space they occupy, and the issue(s) over which the polity exercises influence.”*
Polities, not limited to states or even governments, “may be hierarchically layered,
partially overlapping, completely enclosed by one another, or (rarely) isolated.”” The
basis for a polity’s capacity for action is its authority. According to Jackson, all
identities are conceived as co-constituted by the structure of knowledge. The history

and transformation of a polity is persistent as they most often overlap, layer, endure, or

disappear.

* Ferguson and Mansbach 1996.

* Ibid.

* Jackson 2004.

* Tbid.

* Ferguson and Mansbach 1996, 263.
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It is this process of tracing polity construction which is the focus of this
study. Polities’ offer a broader means by which to examine and discuss Inuit political
construction concurrently at the local, regional, and international levels. The ICC,
while acting as an international non-governmental organization, is much more
contextual and multifaceted than merely serving to enact Arctic policy and it cannot be
abstracted from Inuit political construction at all levels of governance. Examining the
ICC as an Inuit polity opens a space for understanding beyond the ‘transnational’
when referring to the whole of the Inuit community, or ‘sub-national’ and ‘local
autonomy’ from the state when referring to Greenland, Nunavut, or the North Slope
Borough of Alaska, or ‘international’ in reference to its relations with the United

Nations or other intergovernmental organizations.*®

Narratives and the Power of Discourse

What are the mechanisms for analyzing the process and significance of
polity construction? One way is to trace narratives through the discourse of interacting
polities. More generally, narratives produced through discourse remain “based on a
theory or position about the world . . . and they postulate an ideal or method to
follow.”* Discourse theory is a method for analyzing the connections between
language and social change. Its argument is that analyzing the meanings of particular
ideas and tracing the changes in their meaning over time is necessary in order to

comprehend present social conditions. Particularly, discourse theory seeks to address

* Tilly 2002, 154. My italics.
* Francis 1999, 390.
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those issues which are experiencing transformations in previously sedimented centers

of authority and its subsequent modes of power upon which its legitimacy endured.

Molly Cochran (2003) discusses the application of Deweyan pragmatism
as a means of analyzing the relationship between concepts and the words applied to
describe meaning. Cochran asserts that Deweyan pragmatism allows for an ethical and
objective inquiry which does not impose a particular set of cultural values.” She
believes that pragmatism can be used as one particular tool for “understanding and
responding to problematic situations.”' Whereas the positivist understanding of power
and authority is the identification of law-like regularities and covering laws, Dewey,
according to Cochran, regarded power as knowledge which is attained through solving
problems. Due to the complexity of society and its continuously changing

environment, power is only a “temporary and contingent resting place for inquiry.”*

Truth, therefore, is the temporary end of a controversial issue® and inquiry
is intervention—"‘we interact with the objects we intend to know rather than passively
observing them.”** Rather than covering laws, Dewey believed that understanding is a
combination of various ideas; it is not derived from a “uniform sequence of events.””

If several experiences are perceived differently, this does not make one account ‘more

real’ than the others. Instead “we have contrast, not between a Reality and various

% Cochran 2003, 526.
*!bid., 534.

2 Ibid., 535.

» Ibid., 527.

**Ibid., 528-529.

> Ibid., 529.
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approximations to, or phenomenal representations of Reality, but between different
realms of experience.”® This type of inquiry then leads to an understanding and

comprehension rather than ‘explanation for explanation’s sake.’

Cochran further compares Deweyan pragmatism to Weber’s concept of an
‘ideal type’—the idea that an objective method of concept formation is attainable—
and concludes that Weber’s commitment to positivism precludes him from exploring
relationships through the creation of new phenomena for the purpose of modifying
existence toward the desired ends of a community. Like Dewey’s pragmatism,
Weber’s ideal type is obtained by always asking practical questions—questions that
help us determine what is of significance and therefore what knowledge is worth
knowing. The objectivity of this ideal type is not based on unevaluated objective facts
but is a matter of ““value relevance.”’ As such, the values of a particular community of
social scientists establish the universal validity of a particular ideal-type construction.
However, whereas Weber insisted on separating facts from value, Dewey believed that
in order to cope with the world, people distinguish and perceive situations and give
meaning to these experiences. These meanings then become habits or tacit
understandings and are the basis by which new knowledge can be obtained (the object
of inquiry finds definition). This knowledge often then becomes sedimented through

scientific exploration and consensus within the scientific community.

Deweyan pragmatism is a clear move away from positivist constructivism

and offers much more analytical leverage than a positivist quest for the facts.

** Dewey quoted in Cochran 2003, 532.
°” Dewey quoted in Cochran 2003, 532.
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However, Cochran’s theory relies heavily on “the social science community” to foster
and legitimize these contingent truths. By assuming the ‘social science’ community,
Cochran fails to problematize the ongoing power struggles over who constitutes those
with the authority to speak as given experts. Political actors with the power and
legitimacy to define the boundaries of this ‘social science’ community are not given
and most often, these power struggles are central to politics and to the discussion of
the ICC in this dissertation. More generally, Cochran’s analysis also does not offer
social scientists (whoever they might be) with an operationalized way to actually ‘go
about doing’ social science. While Dewey’s pragmatism embraces inclusivity and
plurality by arguing that different provinces of reality are not incommensurable and
that much can be communicated across cultures,™ (but how this can be actualized
remains vague). Employing Deweyan pragmatism, while adding to an important
debate, needs further methodological direction to address some of the most significant

of these methodological debates in constructivist IR.

The Essex school engages these questions. The Essex school of discourse
theory “investigates the way in which social practices articulate and contest the
discourses that constitute social reality.”* Unlike perhaps mainstream approaches to
doing discourse theory, the Essex school has a much broader and open-ended or
organic approach. According to the Essex school, discourses in general are always
contingent and historical and they entail the analysis of a range of empirical raw

materials. These include both linguistic and non-linguistic data including speeches,

¥ Cochran 2003, 546.
% Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis 2000, 4.
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reports, manifestos, historical events, interviews, policies, ideas, as well as
organizations. The data itself is regarded as practices which comprise both discourses
and the reality in which these discourses are embedded.” Further, discourse is
considered more than merely sets of ideas or beliefs which are shared by policy
communities, politicians, or social movements. The Essex school questions the ways
in which discourse is derived from historical sets of rules. All meaning is contingent
on context.®’ As such, Essex discourse theory re-politicizes concepts which have

previously been taken out of the political realm.

Skinner argues for the use of discourse as a means to investigate political
phenomena in general. He begins his analysis a step deeper than Cochran’s use of
Dewey pragmatism, arguing that even prior to an empirical investigation of a problem,
it is necessary to have an indication of what its particular ideas mean and how they are
applied. This includes understanding the range of its context—the circumstances under
which the meaning of a concept holds true (in a sense, problematizing the community
upon which the argument rests). Only subsequently is it possible to relate the concepts
to the wider world or larger social contexts. When the nature or meaning of a concept
changes, then its relationship with an entire vocabulary changes as well. Therefore, the
critical point of inquiry is not on just the particular ideas themselves but also on the
existing structures which maintain their legitimacy and power. From this point it is
possible to postulate the changing social attitudes of the community in which concepts

are used.®

% Tbid.
' Ibid., 2.
62 Skinner 2002, 162, 171.
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That which conditions any social belief also conditions the means by
which to describe its account. All empirical investigations remain bounded by existing
vocabularies and therefore the descriptions upon which those practices are described.
As Skinner asserts, “[t]o recognise the role of our evaluative language in helping to
legitimate social action is to recognise the point at which our social vocabulary and
our social fabric mutually prop each other up.”® While we are always inhibited by our
vocabulary and the concepts available for communication, if a convention is
challenged or a norm is undermined we “cannot simply dispense with the category of

the author.”*

To the extent that the social world is constituted by available concepts,
any alteration in the use of a concept constitutes a change in the social world. It
follows that the central focus is thus not individual authors but the larger general
discourse of the time.® Therefore, when undertaking a post-positivist constructivist
analysis of an empirical question, the investigation goes further than posing varying
arguments as to what actually took place. While acknowledging the need to begin with
problematizing the community in which language, meaning, and vocabularies reside,
this type of analysis, nevertheless, remains bound by the very language it aims to
problematize. How, therefore, does it become possible to proceed with a post-

positivist analysis of investigation? How do we problematize what we assume?

% Ibid., 174.
6 Skinner 2002, 162, 171.
5 Ibid., 118.
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Methodology: From Theory to Practice

An understanding of the past can help us to appreciate how far the values
embodied in our present way of life, and our present ways of thinking about
those values, reflect a series of choices made at different times between

different possible worlds.®

Puzzles are always contingent to the social world and the social world is
always in flux. An adequate constructivist analysis ascertains a parallel narrative about
the changing context of the social world by cutting into the evolving process of social
interaction; investigating the conditions upon which the particular instance under
investigation has come about within the context of ongoing social norms and
conditions.”” Consequently, using discourse as a matter of methodology offers an
analysis of changing power relations through the construction, reification, and

transformation of ideas. As such®[t]he only histories of ideas to be written are histories

% Ibid., 6.

% In fact, he questions whether it is necessary to be concerned with the states of mind
of individual authors at all. As Skinner asserts, “we are speaking about texts, and the
performativity in which I am interested can validly be treated as a property of texts in
themselves. We can perfectly rest content with observing that a text constitutes an
attack on one position, a defence of another, a revision of a third, and so forth. We can
limit ourselves to arguing about the defensibility of such claims, and to pursuing the
kinds of historical research that will enable us to enrich and refine them. We can
thereby, limit our study entirely to texts, their characteristics and behavior, and forget
about the authors altogether” (2002, 118). However, Skinner argues that texts in fact
do have authors and that authors have intentions when writing them; therefore, the
best hypothesis is that the author was in fact writing with intention and by
acknowledging this is to have identified the range of what the author was doing by
producing the given utterance. As such, texts are acts and the aim is to discern the
intentions embodied in their performance.
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of their uses in argument.”® An Essex school of discourse analysis therefore is a

historical engagement with the present.

History According to International Relations: Traditional History Versus
Indigeneity

How is world politics understood through a post-positivist constructivist
historical analysis? Traditionally, international relations theory offers a historical
account of international politics as a history of the making and interactions of states in
a world threatened by war and anarchy or mediated through state-enacted regimes.
Empirical questions of this Western notion of the world are then investigated by
looking at certain documents and written records, to establish ‘what actually
happened.’” The goal is to find the ‘truth’ of the past as life extends in a linear fashion,
distinguishing the ‘then’ from the ‘now.’® Indigenous accounts of history, however,
do not take the same approach to understanding the world.” Indigeneity theory is
“neither linear nor steeped in the same notions of social progress: evolution. Rather it
is cyclical.””" Furthermore, unlike the human-centricity of Western history, indigeneity
views humans as only one “element of the natural order of the universe.”” Indigenous
history is also often oral. Their oral accounts are dependent on who is telling the story
and why they are telling that particular story. History, therefore, evolves and adapts to

ongoing events, not to tell a factual account of the past but to “educate the listener,”

% Skinner 2002, 82, 85-86.

% Canada Communication Group 1991.
" Tbid.

' Ibid.

” Tbid.
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oral stories are “facts enmeshed in the stories of a lifetime.””® Historical accounts,

therefore, while their origins are in the past, “speak to the present.””

From an international relations perspective, indigeneity discourse begins
with ‘original occupancy’ as its premise and analyzes indigenous self-determination,
including self-determination as understood according to indigenous models.
Indigeneity rejects calls for multiculturalism and the need to celebrate diversity” as
these ideas have often led to policies of assimilation and a rejection of indigenous
autonomy and authority. Indigeneity discourse further presupposes that indigenous
peoples are autonomous polities. It perceives relations between indigenous
communities and the state as nation-to-nation exchanges; it validates territorial and
cultural autonomy at the level of governance; it advocates legitimacy through consent
rather than authority. Further, indigenous communities are believed to be sovereign in
and of themselves, while concurrently sharing the sovereignty of other polities.
Indigeneity discourse, therefore, undermines the ability for indigenous rights to be
adequately construed theoretically in the context of, or merely as, a Western political
phenomenon.”™ In principal, indigeneity is based upon a model of constructive
engagement which challenges state-centric forms of sovereignty at three different yet
overlapping levels: territorial sovereignty, political-judicial sovereignty, and the
legitimization of interdependence both theoretically and empirically through the idea

of mutual consent.

7 Ibid.

™ Ibid.

”* Maaka and Fleras 2000.

76 Tvison, Patton, and Sanders 2000, 1; Maaka and Fleras 2000, 91.
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Indigeneity discourse, at its foundations, challenges conventional
perceptions of the sovereign state. For example, indigenous sovereignty is often
conceived as being autonomous yet not desiring secession.”” Many indigenous peoples
explicitly argue against the possibility of secession, asserting that secession would
merely subjugate them to the same colonization that they are resisting.” The
International Work Group for Indigenous Affairs (IWGIA) claims that self-
determination, for indigenous peoples, “does most often NOT imply secession from
the state.”” For example, the Cordillera peoples believe that secession from the state
of the Philippines would be “wrong and regressive” and if they seceded from a state
that “remained under the yoke of the same basic social problems, the region would stir
up more ethnic strife—within and around the region, between indigenous and non-
indigenous peoples, and among indigenous peoples themselves.”* Essentially, if a
group chooses to secede, secession, rather than autonomy, may instead laterally
transfer indigenous problems from domestic colonization by the state to a parallel

notion of colonization at level of the international system.

Further, an indigeneity methodology, at the outset, while not rejecting
modernity, problematizes all previously sedimented and mainstream conventions of
the international system including notions of authority, sovereignty, and the state.
Indigeneity illuminates contemporary social interaction as it problematizes the very

foundation upon which the history of IR has come to be assumed and acted upon.

" Maaka and Fleras, 93.
® Ibid., 96.
" IWGIA.

% Cordillera Peoples Alliance home page.
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Karena Shaw (2002) contends that the modern idea of sovereignty reveals the
constitutive nature of ‘our’ identity and the situations with which indigenous
communities are faced. Indigenous struggles are our problems, not merely in that it is
all ‘our’ fault, but rather because of the implications it has for understanding ‘our’ own
identities.*" Given this, Shaw focuses on examining the political: “the conditions under
which, and the practices through which, authority is constituted and legitimised, in
what these constitutions and legitimations enable and disable, particularly in relation
to the constitution of political possibilities for indigenous peoples.”® Therefore, an
adequate analysis must assume that the discipline of international relations lacks a
legitimate expression of world politics. Given the historical context of its practice, it is
likewise not an “inaccurate or inappropriate” expression of world politics.*’ If we want
to understand world politics, and so “shift [our] exploration of the diverse special,
temporal, and discursive conditions under which forms of authority are being
constituted, enabled and authorised today,” then we need to move the center of our
analysis from ontologically given assumptions about authority to the ontological

conditions of possibility.*

One way to operationalize this type of theoretical stance is through the
work of Foucault’s genealogy and archaeology. Mitchell Dean, in accordance with
Foucault, refers to this type of analysis as “critical history”—a problematizing activity

which focuses on contemporary struggles and confrontations, as well as the

' Shaw 2002, 59.

% Ibid., 76.

% Ibid.

% Ibid.; Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis 2000, xi.
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construction of knowledge. The construction of knowledge, however, is not an attempt
to write of the past in terms of the present—or presentism—but rather it functions only
as a means of assurance for contemporary identity formations.* A history of the
present is concerned first with problematizing assumptions of contemporary social
existence and, second, with deconstructing these norms in order to delineate the
conditions by which they came to be sedimented and taken for granted. This means
that a history of the present, however, is not a normative analysis aiming to speak on
behalf of liberation, struggles, or against systems of domination. It does not offer an
account of how a present system of discourse should be mobilized and put into
practice.® Discourse theory is not merely an attempt to “retrieve and reconstruct the
meanings of social actors.” There is not a sense of recovery derived from the
investigation. Nor does it seek to only reconstitute common meanings and practices of
social actors. It does not seek to provide novel interpretations of events by
“elucidating their meaning.” Rather, seeks to understand the ways in which social

actors construct meaning within incomplete and “undecidable” structures.®

Instead, the critical history of Foucault focuses on two particular
intellectual works: archaeology and genealogy. Genealogy is a history of the present
while archaeology is the means of analysis. Dean refers to the combination of

Foucault’s archaeology and genealogy as doing a “history of the present.”®

% Dean 1994, 29.

*Ibid., 17.

¥ Ibid.

¥ Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis 2000.
¥ Dean 1994, 14-17.
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Archaeology of knowledge is a methodology interested not in finding deep meanings,
but rather focuses solely on speech acts and how they fit into a particular discursive
formation.” Discursive facts are not things but rather fields or “systems of the
dispersed relations that are the conditions of discourses.”" Therefore, the aim of
archaeology is to establish a method for examining knowledge formation by

investigating discursive formations through the analysis of speech acts.

Speech acts, for Foucault, take place within a “rule-governed system.”* If
meanings are brought together by rule-governed systems, then there must also be
conditions upon which the rules acquire coherence. Therefore, as these conditions
determine what can count as a possible element, individual elements are not as
important as the system itself. Taken from this context, the whole is greater than the
sum of its parts.” Meanings of particular statements—those which make statements
into elements—are only applicable within the specific discursive formation. Further,
the very identity of the statement itself is dependent on the particular use made of it.

An analysis of these conditions is the crux of an archaeological analysis.

By focusing on discursive formations, archaeology problematizes the
conventional assumptions of historiography and its relation to documents. Rather than
using documents to construct a historical reality of events, archaeology seeks to

highlight the positive reality of discourse and form a description of its systems of

* Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 49.
' Dean 1994, 16.

” Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 53.
? Ibid., 55.
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formation. Its objectives are not to establish foundations or produce ‘the truth.” Rather
it is an inquiry to unfold the conditions upon which things are considered to be true. It
is “an approach to all those discourses that seek to rationalise or systematise
themselves in relation to particular ways of saying ‘the true.”””* Therefore,
archaeology is a purely descriptive enterprise. While speech acts themselves cannot be
examined in isolation, discursive formations can be bracketed from their background
and an archaeological analysis looks at the networks of varying discursive

formations.”

It is no longer the task of history to memorise monuments of the past and thus
to transform them into ‘documents’ of a reality of consciousness of which they
are but traces. Rather, history has become . . . that which transforms documents
into monuments.”®

An archaeological analysis, in sum, is not a historical analysis or an
interpretation of what was really meant by what was said. Conversely, it problematizes
the means of existence and “what it means for them to have appeared when and where
they did—they and no others.””” The goal of archaeology is to provide a total theory
for describing the rules governing discursive practices—by bracketing truth claims
and their meanings allowing the interpreter to sit above and objectively look into an
inquiry while remaining free from its own theories. Foucault later acknowledges that,

in fact, the observer is not only involved in the investigation but is also produced by

* Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 53.

* Ibid., 58.

% Dean 1994, 16.

7 Michel Foucault quoted in Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 51.
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the same social practices being studied.” This acknowledgement laid the groundwork
for producing what has become Foucault’s genealogy. The goal of genealogy is acting

as a method for “diagnosing and grasping the significance of these social practices

from within them.””

Foucault’s genealogy stems from Nietzsche’s genealogical pose. In

general, genealogy is an account of history contrary to traditional historical analyses

where events are regarded as an ongoing phenomenon with “monotonous finality.”'®

Genealogy is the study of the relations between power, knowledge, and the body
(human collectivity). Rather than looking for continuity, genealogy looks for
discontinuities. Yet, it also avoids any search for depth. Instead it searches for small
details and minor events. Like the archaeologist, a genealogical account views things
from afar, discovering that those meanings which are held to be the deepest are in fact
the most superficial. Their meanings are to be discovered in ‘surface practices’ rather

than in hidden deep meanings as stated by Foucault:

The purpose of genealogy, guided by history, is not to discover the roots of our
identity but to commit itself to dissipation. It does not seek to define our unique
threshold of emergence, the homeland to which metaphysicians promise a
return; it seeks to make visible all of those discontinuities that cross us. . .. If
genealogy in its own right gives rise to questions concerning our native land,
native language, or the laws that govern us, its intention is to reveal the
heterogeneous systems which, masked by the self, inhibit the formation of any
form of identity.'""

* Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 102—103.

% Ibid., 103.

"% Tbid., 106.

"% Michel Foucault quoted in Neumann 2002, 15.
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Accordingly, the deepest meaning to discover, rather than discovering
hidden meanings, is that there are only more interpretations: it is “a never ending task.
... There is nothing absolutely primary to interpret because, when all is said and done,
underneath it all everything is already interpretation.”' According to Foucault, the
development of humanity is a series of interpretations. Genealogy records the history
of these interpretations and makes evident how universal assumptions are the product
of the contingent emergence of imposed interpretations. By documenting these
interpretations, the goal of genealogy is to deconstruct the primacy of origins and

unchanging truths.

Therefore, truth and power are strategies and the effects are not
‘appropriation’ but rather, “dispositions, manoeuvres, tactics, techniques, [and]
functionings” played out in an ongoing network of tensions.'” The interactions
between truth and power operate within a particular historical situation and are made
possible by the space which defines them. Domination (or power) as such is not
merely a relationship between rulers and the ruled operating along a linear universal
progression of reason. Rather, all relationships are relevant only within a particular
historical context. The meanings of these relationships are only relevant within the
local context which defines them: “Rules are empty in themselves, violent and

unfinalized; they are impersonal and can be bent to any purpose.”'®

12 Dreyfus and Rainbow 1982, 107.
"% Tbid., 109.
"% Ibid., 110.
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Subsequently, genealogy offers the means for examining the processes by
which certain groups amass these rules and redefine them for their own particular use.
It creates the space for questioning those objects which are assumed to be part of our
reality. A genealogy “allows us to establish a historical knowledge of struggles and to
make use of this knowledge today. It connects the empirical analysis to particular
contemporary struggles as it is concerned with the changing conditions of knowledge

formations and places this analysis in relation to ‘contemporary concerns.’”'%

Engaging in a history of the present begins with a diagnosis of the current
situation. The task of the historian is to point out critical moments and analyze where
they emerged, took shape, and acquired their importance. Given this, a history of the
present does not question along the lines of ‘what does this mean for us’ (i.e.,
prediction)? Rather, the question is how ‘did we get here’ (i.e., interpretation)? In this
case, the first task is to question the conditions which allowed certain power relations
to emerge among Inuit and Europeans, become sedimented or taken for granted, and
create the present context in which these sedimented beliefs are played out in
cotemporary politics. Only after engaging in this inquiry is it possible (if desired) to
question how the Inuit context compares to similar contexts (such as other indigenous
peoples existing within states—e.g., the Kurds in Turkey and Iraq, the Quebecois in
Canada, the Basques in Spain, or the Zapatista’s in Mexico) and subsequently make
assertions concerning generalities among indigenous or ethnic movements (or polity

construction in general).

' Tbid.
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The genealogy in this dissertation cannot and does not to provide an entire
history of the Inuit, a history of indigenous peoples in general, or a complete history of
the Arctic. Rather, using genealogy as a method to understand the ICC provides the
means to isolate certain concepts of power and trace them back in time'* in order to
understand the central issues present in Arctic politics. Archaeology enables a
problematization of Inuit polity construction through the ICC and genealogy puts this
problematization into the contemporary context of global politics. Genealogy asks the

questions and archaeology does the work.'”

While Foucault meticulously ties method to theory, providing the means
by which to analyze the relationship between polity construction and ongoing global
norms, the methodology of Laclau and Mouffe offers a more concise means by which
to go about a genealogical investigation.'” Parallel to Foucault’s genealogy, the
premise of the discourse theory of Laclau and Mouffe (Essex school) “assumes that all
objects and actions are meaningful, and that their meaning is conferred by historically
specific systems of rules.”'” Accordingly, the construction of these meanings is

located in the discursive realm. This is where particular conditions of possibility exist,

"% Tbid., 119.
"7 Dean 1994, 34-35.

'% Tt should also be repeated here that a history of the present is not an outright
rejection of modernity either. Archaeology acknowledges scientific knowledge as long
as this knowledge is situated within the broader terrain of discourses and is subject to
particular rules of its formation. For instance, this study problematizes state-centric
approaches for understanding global politics. However, many of its descriptive
accounts will be about the role of the ICC in relation to other states in the state system,
or Inuit politics in relation to the larger state in which these politics operate.

"% Howarth 2000, 101.
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as all meanings (institutions or polities) are positioned and are the objects of discourse.
The discursive realm can also be defined as the meaning of any object, which is
entirely constitutive to socially constructed rules and “significant differences.” This, as
articulated by Laclau, does not render everything as merely discourse, nor is it a form
of skeptical relativism. Rather, discourse theory argues that “we are always internal to

a world of signifying practices and objects.”""

Integral to any polity is a sense of unity joined together by certain nodal
points or concepts, which bind the fabric of the given community together. The
discursive realm in which these identities are constructed and deconstructed and its
conditions of possibility determine and are bound by its particular political frontier.
The political frontier is the identity or fabric of the political community (community
which is always in the making). The political frontier marks this boundary between the

inside and the outside ‘other.”'!"

A signifier is a piece of the overall fabric which comprises the
community. A signifier is a word and all signifiers are devoid of meaning until they
are filled with particular ideas, all of which are continually undergoing their own
process of re-identification. The meanings that fill empty signifiers are continually in a
state of rearticulation (though this could be any length of time from a day to several
centuries—the point is that meanings are not transcendental). For instance, in order to
fill the signifier Westphalia varying characteristics are joined together temporarily

fixing its meaning through the act of sedimenting juxtaposing meanings. The process

19T aclau in Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis 2000, 3.
"' Norval in Howarth, Norval, and Stavrakakis 2000, 222.
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of sedimenting a Westphalian order was constructed through the sedimentation of the

‘indigenous other.’

This ongoing process of signification is what Laclau and Mouffe refer to
as constructing “chains of equivalence” through a “logic of difference.” The
boundaries then that mark the inside from the outside (Westphalian sovereignty is
defined by all other polities—none of which are sovereign) are continuously
rearticulated through the ongoing process of constructing new chains of equivalence
from the deconstruction of logics of difference.'”* Chains of equivalence are
constructed by amassing particular nodal points and positioning them in relation to an
antagonistic ‘other.” The ‘other’ then represents the logic of difference. Through the
articulation of discursive strategies, agents continually amass more characteristics,
filling the empty signifier with a chain of equivalence, increasing those on the inside

and further clarifying a single outside (or the ‘other’). See figures 1 and 2.

"2 Torfing 1999, 125-126.
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Westphalian Sovereignty

Indigenous Inuit (‘Other’)

Logic of difference
* Apolitical
#* Nomadic
#* Stewardship
* Inukshuk
#* Subsistence
#* Pre-Modern
#* Primitive Technology
#* Uncivilized

* Inua

Figure 1

State (*Global Order’)
Chains of equivalence

#* Democratic

#* Land Ownership

* Civilized

* Modern

* Industrial

* Scientific

#* Capitalist (whaling, fishing)
* Liberalism

#* Tarritorial Expansion

Westphalian Sovereignty

Post-Westphalian Sovereignty

Westphalian State (‘Cther’)
Logic of difference

* Colonial

* Territorially Bound

* State Rights

* Territorial Integrity

* Paternalist

* Western Science

* Industrial Development
#* Modernity

* Environmental Degradation
#* Resource Extinction

* Global Warming

* Ward Ship

#* International Relations

Figure 2

Polities /Inuit (‘Global Governance’)
Chains of equivalence

* Global Governance

* Stewardship

* Indigenous Rights

#* Collective Rights

#* Cultural Integrity

* Resource Manage ment

* Subsistence Economics

* Traditional Knowledge/Science
* Post — Modern

#* Sustainable Development
* Environmental

* Global Warming

#* Inukshuk

Post-Westphalian Sovereignty
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The articulation of any new identity construction, however, presupposes
agency. Agency, according to Laclau and Mouffe, surfaces during periods of
dislocation prompted by the failure of existing institutions to identify with certain
social actors. In other words, a dislocation can be defined as an identity crisis, which
compels actors to rearticulate the existing structures and better accommodate their
social existence. Through this process, new meanings are assigned to conventional
understandings of particular ideas and institutions (in this case what it means to be
indigenous and the sedimented understanding of Westphalian sovereignty). Derrida
refers to this rearticulation as an “iteration.” Because structures are never closed and
their meanings are only temporarily arrested, structures maintain residuals of

sameness, yet are also transformed and re-appropriated in a new context.'”

As empty signifiers take on more and more meanings, the signifier
eventually fails to represent any precise meaning, subsequently leading to the onset of
a new identification crisis. This crisis represents a dislocation and new political
subjects emerge to rearticulate new meanings for their existence. This ongoing attempt
to fill and redefine empty signifiers creates new conditions of possibility and,
subsequently, the continual rearticulation of identity formations. Therefore, the
construction of new discursive strategies, according to Howarth, “are designed to
modify existing social relations and to institute a new system of domination [which]
encounters resistance that has to be overcome. This assumes that any drive to create a
new system of power will itself be an unstable configuration, always vulnerable to

change and transformation.”""* Figure 3 illustrates this discursive process of order

"> Howarth 2000, 41-43.
" Ibid., 81.
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construction, temporary sedimentation, and reconstruction of political identification.
This figure first represents the constitutive process making and unmaking Westphalian
governance and an indigenous Inuit followed by the construction of a post-Westphalia

system and an Inuit polity.

During critical junctures, therefore, chains of equivalence and logics of
difference are unseated and their accompanying ideas are forced back into the political
realm. The second part of figure 3 demonstrates conceptions relating to governance
building and Inuit polity construction in flux at the center of the discursive realm.
Through sets of discourses these ideas eventually become re-sedimented under new
orders (Inuit polity and post-Westphalia) juxtaposing a new outside other (in this case
which includes signifiers such as wardship, colonization, paternalism, industrial

development, and resource exploitation).

A genealogy of the ICC through the lens of polity construction guided by
the framework of Laclau and Mouffe is the way in which this dissertation proceeds.
This approach to Inuit, Arctic, and global governance deviates from traditional state-
centered theoretical assumptions of IR, thereby bringing into focus questions

concerning sovereignty and the state in world politics.
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Genealogy of Inuit Polity Construction: A Framework by which to Proceed

This dissertation analyzes the ICC as a polity and undertakes a genealogy
of this polity by examining its construction through its co-constitution to larger and
ongoing international phenomena. Particularly, the areas under investigation include
the international human rights regime, international human rights law, environmental
law, and the emergence of sustainable development policies. In an ongoing
relationship with the international system, Inuit discourse has changed over time. Of
particular focus is the re-construction of Inuit and international conceptions of
stewardship approaches to international development. In particular, this study traces
the discourse leading up to varying land claims agreements, the first Inuit Community
Conference in 1975 and its evolution, over the years, including the creation of the ICC
in 1977, the Arctic Council in 1996, and culminating with the ICC’s recent
involvement in the United Nations Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues in 2000.
By means of a genealogy it examines how the ICC has utilized the notion of
stewardship in constructing an Inuit political myth. The point is to show how the myth

of the ICC is a constitutive facet of ongoing global politics.

In terms of specific locations, this case study includes Alaska, Canada,
and Greenland. This study does not include the Russian Inuit. Aside from the limited
role of the Russian Inuit until most recently (formally joining after the end of the Cold
War) the majority of their history has yet to be translated from Russian or into written
text more generally. The discourses that this dissertation relies on are namely the
archives of Eben Hopson (the founder of the ICC) and the collection of ICC Canada’s

archives. Due to constraints, all ICC archives come from the ICC Canadian office. As
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a consequence, there is a heavy bias of information from the Canadian Inuit delegation

and it is possible that the role of the Alaskan and Greenlandic Inuit is downplayed.

In addition, this dissertation does not look below the level of an Inuit
political collectivity. Its focus is not concerned with how each individual Inuit
considers him/herself, and whether or not individual Inuit identify with the ICC.
Rather, the focus of analysis is purely on the way the ICC as a collective polity
interacts with other political forces at various regions of the international system. The

ICC describes its own mandate according to these assertions as well:

How could ICC’s input into a particular international forum help our people at
the local level?” or “What international forum would best assist with a
particular local or regional problem?” and . . . “How can we use the strength of
the larger Inuit community that crosses Greenland, Canada, Alaska and
Chukotka to address local or regional concerns? . . . And why is this collective
voice on international matters important? Because it makes a difference in the
lives of Inuit as the local level. ICC does not address or suicide rates, or
individual poverty directly. ICC does not develop small businesses, or educate
our children in our communities. We have organizations in the Inuit family that
do that. ICC, however, does address these challenges by acting globally in
areas that impact upon these issues.'"

The policies and speeches of the ICC have been chosen to draw out the
ways in which they construct the Inuit myth within the larger international structures
of local, regional, and global politics. The use of these discourses is not an attempt to
find hidden meanings inside particular speeches or quotations but rather to help
provide a general sense of the ways in which the ICC articulates its role as a set of
political actors in various levels of politics. This is accomplished by examining the
particular structures within which social actors make decisions. The ICC constructs its

identity within the structures (which are historical and social) of the international

"5 ICC March 1992, 8; Lynge 2002.
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system. The very idea of the ICC is derived from within the structure of the
international system. Further, social actors construct their identities through discursive
formations—or the process of politics. And this process of politics takes place within

historical and social dependent structures.

According to the Essex school in order to acquire the least bit of
understanding there has to be an element of explanation. Explanation makes
understanding a coherent activity. So the use of ‘explanation’ is to provide a new
understanding or more understanding to a previously less understood phenomenon.'
This dissertation provides an explanation of the processes which prioritized a certain
conception of sovereignty and through this, a particular conception of the Inuit as
indigenous. Furthermore, the processes by which the indigenous Inuit have been
rearticulated and how through this process sovereignty is being rearticulated is also the
focus of explanation. At one time sovereignty was a story written by Europeans and
the Inuit represented the ‘other.” In contemporary global politics, sovereignty is a story
written by ‘the liberal global community’ and the ‘other’ is composed of those actors

which refuse to conform.

Traditional IR conceives sovereignty for states and the ICC as an NGO.
Through genealogy, sovereignty is brought into question—how it became assumed to
be as it is. Problematizing sovereignty provides the conditions for conceiving
sovereignty as something different than Westphalian. This dissertation problematizes
sovereignty through a narrative centered on the construction and re-construction of the

Inuit myth. This latest re-construction is centered on the assumed idea that Inuit are

""" Howarth 2000, 131-132.
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true stewards of the Arctic and have been since time immemorial. As such, the aim in
this dissertation is not to uncover a new truth about sovereignty or the Inuit. Rather, by
re-politicizing the meanings of both of these concepts; a new narrative is constructed
about indigenous peoples and sovereignty. This narrative is a particular interpretation
of international politics (global governance), the political myth of the Inuit, and

sovereignty.

What is accomplished by analyzing the ICC and understanding the
changes in the attached language? Some would argue that an approach such as this
essentially offers nothing beyond a thick description or “meagre platitudes™"'” about
the situation under investigation. Yet, at the very least, any given interpretive analysis
offers a new perspective on an ongoing debate. As there will always be room for

reinterpretation all accounts are new insights into the debate. According to Skinner,

the chief aspiration underlying [this type of analysis] . . . is that of enabling us
to recover the historical identity of individual texts in the history of thought.
The aim is to see such texts as contributions to particular discourses, and
thereby to recognise the ways in which they followed or challenged or
subverted the conventional terms of those discourse themselves.''®

In the specific context of IR, the underlying relevance of this study is that
it offers a means to problematize present assumptions concerning the international
system and the authority and legitimacy of these belief systems. It uncovers how the
present has come to be in order to understand and make inquiries concerning varying
political phenomena. In this study in particular, analyzing the ICC through genealogy

uncovers and brings to question sedimented beliefs about the role of indigenous actors

"7 Skinner 2002, 124-125
"8 Skinner 2002, 124-125.
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in international relations. A genealogy of the Inuit polity, therefore, offers a means by
which to apply shifting empirical phenomena to newly uncovered conceptions of
previously sedimented understandings in the way in which sovereignty is understood
in global politics. From a meta-theoretical perspective, this constructivist inquiry
presents a means to ascertain a certain degree of objectivity about rival systems of

thought and help discover a perspective from which to view the present in a more self-

critical way, “enlarging our present horizons instead of fortifying local prejudices.”'"

As a result, Skinner argues it may be possible to discover that present thoughts,
assumptions, or norms about political or moral arrangements are questionable. In sum,

Skinner asserts that this kind of empirical enterprise

offers us an additional means of reflecting on what we believe, and thus of
strengthening our present beliefs by way of testing them against alternative
possibilities, or else of improving them if we come to recognise that the
alternatives are both possible and desirable. A willingness to engage in this
kind of reflection seems to me a distinguishing feature of all rational agents. To
denounce such studies is not a defence of reason but an assault on the open
society itself.'?’

" Ibid., 125.
0 Ibid., 126-127.
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Chapter 3
MAKING AN INDIGENOUS INUIT

Introduction

When Europeans first landed on our shores they did not have the knowledge or
technology to survive in our world. . . . They could not conquer us since they
had to rely on us . . . many of the first visitors did not recognize that they had
stumbled into a developed social system that was thousands of years old . . . it
has been our greatest protector from the forces of colonization that have
ravaged so many indigenous civilizations.'*'

The period of Canadian, Alaskan, and Greenlandic colonization
established a particular discourse of the Inuit as indigenous. This narrative included a
dichotomous process of European, Canadian, and American state-building. The
relationship which was built juxtaposed the indigenous Inuit and the white liberal
European. This included a variety of tropes: the ‘noble savage’ vs. ‘modern man,’
communal unconquered no-mans land vs. territory marked by legal and political
rights, close to nature vs. conquering nature, capitalism vs. subsistence economy,
civilized vs. uncivilized, primitive knowledge vs. modern science, and wardship and

ownership vs. stewardship.

This chapter focuses on the processes which put into place new centers of
authority and new boundaries of inclusion and exclusion between European

‘discoverers’ and the Inuit who previously occupied the Arctic. Its narrative is a

12l Okalik April 8, 2005.
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constitutive one centered on Arctic state-building, creating a particular indigenous
understanding of the Inuit as indigenous peoples. In the context of this narrative, this
chapter is built around a second theme—the changing boundaries of sovereignty in

relation to ongoing overall early state-building and territorial expansion.

Whereas Inuit colonization was a central feature of internal state
development, more general state-building was also both a project about territorial
expansion (under which indigenous peoples became subsumed) and the transfer of
sovereignty to new centers of authority. Therefore, in this chapter I also provide a
narrative about the role of sovereignty in relation to the state and Inuit colonization. In
particular, it focuses on the point marking the transfer of sovereignty from the
monarch to the state and further turning individuals into citizens (or ‘others’). It is
within this narrative that existing self-governance of the Arctic Inuit was first
extinguished and over time reappropriated through policies of assimilation. As such,
through state policy and legislation, a sedimented structure was put into place over
time. Throughout the Arctic, the state became the sole legitimate political authority
and the Inuit became a homogenous, disenfranchised group reliant upon state

assistance for survival in a new Arctic political landscape.

Constructing the National Myth: The Emergence of Westphalia and the Making
of an Indigenous Inuit

The unhealthy situations and unhealthy choices that we the Indigenous Peoples,
find ourselves making are clearly linked to the impacts of colonialism and
oppression. . . . The issues of freedom and powers cannot be separated from the
issues of despair and dis-spiritedness that our peoples face. Powerlessness
keeps us stuck in making poor choices for ourselves. We must come to
understand how we as healthy, highly resourceful, wise and independent
peoples—governing ourselves with our own education, health and justice
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systems—have come to be highly dependent upon substances, processes, and
institutions.'*

It has generally been accepted that the Treaties of Munster and Osnabruck
in 1649 initiated what eventually evolved into the modern international state system.'”
The Westphalian system became a way to divide territory among sovereign states
“each capable of defining its own goals and cultural mission.”'** Moreover,
Westphalia became symbolic for constructing a new set of inside-outside boundaries,

which, combined, determined the limits and domain of sovereign political space, a

space which has continuously been contested and reshaped.

2 Watt-Cloutier, July 29, 1996, 1-2.

12 Osiander 2001; Wendt 1999. Osiander argues that Westphalia was not a contest
between universalism and particularism (empire and sovereignty) but a complex event
of several dimensions, and that sovereignty was not transferred from the monarch to
the state until the Enlightenment and on through the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries. Historians, however, have adopted an account of Westphalia based on anti-
Habsburg propaganda rather than reality. Instead, Osiander asserts that the Treaty of
Westphalia authorized autonomous polities not based on sovereignty but rather on
interdependence. This is further illuminated through the assertion that the alternative
of sovereignty is not necessarily empire (2001, 277). His argument is predicated on
historical circumstances which acknowledge that sovereignty has proven to be
sustained when it attains legitimacy, rather than through deterrence and military might.
In particular, the European system makes this apparent as it has historically been
based on mutual convention rather than power. Osiander concludes that ongoing
trends in international relations today resemble the system of the Holy Roman Empire
based on landeshoheit—*‘territorial jurisdiction under an external legal regime shared
by the actors”—rather than the classical international relations system of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Osiander asserts that “the Empire was essentially a
more developed regime with more elaborate institutions, providing a system of
governance for matters of common interest while leaving internal government to each
of the participating actors individually” (2001, 279).

124 Caporaso 2000, 1.
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Historically, the domain of sovereignty shifted from God to the monarch,
a practice which remained in the Westphalian system until the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. The rise of democracy and popular sovereignty born from the
French and American revolutions, instigated yet another shift in sovereignty from the
monarch to the state. The two revolutions were also accompanied by the construction
of a new historical narrative which would become responsible for producing the idea
of the nation-state—a collective group bound to a particular territory: “state
sovereignty may be understood as the absolute territorial organization of political
authority...modern states and political authority are seen as practically bonded

99125

together.

According to Rudolph, the aim of Westphalia was not to create a “rational
rethinking of political order” but instead was a means for survival.'* It created a new
way to organize the political community, and its form was the state. The departure of
sovereignty based on a physical person was relocated to the state. This move
maintained the connection between sovereignty and the physical person or the ‘body
politic.”'”” Sovereignty also acquired an interdependent relationship to the state.
Sovereignty, at the outset of Westphalia, did not subsist within the domain of the
political community but rather it was embedded in the territory of these states. As
such, the monarch had the divine right to rule under a specific territory. It was not
until a growing belief in popular sovereignty (and two revolutions) that sovereignty

shifted from the monarch linked to a particular territory to the idea that people

12 Agnew 2005, 439.
12 Rudolph 2005, 6.
127 Agnew 2005, 439.
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themselves were also sovereign. As stated in the 1795 French Declaration of Rights,
“Each people is independent and sovereign, whatever the number of individuals who
compose it and the extent of the territory it occupies. This sovereignty is
inalienable”'*® The significance in this shift was the move from the sovereign monarch
as an inalienable sovereign to the notion of individual (popular) sovereignty composed
of a certain collective sovereignty—the people of the state embedded in the myth of

the nation-state:

The state is the land, the people, organization of coercion and a majestic idea,
each supporting and even defining one another, so they [become] indivisible.'”

In this new international division of authority, sovereignty became
symbolic of the ultimate affirmation of the myth of the nation-state: while the
individual was also sovereign, its persistence was dependent on the ongoing
sovereignty of the state. Sovereignty prevailed as long as the myth was affirmed. As
history wore on, nationalism spread throughout the globe, constructing either
sovereign states or colonial territories, which augmented the legitimacy of this new
international structure. The defining characteristic enabling a collective group to be
sovereign was the possession of a bounded territory by which to build this narrative.
Westphalian sovereignty “represent[ed] the authority granted to the state by a defined

national group to defend its interests.”"*

12 Eric Hobsbawm quoted in Rudolph 2005, 5.
¥ Nicholas Onuf quoted in Rudolph 2005, 5.
130 Rudolph 2005, 6.
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The eighteenth century, according to Agnew, was marked by a period of
“infrastructural” sovereignty intensification where state power “penetrate[ed] and
centrally co-ordinate[ed] the activities of civil society through its own
infrastructures.”"”*! Given that sustained sovereignty resided in maintaining authority,
emerging political struggles at the time compelled states to respond to demands of its
populous. In response, the state increased its delivery of public goods and through this
processes, the territorialization of sovereignty became further entrenched. As

Caporaso contends:

Sovereignty has to do with relations among authority structures. . . .
Sovereignty, as a claim about the ultimate rule within a territory, came after the
state itself, even if today we confusingly define the state as sovereign.'*

Coupling these domestic transformations, colonial conquest and territorial
expansion became a further means for strengthening the nation-state internationally
(territory represented power). In colonial territories, indigenous peoples, while
physically left outside of the nation-building narrative, were as constitutive of the
national narrative as the sovereign state was to the existence of other states.
Indigenous peoples became the necessary symbolic ‘other’ under which an internal
national narrative could be built creating a new inside-outside border between each

modern nation-state and the primitive ‘other.’

Bt Agnew 2005, 443. Agnew juxtaposes infrastructural power to that of despotic
power which he argues is increasingly losing its resolve within the modern state.
Recently, states have been relying more on establishing legitimacy, as coercion
becomes a lesser means for sustainable rule. More often, Agnew asserts, populations
“must be placated and pleased rather than coerced.” (2005, 444).

132 Caporaso 2000, 10.
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Over time this narrative created a sedimented belief in a shared history of
this international system which assumed an ahistorical essence—a belief that it had
always been that way. Modern international relations theory was founded on this
assumption. It assumes sovereignty is embedded in the state and keeps external from a
world comprised of similar sovereign states. The state becomes the solution for
keeping human aggression at bay, and domestic politics becomes a maintenance
process whereby internal cohesion is perpetuated through the persistent threats in
external, interstate relations.'** The state sustains its authority and operates via the
ongoing reification of the idea that it comprises a collective nationality or ideology (a

historical narrative)."**

Accordingly, the state is anterior of the move to an international system,
and not “the outcome of ‘isolated states’ achieving statehood separately and then
engaging with one another as abstract individuals.”"* Incidentally, sovereignty has
come to be an assumed prerogative of the state marked by a particular territory.
Through this historical progression, the Inuit became regarded as a codified group of
indigenous peoples made to exist distinctly separate from the state and accompanying

national narratives.

Arctic Exploration and Re-‘Discovery’

The history of ‘Arctic discovery’ has been characterized as an era first

dominated by European discovery and exploitation of the Arctic’s resources, and later

133 Agnew 2005, 440.
B Agnew 2005.
% Tbid.
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by colonization of peoples previously existing in the Arctic. Long before Europeans
set off to explore the Arctic, the Inuit had been occupying the land for several
centuries. Archeological records affirm that the Inuit in Alaska, Canada, and
Greenland (and parts of Northern Russia)—all of which speak a variation of the same
language, Inuktitut—descended from a people known as the Thule people. They are
recounted as having migrated to the Arctic around 1000 A.D. and are distinct from the
other Arctic aboriginal peoples given their particular origin, language, and physical
make-up. Further, this Inuit migration was not a single mass event, but involved
dozens of small parties estimated at 20 or 30 people moving east in search of a better
life."* In the contemporary Arctic the Inuit live in Alaska—predominately in the North
Slope Borough where they make up the majority population; in Canada—where they
live in nine distinct regions: Labrador, Arctic Quebec, Southern Baffin Island,
Northern Baffin Island and Foxe Basin, Southhampton Island, Western Hudson Bay
and Barren Grounds, Central Arctic Coast, Mackenzie Delta, and the High Arctic; they
comprise the majority population of Greenland; and additional Inuit live in northern

Russia—namely Chuchoka."’

The era of discovery in the Arctic began with, and became consumed by,

whalers from Europe. This was then followed by the growth of fishing and trapping

* However, already occupying Arctic Canada were those known as Dorset people by
archaeologists and Tunit by the Inuit who were descendents of an earlier migration—
approximately 2500 BC from Alaska and/or Siberia. The Inuit lived for many years
with the Tunit until animosity erupted and the Tunit were driven out. The people of
Thule culture are known for harvesting seals, whales, and walrus from the sea and
caribou and musk-ox from the land supplemented by waterfowl and fish. Canadian
Museum of Civilization Corporation September 27, 2001.

17 Canada Communication Group 1991.
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industries. Vilhjalmur Stefansson wrote on the impact of the whalers on the Arctic

Inuit:

The whalers in the area had wrought more changes on the Eskimo in only a few

years than the Hudson’s Bay Company had on the Indians in a hundred
138
years.

In Canada interaction between the Inuit and Europeans began in 1497,
when an Italian named John Cabot sailed west from Bristol, England in search of a
new trade route to the Orient. This voyage led to the rediscovery of the eastern shores
of Canada. The following year, Jaques Cartier and his fleet reached the Indian village
of Stadacona, near the present site of the city of Quebec."” By the sixteenth century,
European fishing fleets made almost annual visits to the eastern shores of Canada; by
the eighteenth century, European contact, by mainly French cod and seal fishers, with

the Inuit in southeastern Labrador became more frequent.'®

Inuit welcomed the first foreign visitors. They were exotic and rich- loaded
down with valuable materials like wood and metal, and equipped with highly
useful devices like firearms—but in other ways they were unbelievably poor
and incompetent, ill-equipped for arctic conditions, and unable to survive
without Inuit help. Since their behavior was unpredictable and sometimes
uncivilized, they could also be frightening.'"'

Despite initial interactions, the impact on non-Inuit Native Indians and
other indigenous groups was vastly more extensive and interdependent. Regular

contact between Canadian Inuit and Europeans—aside from Labrador—began with

¥ Stefansson quoted in Francis 1984, 92; in Mitchell 1996, 65.

1% Canadian Museum of Civilization Corporation September 27, 2001.
% Mitchell 1996, 50.

I Innuksuk February 8-10, 1994, 3.
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Scottish and American whalers on Baffin Island and along the coast of the Beaufort
Sea.'” By the 1850s, the commercial whaling industry operating out of Britain and
New England began large-scale whale hunting forging new partnerships with
Canadian Inuit. The Inuit were encouraged to stay on the land to continue their
traditional hunting methods in order to produce a surplus that could be traded with the
whalers for European goods. Inuit also worked on the ships, acted as guides, and
transported whale blubber by dogsled. In return they acquired manufactured goods.'*

This Inuit and European relationship eventually coalesced around the Hudson Bay

Company.

The whalers permanently transformed the lives of all Arctic Inuit,
including the migration of Inuit to other Arctic communities. For instance, the whalers
commonly relocated Inuit for labor. In 1899, more than one hundred Inuit were
relocated to Southampton Island to work for the Scottish whaling station. In the
Western Arctic, forty-two Inuit men, women, and children were imported to Franklin
Bay in order to help the whalers hunt. Also on Herschel Island, Alaskan Inuit were
imported in order to hunt caribou. According to Coates, “by the 1920’s almost three
quarters of the remaining Inuit in the Western Arctic were American [Alaskan]

migrants.”'"* The Hudson Bay Company also established dozens of permanent posts

142 Canada Heirloom Series Volume I1.

' Mitchell 1996, 64. However, alongside these manufactured goods, the whalers also
brought infectious diseases. The Inuit had no natural immunities to these diseases and
hundreds to thousands of Inuit died. The population of the western Canadian Arctic
Inuit (called Inuvialuit) went from an estimated 2,000 to 2,500 people in 1850, to 150
people in 1910.

1% Coates 1985,144 quoted in Mitchell 1996, 74.
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throughout the Arctic where Inuit often migrated and chose to settle. The whalers
further caused the independent migration of many Alaskan Inuit to Canada’s Beaufort
Sea. Alaskan Inuit migrated in order to trade with the Canadian Inuit, yet they also
socialized and often times intermarried and stayed in Canada. It could be said that the
whalers, and particularly the Hudson Bay Company, were highly responsible for
bringing U.S. and Canadian Inuit together and helping to foster the seeds of a distinct

and collective Inuit history:

It appears that contact with the Hudson Bay whalers nurtured a developing
Inuit solidarity, “erasing the old tribal boundaries . . . ‘the economic
opportunities provided by Hudson Bay whalers effectively broke down the
barrier separating the Aivilingmuit from the Sinumuit and the Netsilingmuit to
the weli‘g, and brought about a eastern movement of these tribes to Repulse
Bay.””

European and Canadian Inuit collaboration was based on European
dependence on the Inuit for survival in the Arctic’s harsh conditions. Moreover, both
parties relied on the other for trade. British and French European and Inuit trade was
considered a mutually beneficial enterprise, and eventually the Inuit became totally
dependent on the food and equipment which they acquired from their European
trading partners.'*® Despite British and French European dependence on the Canadian
Inuit, general acknowledgment of the pre-existing inhabitance of the Inuit was a
marginal concern at best. The letters from King Henry VII to John Cabot included
“instructions to seize the lands and population centers of the territories ‘newley

founde’ in order to prevent other, competing European nations from doing the

' Therkel Mathiassen quoted in Ross 1975, 131; Ross 1975,134 quoted in Mitchell
1996, 81.

' Mitchell 1996, 55.
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same.”"”” Throughout the Arctic, European powers planted flags and claimed

sovereignty over the varying Arctic territories.'*

As the European population increased, the aboriginal population declined
(due to illness brought by Europeans)."* Over the course of roughly 200 years (from
1701 until 1923) the British followed by the Canadians signed various treaties with
Canada’s aboriginals and Native Indians. The treaties were perceived by both the
Europeans and indigenous peoples as “solemn agreements formalizing and guiding
relationships.”"®® Most notorious is the 1763 Royal Proclamation which was signed by
King George III of Britain. King George III claimed sovereignty over territory which
was previously occupied by the French, yet he reserved various territories and hunting
grounds west of the rivers leading to the Atlantic Ocean.™" He also created legislation

for obtaining additional Indian territory. The legislation determined that

Indian Nations could sell their aboriginal interests in the land at a public
meeting convened for that purpose; only the Crown could purchase land from
Indians, a provision preventing land sales to private individuals, or purchases
by other governments.'*?

Such legislation was put into effect according to very specific assumptions
about what it meant to be a Native Indian or aboriginal as opposed to an overall

emerging Canadian identity. The Inuit, in particular because of the Arctic’s remote

"7 Canada Communication Group 1991.
' Mitchell 1996, 56.

'* Canada Communication Group 1991.
% Fox 2002, 3.

! Ibid.

%2 Tbid.
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location and minimal contact, did not sign any treaties with European settlers. By the
time the Canadian Inuit became subject to continued interaction with Europeans,

153 The exclusion of the Inuit from

European treaty-making with Indians had ended.
establishing treaties further reified them as not only distinct from European Canadians
but also from Native Indians and other aboriginals, and helped to augment the

construction of a distinct Inuit indigenous community.

European visits to the Canadian Artic increased during the nineteenth
century as European explorers set out to find the Northwest Passage. This was
followed by the growth of the fishing industry and a less organized fur trade driven
largely by the discovery of new methods of processing furs and beaver hats."**
Additionally, during this time, there were significant discoveries of oil and gold in
northern Canada. As a result, the British concluded that it was necessary to extinguish
aboriginal title in order to open up the areas for resource extraction.'” In Inuit-
dominated areas of northern Canada, including present day Nunavut, Nunavik
(Northern Quebec), and Labrador, treaties were never completed and came to be

considered unextinguished aboriginal rights."*

In Alaska, outside ‘discovery’ and changes in traditional Inuit life began
with the Russian fur traders in the late 1700s. Following this, between 1774 and 1791,

Spain made several attempts to colonize Alaska. On August 15, 1775, Spain declared

'3 Lauritzen 1983, 212.
% Fox 2002, 3.

3 Tbid.

1% Ibid.
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several ‘acts of sovereignty’ over present-day Sitka which was then recaptured by
James Cook three years later. The overall interest in Alaska during this time was
commercial—predominately sea otter hunting. The Russians also employed the Inuit.
Yet, with the decline of the fur trade and a war with the British in Crimea from 1854
to 1856, Russia made a $7,200,000 offer to the United States for a bid to sell Alaska.
In 1867, disregarding the Alaskan Native population (or population in general), the

deal was completed.

The purchase of Alaska from Russia was considered at that time to be a
worthless investment (a sentiment which would sharply reverse in the future). It came
to be regarded as ‘Seward’s icebox’ due to the solo efforts of Secretary of State
William H. Seward to purchase the territory. Under the deal, the rights and land

ownership of indigenous peoples in Alaska remained unresolved."’

The only reference
made to Alaska’s Native population at that time was that “[t]he uncivilized tribes will
be subject to such laws and regulations as the United States may, from time to time,
adopt in regard to aboriginal tribes in that country.”"® It was not until gold was
discovered in Juneau that the U.S. Congress passed the Organic Act of 1884,

providing Alaska with a governor and small administration. Under this act, all Natives
“would not be disturbed in the use or occupancy of their land and that determination of

their title would be reserved to Congress.”'” Essentially, the act was a wait-and-see

policy, leaving any future action up to the discretion of Congress.

7 Ibid., 7.
138 Chance 2005.
13 Chance 1984, 655.
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In 1900, Juneau was officially named Alaska’s capital and in 1906, Alaska
acquired a territorial representative in Congress. By 1905, the whaling industry was in
sharp decline and the seal-fur industry was almost entirely decimated, greatly affecting
Inuit economic means for subsistence. Yet at that time, Sheldon Jackson greatly
impacted the Inuit as he introduced reindeer herding to help offset for the loss of the
whale and seal industries. By 1912, Alaska had become a U.S. territory and
established a local government. The Inuit, nevertheless, remained largely marginalized
from any of these emerging political realities. Furthermore, the whole of these
Alaskan events received little if any attention within the wider mainstream United
States in relation to the subsequent events, including Alaska statehood, further oil

discoveries, and what would become a vocal native Alaskan population.

In Greenland, despite the ongoing incursions by explorers and
missionaries, and eventual colonization, the Greenlandic population never became a
minority. The majority of Greenlanders during exploration and colonization were
predominately Inuit. In 986 A.D., Greenland was discovered and then colonized by a
Norseman named Eric the Red (the father of Leif Ericsson). Despite its harsh climate,
Eric the Red named the area Greenland in order to make it attractive for potential
settlers. By the twelfth century, the population of Greenland numbered some 10,000.'"
Greenland officially became part of Danish-Norwegian territory around 1260 A.D.

when the independent Norse medieval communities in Greenland agreed to pay taxes

' Encyclopedia.com, “Greenland,”
http://www.encyclopedia.com/html/section/greenlan_history.asp.

10 Lauritzen 1983, iii.
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to the Norwegian king.'®' By the fifteenth century the Norwegian colonists had either
died out or were assimilated into the Inuit population. Following this, in the sixteenth
century, two British explorers, Martin Frobisher and John Davis, traveled to
Greenland. In 1731, renewed colonization of Greenland began with the arrival of a
Norwegian missionary, Hans Egede. A Danish mission was established which first
converted the Greenlandic population and then set up schools in order to provide
reading lessons for continued Bible and other religious studies.'® Following the
missionaries, Danish trading posts were established, and analogous to the
circumstances of all Arctic Inuit, the Greenlandic Inuit suffered from European

diseases including tuberculosis.

In 1814 Norway was surrendered to Sweden and the Treaty of Kiel left
Greenland as a Denmark territory.'® At this time Arctic exploration in Greenland
shifted from colonization to scientific and economic discovery. In 1910, Knud
Ramussen and Peter Freuchen set up a private trading station in Thule with the
Greenlandic Inuit. The purposes of the station were to save Northern Greenland from
colonization; create a hub for Arctic scientific inquiry concerning Inuit culture, and
migratory history; and to supply Greenland Inuit with goods they had become
dependent upon over the years from trade with Scottish whalers.'** These activities,

however, fell alongside an unsuccessful Norwegian attempt to reclaim Greenland and

1 Norlund 1934, 25 in Peterson 2001, 3.
1% Alaska Native Knowledge Network.

' Encyclopedia.com, “Greenland,”
http://www.encyclopedia.com/html/section/greenlan_history.asp.

1% Lauritzen 1983, iii.
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in 1940, after the German occupation of Denmark, the United States attempted to
apply the Monroe Doctrine to Greenland. What resulted was an agreement in 1941
with the Danish minister which allowed the United States to establish several military

bases and meteorological stations.

Overall, European emphasis on discovery gave way to a growing
importance of the Arctic’s resources. The direction of Arctic politics were also
compounded by ongoing liberal democratic state-building efforts. The three Arctic
states of Denmark, Canada, and the United States all began a process of state building
which encroached upon and eventually subsumed the lives and land of the Arctic
Inuit. After a substantial period of exclusion from political life, policies were initiated
which sought to re-insert the Inuit into the domain of political institution building. As
regards the Inuit, however, they had little to no control over the course and direction

that this process would assume.

Colonization

Aboriginal peoples were always “in the way” of development and progress as
defined by industrialized White society. Ours is a history of displacement,
disease, dispossession and disappointment. The attitude towards aboriginal
cultures has been a patronizing one and our societies were often dismissed as
oddities in a modern world.'®’

European and American colonization was part of a larger ongoing process
of modern state building—the construction of Westphalia. Through this process,
territorial integrity became the ultimate symbol of self-determination for a people. In

the cases of Canada, Denmark/Greenland, and the United States, the construction of a

1% Simon February 26, 1993, 4.
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particular narrative defining each state was articulated through Western liberal
ideology and juxtaposed the white European to non-white and non-modern indigenous
populations which Jean-Jacques Simard has labeled as the “Whiteman’s shadow.”'%
The root of this dichotomous relationship, according to Simard, extends back to the
origins of enlightenment thought and is especially pronounced within the
philosophical debates over the “state of nature” between Thomas Hobbes and Jean
Jacques Rousseau. Both philosophers while in direct opposition about what the true
state of nature was and the processes which led beyond this point, articulated similar
ideas of the modern European versus the backward native. Whether the native was
originally the benevolent ‘noble savage’ and corrupted by individualism or the brutish
warrior civilized by the social contract, the natives symbolized the necessary other.
Subsequently, in either case, the idea of the native became the basis for defining

modern man'?’

if naturally bad[, man] . . . was brutal, promiscuous, cruel uncouth—a wild
savage to be mercifully domesticated. . . . However if man was judged as
inherently good, . . . he was a museum specimen that had to be protected,

preserved, and displayed as living testimonial to what ‘artificial’ civilization
destroys. Forever, he would exhibit what civilized man had ravaged; he was
expected to serve as an enduring model for natural social conditions before the
Fall, an exemplar for those seeking restitution.'®®

1% Simard 1990, 333.
"7 Tbid., 355.
'% Tbid., 356.
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This relationship between the construction of the ‘West’'® and indigenous
identity is similarly conceptualized through the idea of empire.'” According to Cairns,
the rise of empire created the esteemed position of Europeans in world politics. It was
a system of hierarchy based on constructed power imbalances “on a ranking of
cultures and civilizations—often equated with race—that gave a surplus of positive
recognition to the ruling European peoples, counterbalanced by the non-recognition,

or negative recognition of the people they ruled.”'™

Further construction of this conception of an indigenous ‘other’ was
reified through the study of anthropology in the early 1940s and 1950s as
anthropologists often would single out a particular tribe as a unit of analysis.
Accompanying these anthropological investigations, missionaries sought to address
the anthropologists’ conclusions by focusing on the particular tribal health customs
and religious ‘otherness’ which were discovered. As Cairns further argues, “empire
was engaged in voice appropriation before the phrase had been coined.” People
everywhere became “spoken for, written about and judged as backward by European
intermediaries . . . [iJmperialism defined hundreds of millions of non-Western people

as politically incapable and unworthy of self-rule.”'” It was in this context that

' Though ‘West’ is a highly arbitrary word choice as is the dichotomy between the
idea of the global North and South, these terms become only increasingly illogical in
the context of the Inuit. The Inuit reside in the global ‘North.” Yet as indigenous
peoples, the Inuit, and the Arctic as a region, correlate more closely with the global
‘South’—though in physical reality this could not be farther from the truth since the
Arctic could not literally be farther north.

170 Cairns et al. 1999, 25.
" Tbid.
"> Alan Cairns quoted in Cairns, Courtney, MacKinnon, and Smith 1999, 25.
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domestic perceptions followed by policy prescription for the ‘indigenous Inuit’ were

born and carried out in the three Arctic states.

Canada

The development of nineteenth-century Canada was linked to the
development of a modern Canadian identity. Jean Monroe analyzes the processes
which brought about the distinction between European Canadians and Inuit, and the
ways in which these distinctions were symbolic to this overall state-building process.
Monroe looks at how the identity of the Canadian Aboriginal population'” was
transformed from “noble savages to helpless victims, from being denizens of the forest
to symbols of environmental advocacy, and from impediments to progress to people
needing help assimilating.”"”* It was through this process that aboriginal Canadians
became nothing more than part of the Canadian landscape. Prior to World War II,
Canadian policies toward Inuit were driven by both Canadian modernization, which
posited Canadian Inuit in an ongoing juxtaposition to all that represented this
emerging modern Canadian state, and Canada’s aim to legitimize sovereignty over its
Arctic waters. Subsequently, the predominant Canadian policy toward the Inuit was, in
the beginning, exclusion from mainstream society. The Inuit, from the outset, were
considered something ‘other’ than citizens of Canadian society. This designation then

helped to justify the treaties and policies which ensued leading up to World War II. It

' Manroe (1999) interchanges, depending on context, the terms aboriginal, First
Nations, and Indians. For simplicity, I use “Native Canadian” in reference to this
chapter, though it may not be the term used within that particular example. However,
it should be noted that the varying terminology does impact who is and is not subject
to certain policies.

174 Manroe 1999, 178.
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was not until the post-war era that Canada actively sought to address both its ‘Inuit
problem’ and issues of Arctic sovereignty by re-incorporating the Inuit into the

political mainstream through policies of assimilation

Pre—World War II, federal Canadian polices which were enacted socially
and culturally impacted the Canadian Inuit and excluded them from mainstream
society. Developing Canada’s vast frontier included federal policies which turned
‘wild’ Canadian land into farmland and for the Native Canadians who happened to
inhabit these wild lands, they likewise became subsumed under the states’
development schemes. As Monroe points out, European Canadians were overtly aware
of not being “from” the land but rather “on” it. Development was an integral
dimension of building a national Canadian myth. Native Canadians became subject to
the same development policies which aimed to modernize Canada. '* Within this
process both Native land and Native rights were relinquished and re-appropriated to

federal and provincial levels of government.'”

For instance, Emberley contends that the family became a prominent
means by which “various technologies of surveillance” were employed to expand
colonial governance. These technologies included schooling, welfare policies, health
and hygiene initiatives, the manner for controlling epidemics, population growth,
environmental management, and Inuit relocations.'”’” Divisions of political exclusion

extended into gender divisions as well. In particular, white Canadian men, aiming to

' Ibid., 178-179.
70 Tbid.
"7 Tbid., 100.
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help further colonial expansion throughout the Canadian north, secured alliances with

Inuit men, who served as a means by which to control the female Inuit population.'”

Other policies, two in particular, impacted the Canadian Inuit. One was
the Canadian Indian Act of 1876, which still remains in effect today.'” The Indian Act
granted the federal government total responsibility for Native Canadian social
services.'™ The act was designed to give legislative authority to the federal field
worker, most notably Indian agents, so they could oversee the Indian’s political,
social, and economic activities and thus hasten their entry into nonnative society.
While the Inuit specifically were exempt from the Indian Act, they were still affected
by many of its policies. For example, according to the act it was forbidden for any
aboriginal person to bring a claim against Canada without government permission.
While the Inuit were not regarded as Indian, they made up one of the three
government-designated Canadian aboriginal groups (the latter two being the Denes
and the Metis). Furthermore, the Indian Act gave the federal government total
responsibility for all Aboriginal Canadians. This legislation in effect relinquished Inuit
control over their own affairs to the mandate of the federal government.'®' Later

amendments to the Indian Act were added with the intention of regulating indigenous

' Emberely 1999.

' Tt should be noted that the Inuit were not directly subject to the Indian Act. This
does not mean, however, that they were not subjected to other assimilation policies
such as the post-World War II permanent settlements. Additionally, being singled out
for exemption from the Indian Act also helped build a cohesive Inuit identity. See
Dahl, Hicks, and Jull 2000.

% Ibid., 181.
'8 Manroe 1997, 180; Okalik 2005.
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women through reproductive and kinship regulations, thereby further excluding the

Inuit from participation in Canadian society.'"

Alongside the Indian Act was the British North American Act of 1867
later renamed the Constitution Act. A feature of this act was the idea was that the
federal government would assume responsibility for providing social services to the
Native Canadian population. Because the Native Canadians were construed as
“inferior,” they became wards of the state and were denied political autonomy. The act
also instituted the idea of Native Canadians as landless, both territorially and

politically.'®

The economic implications of Canadian development were synonymous
with other Canadian policies reifying a particular myth of the Native Canadians as
“stuck in a pre-modern condition.” Rather than having the capacity to adapt to
changing societal conditions and develop accordingly, it was believed that the Native
Canadians were “doomed to extinction if they were not somehow made to relinquish
their religious beliefs, political practices, and economic livelihoods.”'™ These
conceptions of the Native versus the modern Canadian were continually reified by
ongoing legislation eventually creating sedimented beliefs of the ‘other’ and path-
dependent relationships and patterns of development. This is reflected in legislation
such as the St. Catherines Milling and Lumber Company Case of 1888, which

institutionalized the removal of Inuit sovereignty over their own affairs. This case

182 Manroe 1997, 102.
'8 Tbid., 187.
18 Thid.
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involved a dispute between the federal and Ontario governments concerning which
level of government was authorized to manage the unsold, surrendered Indian lands of
the Northwestern Anishnabek of Treaty #3. The Anishnabek were never consulted,
they never participated in the case, and therefore they never received compensation for
the money garnered from the land sales."® The court ruling determined that, in
Canada, all Aboriginal title (including the Inuit) was only a title of occupancy and all
Aboriginal rights began with the crown. The denunciation of full title eventually
developed into a loss of control over the land in which they inhabited and

consequently the denial of political self-government.

The Inuit were also psychologically affected by pre-World War II
government policy. Inuit and European interactions through the trade relationships
helped found a broader affiliation along ethnic lines: “Inuit who had previously
referred to themselves only as ‘the people’ began to perceive themselves as a
particular kind of people, distinct from the Europeans.”'® These divisions were
eventually reinforced through political legislation. Beginning in 1941, Canadian
government police began a policy to keep track of Inuit by assigning each person a
four-digit number engraved on a disk to be worn around the neck.'’” This “disk list”
also organized Inuit according to nuclear families including assigning a “family”
name, something completely nontraditional to Inuit. This list was then later upgraded

to include a “district designation” in order to help administer government programs

1% Ibid., 185.
1% Mitchell 1996, 84.
' Innuksuk February 8-10, 1994, 3.
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designed for the Inuit."® Canadian Inuit were also subject to ongoing religious
rivalries, as Protestants and Catholics fought among themselves to be the first to
convert the Inuit. Both religions sought to rescue the Inuit from both their traditional
pagan ways and the detrimental impacts they perceived the whaling industry to have

had on the Inuit:

In 1929 . . . two Roman Catholic missionaries arrived in Pond Inlet to establish
a mission expecting to find ‘only pagans’ ripe for conversion. Instead they
found ‘about 50 Anglican Inuit hastily baptized the previous year in the kitchen
of the trading post by Bishop Anderson, visitor on board the MS Nascopie.'®

Whether Catholic or Anglican, both missionary groups began their
conversions by targeting the Inuit Shamans. To successfully de-legitimize Inuit
religious beliefs, they first had to falsify the work of the Shamans. The Christian
missionaries in particular measured their progress toward religious conversion through

“the absence of Shamanistic paraphernalia.”'*

Canadian colonial practices also became further entrenched through
Canadian culture and education, which depicted the Inuit as ‘noble savages’ and is
reflected in numerous literary writings and films. Julia Emberley critiques Robert
Flaherty’s