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Abstract

Since the Supreme Court of Canada affirmed thenfishnd hunting rights of
the Mi'kmag nation in 1985 and 1990, the governntexd failed to accommodate
these in appropriate and effective resource managenframeworks. In
Unama’kiCape Breton Island, Nova Scotia, the subsistemareelt of lobster and
moose by Mi'kmaq has therefore caused cross-culeoaflict and ecological
concerns. Since 2006, the Lobster Management Rlaanja’kik Jakejue'ka'timk
and the Moose Management Plan are being develapader Mi'kmaq leadership to
manage the Mi'kmagq harvest communally.

These innovative management initiatives will seagecase studies for this
thesis to explore how Mi'kmag negotiate the pdditiecology of co-management in
Nova Scotia and effectively assert Mi'kmaq rightsrésource harvest and self-
governance. Most notably, the management plans cgmglltural principles of
sustainability and pro-active approaches to crod#tsi@l communication. This
research shows how Mi'kmaq communities have deeelapsource management
capacities and frameworks that can also inspirestiegovernment aspirations of
other aboriginal nations in Canada. Mi'kmag stri@®gnd experience suggests that
aboriginal leadership and cultural principles argegral to the meaningful
implementation of aboriginal resource rights.

Semi-structured interviews with Mi'kmag and goveemtal resource
managers illustrated diverse discourses of abaigmesource rights, ecological
knowledge and sustainability. Aiming to represesgearch insights appropriately,
this thesis follows the decolonization agenda obriginal methodologies and
features reflective discussions of the author'sitmomlity within the Mi'kmagq
research community. This also allows for a revidwaaw the author came to terms
with conflicting discourses and aboriginal ontokesgyiof ecological knowledge, as
well as the requirements for decolonizing research.

Supporting reflective insights, a framework of anfological political
ecology and poststructuralist arguments for ontckdgdiversity explain the validity
of aboriginal perspectives on ecological knowledgd resource rights, which is the
premise of decolonization paradigms. A review ofaging with aboriginal culture
both in theory and practice concludes that thetmacexperience is essential for an
appreciation of aboriginal perspectives and thusegmal to cross-cultural
communication and co-management relationships.
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Chapter I: Introduction

A. Historical Setting

The first Mi'kmag people settled in what is todayolwn as Nova Scotia
around 10,500 years ago (NCNS, 2007). Nearly 10y#4s later, the European
settlers, who the Mi'kmaqg have since referred tdnasv-comers’, arrived at the
North American continent. There, the first contaatsl treaties on the continent were
made with the Mi'kmaq people. After a colonial eod assimilation and
dispossession, the successive Canadian governneds been reluctant to
acknowledge the hunting and fishing rights, whibk British Crown granted the
Mi'kmagq in the Peace and Friendship Treaties oflit&0s.

The Mikmaqg had to fight legal battles at the SupgeCourt of Canada
(SCC), which only in the 1980s and 1990s affirmbdraginal resource rights and a
governmental ‘fiduciary responsibility’ for the Wiate of the aboriginal peoples of
Canada. Nevertheless, governmental resource maeaggnameworks, industrial
resource exploitation and non-native oppositionehapposed Mi'kmaq resource
access and their participation in resource managenhe fact, Mi'’kmaq resource
rights are still highly contested in Nova Scotigpecially their harvest of lobster and
moose.

B. Case Studies and Research Objectives

This thesis will document the socio-political landpe that the Mi'kmag need
to negotiate in order to assert and implement firskiing and hunting rights for food,
social and ceremonial (FSC) purposes. This willilhestrated by a case study
approach to two nascent management plans for themielqg FSC harvest of lobster
and moose. Specifically, a political ecology pectppe will elucidate relevant
aspects of the post-colonial, cross-cultural amadaggcal environment.

After being excluded from resource access and nemagt under ‘post-
colonial’ governmental leadership, Mi'’kmag now aspio self-govern their FSC
harvest. Both the Moose Management Plan (MMP) #&edLibbster Management
Plan (LMP,Unama’kik Jakejue'ka'timkn its Mi’kmagq title) have been developed
under Mi'kmaq leadership and propose innovativen&aorks to accommodate
Mi'kmaq resource rights and knowledge. These ingas aim to effectively
decolonize the political ecology that marginalites Mi'kmaq FSC harvest.

The MMP is negotiated as a pilot project after skgning of the Framework
Agreement between the Mi'kmagq, Nova Scotia and raédevernments, which aims
to establish the terms for a new post-colonial nEsghip. Previous attempts to
regulate the Mi'kmag moose hunt have failed, largélie to the absence of
regulations for Mi'kmaq has caused cross-cultural acological tensions. The
MMP, though still in draft form, aims to resolvadiwith a co-management scheme
under Mi'’kmagq leadership (MMWG, 2007).

The LMP (UINR & Denny, 2007) consists of voluntagyidelines for the
Mi'kmagq lobster harvest which make existing fedeegjulations more ecologically
and culturally relevant. The LMP effectively intatgs Mi'kmaqg resource users and
cultural principles, which is crucial for sustaif@bMi'kmaqg harvesting. The
Mikmaq FSC lobster fisheries have been margindlibg extensive commercial
lobster fisheries in Nova Scotia and recently aféd Mi'kmagq fishing rights have
triggered much conflict and confusion.

Bernard Huber: The Political Ecology of Mi'fmag Resounrce Harvest Page 1



Chapter I: Introduction

The research aim of this thesis is to explore hoee MMP and LMP
negotiate the political ecology of Mi'kmag resounsanagement in Nova Scotia and
facilitate the sustainable and self-governed FS@dsa by Mi'kmaqg. In order to
address this aim, the research objectives areow kbw the LMP and MMP:

— Incorporate universakcience, Mi'kmag Ecological Knowledge (MEK)
andNetukulimk(traditional Mi'kmag harvesting ethic).

— Respond to Mi’kmaq abuses communal resource right$to non-native
discourses of Mi’kmagq harvesting ethic.

— Enhance the sustainability of the Mi'kmag harvest.

Following a decolonization paradigm, this reseamins to support the
Mi'kmagq efforts to establish self-governed and a@nsible harvesting regimes. This
may be achieved by critically discussing the mansage plans and highlighting
risks and opportunities of the political ecologyeyhoperate in. The scholarly
documentation will contextualize the challenges olagd and provide an
independent account of the Mi'kmaqg strategies. Gittee early stages of their
implementation, both the LMP and MMP may benefiniran outside review.

The political ecology of Mi'kmaqg resource harvesttioubled by similar
inequalities to other aboriginal communities’ expeces across Canada and
internationally. Although the Mi'kmaq initiativeseavery case-specific, this research
will suggest that they hold important lessons fe self-governmehtof aboriginal
resource use and the meaningful accommodation ofigabal people in co-
management.

In a wider, scholarly context, this thesis will shthat political ecology —
especially with a poststructuralist perspective an effective conceptual framework
to research case studies of aboriginal co-management captures vital aspects of
ontological difference and cross-cultural relatioddso, | will show that the
methodology of decolonization can effectively coempént and guide this research.

C. Content and Structure of Thesis

The remainder of the thesis is structured as falo@hapter 2 will provide
some vital background information on aboriginal ggmance and resource rights in
Canada with a more detailed overview of the Mi'kniestory of governance and
resource management. This chapter will discuss réserve system and the
marginalization of aboriginal people in resourcenagement. It will also highlight
the marginalized position of the Native Council Mbva Scotia (NCNS), which
represents Mi'kmagq living ‘off-reserve’.

Chapter 3 will discuss the methodological and eheonsiderations for this
research, and its representation in this thesistly;ithe evolution of postmodern and
critical research methodologies in geography wik loutlined in order to
contextualize the research paradigm of decolommatadopted in this thesis.
Secondly, | will reflect on my research journey ataborate on the research design
and the selection of case studies and researcicipants. The justification for this
necessitates a careful discussion of my positipnah regards to aboriginal
knowledge and my Mi'kmag research community. | willroduce the Mi'kmaq
Ethics Watch committeeMi'’kmaw Eskinuapimkand outline the benefits of this

| use the term ‘universal science’ to refer to $ééen science’, which is not local (i.e. place-lse
and claim universality (see Chapter 3).

2| use the term ‘self-government’ to refer to aboval aspirations to independent political
representation, governance and resource management.

Bernard Huber: The Political Ecology of Mi’kmaq Resce Management Page 2



Chapter I: Introduction

research. In regards to the analysis of my resefincdings, | will discuss some
methodological issues of political ecology reseant discuss the methods for data
analysis and written representation in this thesis.

Chapter 4 will review several bodies of academarditure, which this thesis
will engage with. | will review the evolution of pocal ecology research to show
that this field can provide a conceptual framewiarkthis thesis. Here, | will show
that a poststructuralist perspective provides stweful insight for the study of
cross-cultural resource conflicts. A review of tiigical literature of co-management
will show that the ontological difference of abang resource knowledge and
harvesting ethic can be assimilated conventionaimanoagement frameworks.
Additionally, a review of the postcolonial perspees will highlight the colonial
subtext of conventional co-management discoursdscapacity building initiatives.
Finally, the scholarly literature on Mi'kmag resoeirmanagement will be reviewed
in order to contextualize this thesis and furthirsirate the political ecology of
resource management in Nova Scotia.

Chapter 5 will explain the context of the two casedies and indicate the
significance of the management plans for Mi'kmapuece harvest. The legal nature
of the Mi'kmaqg hunting and fishing rights will beeviewed to explain their
contestations and the need for new management sshtan Mi'kmaq lobster and
moose harvest. Especially the implications of thebSter Wars’ over Mi'kmagq
rights in commercial fisheries have created a a@métional cross-cultural
environment, which the LMP needs to negotiate. MIlMP operates in a competitive
political landscape, as the NCNS is excluded byMilkemaq Chiefs-in-Council.

Chapter 6 will represent relevant research findiriggm seven semi-
structured interviews with Mi'kmaq and governmentasource managers. | will
contrast different opinions regarding the significa of MEK, universal science and
Netukulimkfor Mi'kmagq, as well as their use in the LMP an#1®. Furthermore, |
will illustrate Mi'kmag notions of co-managementelfggovernment and co-
existence, as well as issues of Mi'kmaq capacitydsource management.

Chapter 7 will discuss my interview insights inamfnce to the literature
reviewed and based on a political ecology framewollowing the work of Arturo
Escobar (2006) and Fikret Berkes (2008). After gmeattention to the case studies,
the discussion will centre on thematic issues tscdlee the political ecology of
knowledge, ontological difference, self-governmand Mi'kmaq capacity. Finally,
the exclusion of the NCNS from the MMP, and speallfy its system of harvest
management, will be discussed as a model for ssiégment.

Chapter 8 will review the research problem and abjes and discuss how
the research findings and their significance. Thi provide a basis to highlight
areas for further research. | will conclude thestbavith a reflective account on my
research design and my positionality as a resesttatent, which will discuss the
nexus of political ecology and decolonization melhiogies.

D. Terminology and Concepts

This thesis will make reference to a number of teand concepts that are
endemic to either the Mi’kmaq language or Canadiboriginal politics. These are
briefly introduced below.

While the term ‘indigenous’ is common in the intional literature and
New Zealand discourses, it is here replaced wihehm ‘aboriginal’, which is more
appropriate in the Canadian context. Canadian gipaiti people encompass North

Bernard Huber: The Political Ecology of Mi’kmaq Resce Management Page 3



Chapter I: Introduction

American Indian, Métis and Inuit peoples (see Céiaf®). Although the term
‘Indian’ has ironic colonial connotations, it isdely used in Canadian discourse and
will be used here where appropriate.

In Chapter 4 | will review the contestations surrdimg the use of the terms
‘nature’, ‘resource’ and ‘resource management’, it use the term ‘resource
management’ throughout this thesis. Alternatively'resource use’ | will use the
term ‘harvest’ which is common in Mi'’kmagq discour$tunka, 2007).

Mi’kmag names of places, concepts and institutibmsll introduce where
existent, but will refer to the English names tlgloout the rest of the thesis in order
to aid the non-Mi'’kmaqg reader. | will make excepsofor the harvesting ethic of
‘Netukulimkand the Mi’kmaq name for Cape Breton Islaridnama’ki, since these
terms will be used frequently.

Bernard Huber: The Political Ecology of Mi’kmaq Resce Management Page 4



Chapter II: Background

A. Introduction

The aboriginal peoples of Canada represent a wasisity of cultures, with
different ontologies, knowledges, languages antbous. The history of colonization
has left a map of fragmented and marginalized natiovhich have specific rights to
resources and self-government. This chapter witbduce some facts and concepts
that are central to aboriginal politics in Canag&jch will provide the background
for a closer discussion of Mi'’kmagq politics in No$xotia. Finally, the impacts of
colonization on Mi’kmagq resource management wilblodined.

B. Aboriginal Governance in Canada

The following brief statistics will provide a comtefor considering aboriginal
governance in Canada. In the 2006 census, 1,17pa®&tle self-identified as having
aboriginal identity, which constitutes 4 % of tharfadian population. The aboriginal
population of Canada consists of the three ethmdgcagroups: North American
Indian, Métis (European/aboriginal mixed-blood) ahd Artic Inuit people, which
constitute 64, 33 and 4 %, respectively (see Fig)teThe North American Indians
(commonly referred to as ‘First Nations people”ladians’) may be registered as
‘status-Indians’ in accordance with the Indian Actmay (choose to) remain ‘non-
status’ Indians (Abelet al, 2008; Statistics Canada, 2008).

1,172,790
Total Aboriginal population
[ 799,010
623,780 W Yr 2006
Registered Indian !&,1?5
T 488,040 o'Yr 2001

133155 aYr 1996
Non-Status Indian 04,155
86,595
m 389,780
Métis 305
7115

50,485
Inuit 45,070
40,225

200,000 400,000 600,000 800,000 1,000,000 1,200,000 1,400,000

Figure 1: Aboriginal groups of Canada by populatisize; 1996, 2001 and 2006
census data. Source: (Abele et al., 2008)

The following two maps indicate the geographicatribution of aboriginal
people in Canada. Roughly 40% of the First Natipesple live on one of the 615
Indian reserves, which are marked on the map airgi@. Of the remaining 60%,
the vast majority (76%) live in urban area, wheheyt invariably constitute a
minority, as Figure 3 indicates. Both maps sugtfest only 2% (24,175 people) of
them live in Nova Scotia (Statistics Canada, 2008which 48% (11,543 people)
are status Mi’kmagq Indians (Coates, 2000:211). Tlinesis is largely concerned with
the Mi'’kmaq people of Nova Scotia and some attenwdl be paid to the different
positions of status- and non-status Mi’kmag.

*The population increase is in part due to increasinmbers of Indian reserves participating in the
census.
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Location of Indian reserves
by 2006 Census Subdivisions (CSDs)

* 1 dot represents 1 Indian reserve
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Figure 2: Location of Indian reserves; every dgbnesents one reserve. Source:
(Statistics Canada, 2008)
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Figure 3: Urban areas (CMAs and CAs) with a popigiatof Aboriginal Identity
(First Nations, Métis and Inuit) of 5% or more. $oa! (Statistics Canada, 2008)

In the 18" century, the aboriginal people outnumbered Britistd French
settlers and were regarded by them as sovereigionsawith rights to their

territories. This was affirmed in a series of poedederation treaties, such as the

Peace and Friendship Treaties in Atlantic Canad®(1- 1761), and the Royal
Proclamation of 1763. The latter forms a basigterfiduciary responsibility that the
Canadian government has today towards the aborigieaple (Nettheimet al,
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2002). However, increasing competition for land aesburces soon led to an era of
treaties that entailed the cession of vast abaldands in return for self-governed
reserves (Battiste, 1997; Nettheiet al, 2002). In 1867, Confederation and the
British North America Act established the Britishro@n as the executive
government of the Dominion of Canada, while the €itution Act authorized the
federal parliament to govern the aboriginal people.

The Indian Act of 1876 established a colonial syst& genealogy, which
determined who is of Indian ‘status’ (Nettheied al, 2002). Most notably, this
disadvantaged women, as an Indian woman lost aerssif she married a non-status
man; conversely, women who married a status Indianld gain status themselves.
Although these provisions were removed in 1985 (ISCRD0O7), there are now many
people of Indian identity who are non-status Indiand thus not eligible for reserve
residence and many other services or benefits.

The Indian Act (“An Act Respecting Indians” in itsll, original title) also
formed the basis for policies of political oppressiand cultural assimilation. Most
prominently, off-reserve residential schools westablished in all parts of Canada in
the 1930s, which forcibly removed Indian childreanf their families and cultural
roots (Comeau & Santin, 1990; Netthegh al, 2002). By the 1960s, these were
abandoned and, in compensation, the governmerddinted welfare benefits on
reserves, which brought material relief and mormeqgadte living conditions (Comeau
& Santin, 1990). With many further restrictionse tindian Act has been detrimental
to the development of aboriginal peoples. Its a#afive characteristics are
commonly regarded as colonization and cultural geleo(Lee, 1992; Nettheirat
al., 2002; Richards, 2000).

In 1958 a system of reserve governance was impegeidh established a
Band Council and a Chief-in-Council for each resgfMCNS, 2007). In the 1980s,
some Band Councils were granted a limited levebwudgeting independence and
have since developed capitalist revenue from regodevelopment, service sectors,
commerce and gambling (Comeau & Santin, 1990). Tasplements federal
funding, which pays for all governance, educatisacial services, housing and
resource management on reserves. Yet, services aatl incomes on reserves are
not subject to federal taxes. However, effectivenagement and governance on
reserves is often hampered by limited managemegatctizes, nepotism and a lack of
provisions for community accountability (Hipwell0@1). This has driven many
Band Councils into corruption, debt and negativklipity (Maaka & Fleras, 2005).

The lack of economic opportunities on reservestaadimited employability
of aboriginal people off-reserve has lead to exgesanemployment and welfare
dependency of up to 95% for reserve communities ada& Fleras, 2005).
Attracted by better opportunities and services faigter standards of living, 46% of
Canada’s First Nations people live urban areas @aon& Santin, 1990; Statistics
Canada, 2008). However, status Indians living efferve do not receive all federal
services, benefits or tax exemptions. They typycedtain their aboriginal identity
and cultural customs, as well as their resourchtsigPolitically, they are often
aligned with Métis people in organizations of ‘nstatus Indians’, such as the Native
Council of Nova Scotia (NCNS). These organizatiare often self-governed
without the federal support that reserve-basedatiies enjoy. Consequently, a
dichotomy between on-reserve and off-reserve coniteanemerges, which is
characterized by competition for representation bedefits. Many reserve leaders
hold that only status Indians are beneficiariesalobriginal rights (Hunka, 2007),
ironically endorsing an arbitrary, colonial systefmdentification.
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Although the Indian Act entails this conflict in maFirst Nations of Canada,
the positions of off-reserve and non-status aboaigtommunities receive very little
public, policy and academic interest. Part of thissis will present a case study of
the NCNS’s position in regards to Mi'kmaqg resour@magement.

C. Aboriginal Resource Rights in Canada

In a mainstream colonial mindset, aboriginal claifosresource rights are
misconceived as an encroachment on governmentaéreigmty to resource
management or as a threat to non-native acceseeaadrce sustainability (Ladner,
2005; Maaka & Fleras, 2005). Therefore, aborigiedims to rights to and
participation in resource management have beeredgad by the government in the
court system. Since the 1980s, numerous courtgsilirave acknowledged aboriginal
resource rights, which have reformed the politiaatiscape of resource management
in Canada. The most relevant SCC rulings for Mi'gmeasource rights are those in
favour of Simon(R. v. Simon, 1985)Sparrow(R. v. Sparrow, 1990) andarshall
(R. v. Marshall, 1999), which are briefly outlinedChapter 5.

Aboriginal resource rights are either based on tiomisnally affirmed
Aboriginal Title, which applies to all aboriginaépple in Canada, or specific Treaty
Rights, where the SCC specifies the modern meaoingstorical treaties. These
rights are commonly implemented in co-managemerasingements between Band
Councils and governmental departments; where ttheréd department of Indian and
Northern Affairs Canada (INAC) governs politicasigs, the federal Department of
Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) administers ocean iesheand the provincial
Departments of Natural Resources (DNR) administéand fisheries and other
resource sectors, including forestry, wildlife anthing.

In its decisions, the SCC reminds the state dfidisciary responsibility and
recommends negotiations with aboriginal right-hadden good faith. Aboriginal
leaders perceive this as an insult to their sogatgito govern their traditional
resources, which they never ceded in historicalties. This ‘culture of litigation’
maintains an extensive legal sector of aboriginavegnance, where aboriginal
claims are negotiated in an inherently confrontaloenvironment (Ladner, 2005).
Arguably, “this impasse will continue until the rhyif Crown sovereignty is
revealed” (Ladner, 2005: 948). Furthermore, debatesind the justifiability of
aboriginal claims question whether the state-rgillsystem is an appropriate forum
for aboriginal people to reclaim their rights, asdek justice for the legacy of
colonialism.

D. Aboriginal Governance in Nova Scotia

1. Mi’kmaq Governance

The traditional territory of the Mi'’kmaq natioM{(’kma’ki) covers today’s
provinces of Nova Scotia and Prince Edward IslaR&l), as well as parts of
Quebec, New Brunswick and Newfoundland (as indecatd=igure 4). Of the 23,776
Mi'kmaq, 49% live in Nova Scotia; here 7759 Mirkmége on one of the 13
reserves and 3,784 reside off-reserve, mostly lrmmuHalifax (Coates, 2000:211).
Since 1975, off-reserve and non-status Mi'kmaq Wa as Métis people) are
represented by the Native Council of Nova Scoti€\I$), which determines its
membership in reference to family lineage, rathantto Indian Act ‘status’.
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Select reserve names:
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Figure 4: Map of traditional Mi'’kmagq territory (shiked area) with location of
selected reserves. Source: (Berneshawi, 1997)

Cape Breton IslandJpama’kiin Mi'kmaq language), just north of the main
peninsula of Nova Scotia, is widely regarded ashirert of the Mi'kmaq nation and
has been hosting the annual meeting of the Mi'kn@agnd Council $ante’
Mawio’'mi) since pre-colonial times. Traditionallyli'’kma’ki was divided into seven
semi-sovereign districts and the district chiefauldoconvene as the Grand Council
for decisions of nation-wide importance (NCNS, 200These communities of
Unama’ki have close linkages and substantial political cmimesand capacity,
especially in regards to resource management (MBr&007b).

The role of the Grand Council has been undermineithd Indian Act, which
vests exclusive rights for governing and represgnifli'kmagq in the Band Councils
and INAC. However, the Grand Council maintains talviole in Mi'kmagq society,
providing spiritual leadership as well as resour@nagement (Battiste, 1997:136;
Hipwell, 2001), which it aims to reclaim in bothseastudies. With recent aspirations
of cultural revitalization and self-government, itmifying role in Mi'kmaq
governance has become crucial (McMillan, 1997).

2. Mi'kmaq Politics and the NCNS

This thesis will address the role of the NCNS in'kiktiaq resource
management and government-Mi'’kmagq relations. Thewmg section will indicate
the politics of the ongoing tripartite negotiatiofisetween federal, provincial and
Mi'kmagq representatives) in Nova Scotia, from whioh NCNS is excluded.

One of the case studies, the Moose Management (M&P), serves as a
pilot project for the Framework Agreement (FA) nggtons, which aim to forge a
new partnership between Mi'kmag and governmentSawa Scotia. The FA was
signed in February 2007 by the provincial OfficeAdforiginal Affairs (OAA), the
federal INAC and 11 of the 13 Nova Scotia Mi'kmduefs with the Grand Chief of
the Grand Council as a witness (Mi'kmag Rightsidtite, 2008). The parties
anticipate signing a Memorandum of Understanding2@il, leading to a Final
Agreement, which will outline principles of a mutuaorking relationship to
implement Mi'kmaq rights. The Mi'kmaqg Rights Inthiee KMK (Kwilmu'kw Maw-
klusuagn has been established to coordinate the negatgtibis funded by INAC
and directed by the Assembly of Nova Scotia Mi'kn@gefs. Although this process
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is intended to be inclusive of all Mi'kmag, statarsnon-status, living on reserve or
off-reserve, much emphasis is placed on getting&aithiefs involved {KMK, 2008
#43}. Meanwhile, the NCNS has been excluded bycthefs (Martin, 2007).

This conflict between the political representativifsthe Mi'kmaqg nation
emerged in 1985 with the formation of the Confedgraf Mainland Mi'kmaq
(CMM). Until 1985, the 13 Bands were united in Umiof Nova Scotia Indians
(UNSI), which cooperated with the NCNS and the M&q Grand Council in a
Treaty Working Group (Martin, 2007). As some chigfsm mainland Nova Scotia
did not feel equally represented by tbhlmama’kibased UNSI, six of the eight
mainland Bands formed the CMM. Therefore, the UnadrNova Scotia Indians
(UNSI) now represent the five Bands of Cape BrdgtandUnama’ki (as well as
two mainland Bands) (Coffin, 2003).

Furthermore, the CMM held that the presence of NIRNS would “water
down” the financial and political standing of theedty Working Group. Although
the Grand Council maintained that there is no mision between on- and off-reserve
Mi'kmaq (and neither between status and non-stathe)opposition of the CMM
initiated a divide between the Bands and the NCM&iin, 2007). This divide crept
into the first tripartite forum (Coffin, 2003) thatas held in 1991 to address racist
injustices in the justice system in Nova Scotia iikette, 1990). At that time, the
Mikmaq were represented by the UNSI and the CMMwadl as the NCNS.
However, the Assembly of Nova Scotia Chiefs walketl of these negotiations and
subsequently signed, with the Grand Council’'s Gr@héef, a resolution stating that
“the only legitimate representative of the Mi'’kmafgNova Scotia, as a people and a
nation, are the Chiefs of the thirteen Mi'kmaq tiations” (Coffin, 2003). In
response to this break-down, the government of NBn@tia interestingly offered to
engage in separate tripartite negotiations withNRENS (Hunka, 2007); however, a
change in government preceded this and left the SIGMandoned by both
governments and the rest of the Mi'kmaq nation.

Despite its marginalized position, the NCNS consdéself the “Self-
governing Authority for the large community of Miikag/Aboriginal Peoples
residing throughout traditional Mi'kmaq territorm iNova Scotia undisplaced to
Indian Act reservations” (NCNS, 2006). The NCNS mtains strong linkages with
other councils of non-status aboriginal people,hsas the regional Maritimes
Aboriginal Peoples Council (MAPC), and the Nativeu@cils of the neighbouring
provinces of Prince Edward Island and New Brunswick

It remains to be seen if the ongoing FA negotiatiofil become inclusive of
all Mi'kmag and what the consequences of furthetusion of the NCNS will be.
This thesis will not address the tripartite negatias in further detail, but rather
highlight the NCNS’s role in the MMP and Mi'kmacgsoeirce management.

E. Mi’kmaq Resource Management

1. Traditional Mi'kmaq Resource Use and Knowledge

In order to appreciate Mi'’kmaq perspectives on empiorary debates about
Mi'kmaq resource rights, an understanding of thetory of resource management
is important. | will here outline how the Mi'kmagaw of life has changed with
European colonization and centralized reserve gawere; this will also indicate the
intricate Mi'kmaq ecological knowledge (MEK) andeith traditional stewardship
ethic of sustainable resource use. | will furtikrstrate the political dimensions of
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contemporary Mi'kmag resource management, whicibéshes the rationale for a
political ecology perspective to my case studies.

Before the arrival of European settlers, the hashsons in Nova Scotia
necessitated a semi-nomadic and communal way efwith fishing, hunting and
gathering as the primary means of subsistenceherMi'kmaq (Battiste, 1997).
During the summer months they lived in coastalagédls to harvest seafood and
berries; during the winter they dispersed into $endands and lived inland to hunt
big game and fish in the rivers. The traditionalog® hunting season commenced
with the 9" lunar cycle; moose meat (preserved with berrird)rddes provided vital
resources for the winter. Figure 5 also indicatest food resources were scarce
during the winter months of February and March saaywinter famines.
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LocALITy SEA INLAND SMALL INLAND|  |RIVERS
CoasT ‘ SEA COAST ‘ RIVERS
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Figure 5: Calendar of traditional food resourcestbé nomadic Mi'knﬁiaq in ancient
times. Source: (NCNS, 1993)

Like other subsistence cultures around the wontdnrounal life based on
local resources led the Mi'kmagq to develop intecgystems of ecological ontology,
knowledge, and harvesting ethic (Battiste, 199ictv were grounded in a holistic
cosmology. Mi'kmaq resource use was guided Nstukulimk a set of ethical
guidelines for sustainable resource use; the Mikimatology of the environment is
based on Mi'kmagq spiritualityK(lamsitasutj, which places humans, their ancestry
and non-human species in reciprocal relationshipsis allows for the
personification of the natural world and its respdauisage by humans, who act as
its guardians (NCNS, 2007). Mi'kmag spiritualitydaacological knowledge have
been developed through oral transmission since thecestors settled in Nova
Scotia, which is thought to be 13,000 years agarghll, 2007b).
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2. Repression and Resurgence of Mi'kmaq Resource Harvest

The Mi'kmaqg maintained their nomadic way of liferidg the early phases of
European settlement and could also benefit fronplguqg the fur trade. Mutually
beneficial relationships emerged, and the earlyeseénts were compatible with the
Mi'’kmaq resource use patterns (Battiste, 1997; Héeatt et al, 2002). However,
Loyalist migration waves from the US in the 17888 ¢heir agricultural expansions
triggered increasing competition for resources {iNgt et al, 2002), which led to a
breakdown of the Mi'kmaq way of life within a geaton (Battiste, 1997). Mi'’kmaq
were forced to set up family farms on marginal Bnahich later became ‘reserved’
for their usage; here, they survived on subsistesgeculture, crafts trade and
seasonal labour (Battiste, 1997). From the 193@sestablishment of the residential
school in Shubenacadie and a program to relochtdoala Scotia Mi'’kmaq to two
reserves (Eskasoni and Shubenacadie) further digiddVli'kmaq from their culture
and resources.

Like many reserve communities in Canada, Mi'kmagemees are now
dependant on limited economic opportunities, govemt benefits and imported,
processed foods, as subsistence on local resobasebecome unfeasible. Modern
resource management has favoured an industriallafgaent of Nova Scotia’s
natural resources (especially its fisheries) andhaginalization of Mi'kmaq in
resource management (Stiegman, 2003).

After Mi’kmagq rights to hunt and fish were affirmdxy the SCC in 1985,
1990 and 1999, the Mi'kmaqg have entered into corialefisheries and are
increasingly involved in fisheries and forestry ragement; especially in the
watershed of the Bras d’Or Lakes, which is the reéresource base dfnama’ki
(Hipwell, 2001). Mi'kmaqg have also successfullyisesd potentially detrimental
resource development proposals, most notably sebcmarry at the sacred Mi'kmag
Kluskap mountain; (Hipwell, 2001, 2004c; Hornborg, 199Gjven their lack of
resources and political leverage, their persistegmo@ initiative in local resource
management is remarkable.

3. Mi'kmaq Capacities for Resource Management in Unama’ki

With funding from government and industry, Mi'lkmhgve developed two
self-governed institutions for resource managera@ut research, which are located
on the Eskasoni reserve @mama’ki which is the largest Mi'kmaq reserve with
2792 inhabitants (Coates, 2000).

The Eskasoni Fish and Wildlife Commission (EFWChages the Mi'kmagq
fisheries of the Bras d’Or Lakes and has been coimdpitraditional and universal
science very successfully. Over the past five ydaSVC has set up a self-governed
management plan for the commercial Gaspereaux rfisi@urrently, EFWC is
undertaking collaborative research with local ursity departments to manage the
MSX disease that has been killing the oyster pdmrian the Bras d’Or Lakes.

The Unama’ki Institute for Natural Resources (UINR) is chaitgdthe five
Unama’ki chiefs and aims to secure sustainable resourassdor all Mi'kmaq of
Unama’ki In 1998 the UINR was instrumental in negotiataagnining agreement
with Georgia Pacific for a Gypsum mine in Melfotdhama’ki and monitoring its
compliance (Georgia-Pacific Canada and theama’ki Mi'kmag Communities,
1998). UINR has since engaged in several collalvera¢search projectnd plays a
key role in developing both the Lobster and Moosmijement Plan.
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Mi'kmaq experts from the EFWC and UINR staff pl@ading roles in the
Collaborative Environmental Planning Initiative (BE for the Bras d’Or Lakes
(CEPI, 2008), which was initiated by Mi'’kmagq chief2003. CEPI brings together a
host of different interest groups and aims to dgvel management plan for the Bras
d’'Or Lakes watershed. A workshop held in 2006 tonbss relevant MEK and
discuss its accommodation in watershed managenasnibdéen a core component of
the CEPI (CEPI, 2006).

Both EFWC and UINR were initiated by the Grand Gourand are
predominantly staffed by local Mi'kmaq. In order $taff these institutions and
expand Mi'kmag involvement in resource managentbate have been a number of
education initiatives that aim to build capacitiesvli'’kmaq communities to work in
scientific resource management.

Apart from the resource management institutiondJmama’ki the NCNS
also has substantial resource management capadiigh is sustained with minimal
governmental funding. The ‘NCNS Natural Life Managmmt Authority’
Netukulimkewe’l| Commissidmas managed the harvesting activities of its mesnbe
since 1989 and annually issues Community Harvegiélnes. These emphasize the
traditional harvesting ethic dfletukulimkand brief harvesters on biology, ecology
and health and safety issues. For most huntingpitng and fishing activities, the
NCNS maintains a system of tags and report cardiéchacollect details on the
harvest and observations regarding the conditioth@fhabitat. The NCNS thereby
effectively harnesses the knowledge of experieridékinaq harvesters whilst also
monitoring their harvest. Despite being independenh governmental funding, the
NCNS voluntarily shares this data with DNR and DEOcomplement their data
bases.

In subsequent chapters the resource managementitgaphithe Mi’kmaq
and the political dimensions of co-management ofkidag Food, Social and
Ceremonial (FSC) harvest will be discussed. My cstselies will illustrate how
Mi'kmaq are implementing self-governed resource agament and what methods
they propose to use. Chapter 5 will provide extensiontext to the case studies,
introducing the roles EFWC, UINR and NCNS play ahé specifics of both
Mi'’kmaq and non-native hunting and fishing rights.
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A. Introduction

Having provided the reader with some necessarydgraakd information, |
will next present my positionality and methodologwhich are of primary
importance to aboriginal research methodologiessOhin & Willett, 2005). To put
my methodology into context, | will first introducgaditional methodologies of
human geography and then discuss postmodern antbdeation methodologies in
more detail. Drawing on the latter, | will then let@ate on my research ethics,
discussing aspects of positionality, reflexivitydaresearch relationships. Outlining
my research journey, | will explain how | selectedse studies and interview
participants. Finally, political ecology will be tnoduced as the conceptual
framework for the analysis of my research findings.

How humans conceptualize the natural world — hoature’ is arguably
culturally constructed — is a key aspect of the &urworldview and an effective
proxy for the comparative study of ontologies, &piwlogies and research
methodologies. The following introduction of geqggmécal research methodologies
will therefore hinge on their ecological ontology.

B. Western Research Methodologies in Geography

1. Positivist Traditions

Research in Human Geography has traditionally tsf&ped by positivist
traditions and methodologies (Mansvelt & Berg, 200Bositivist epistemologies
hold that knowledge (ontologically part of a sirgutruth) can be found through
observations, which also can be extrapolated acdd$sring contexts (DeWalt,
1994). Here, insights are gained through a reduoistidens, which lets the researcher
zoom into detail and thus out of context. Yet skcowledge and its creation is
considered objective, as positivist methodologiesquire observations and
experiments to be systematic, transferable andatapke (Zammito, 2004); it
follows that the researcher’s position is neutrad does not bear any impact on the
findings. This is also presumed for the study ahptex systems such as society or
ecology (Strega, 2005b). This empiricist approachs whe premise of both
quantitative and qualitative inquiries in human gmphy; the ‘quantitative
revolution’ in the 1960s further marginalized qtative research (Mansvelt & Berg,
2005).

Positivist research traditionally relies on Camebi ontologies, which
emerged during the European Enlightenment and Bawee formed the Western
paradigm for studies of human relations to thetura environment (Berkes, 2008;
Suchet, 2002). According to this, the ability tanthmakes humans superior beings
and places them apart from and above non-humanespddis also gives them the
mandate to explore and exploit the natural worlat, anly for survival but also for
research, constructing ecological knowledge. Inegaln Cartesian ontologies are
based on a number of binaries, such as mind/mateman/non-human,
nature/society, wild/tamed, etc (Benton & Craib,020 Suchet, 2002). While
positivist methodologies have lead to much scientiisight, they are not always
appropriate to research complex ecological or $sgstems.

* The term ‘Cartesian’ denotes an influence of trenEh Enlightenment philosopher René Descartes.
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2. Post-positivist Approaches

Since the 1960s, postmodernist thought has profgumfluenced social
science disciplines and has led to alternativearebemethodologies that challenge
the hegemony of positivist approaches (Strega, ROF0stmodernism’s attention to
pluralism and context intellectually broadeneddbademic arena, allowing for post-
positivist, and more specifically, poststructuralesyd postcolonial theories to be
developed. Furthermore, these advances made spateifical” research agendas
that address issues of gender, race and indiggremes (Denzin & Lincoln, 2008;
Strega, 2005a).

Fundamental to post-positivist approaches is they reject the doctrine of
objectivity and neutrality. They acknowledge thaithb the researcher and the
researched influence the research process aniddiads. Therefore, all knowledge
is situated in — and thus shaped by — a sociof@alltontext and is thus constructed
rather than essential (Ley, 2003). This constrigttiperspective is a counterpoint to
deterministic ontologies of realism and essentialid will briefly indicate the
differences along this spectrum by illustrating licgtions of poststructuralist
constructions of the natural world and a postcabpeérspective on history.

Poststructuralist theories insist that any humaewviof ‘nature’ is an
ontological construct (Hipwell, 2004a; Robbins & Moe Bishop, 2008) and
therefore “what we perceive as naturaalso cultural and social” (Escobar, 1999:2,
emphasis added). Poststructuralists argue thatahigessentialist” doctrine requires
“the final decline of the modern ideology of naligm, ... [and thus] the existence
of pristine Nature outside of history and humanterti (Escobar, 1999:1). While
this may not have infiltrated all fields of geoghgpand resource management, this
constructivist premise allows for cultural and seeconomic dimensions of human-
environment interactions to receive their due &iban Here, poststructuralism pays
critical attention to how cultural constructions péture are formed; it further
critically examines the distribution of the powerdaknowledge necessary to do so,
as well as its political implications (Escobar, 299. | will examine this in more
detail in Chapter 4, where | discuss poststrudstrpblitical ecology.

More generally, poststructuralist methodologies easize the political
nature of all research and caution against simplispresentations and conclusions
(Brown & Strega, 2005). Poststructuralists haves ttheconstructed positivist ideas of
knowledge, power and evidence in research. Consdguehe concept of anti-
methodology has identified shortcomings of predeteed research methodologies,
which necessitate conclusive outcomes and thusiintie fluidity of research
process, positionalities and relationships (Do@86t Law, 2004; Massumi, 1996). |
will later suggest how a poststructuralist anti-neekology is in line with aboriginal
expectation to research relationships, effectivdgcolonizing’ them. My research
will thus indicate how poststructuralist and aboray methodologies are
complementary.

Post-colonialism pays critical attention to thedeg of colonial governance
and research and reveals neo-colonial approacltesrgolications. With an eye for
constructivism, Edward Said critiqued the dismigsivnature of Western
representation of other cultures (Barnett, 200@xeh his critique of Orientalism
(Said, 1978) also exposes the roots of romanticieedceptions of indigenous
peoples and cultures, which have grown out of Wastalltural hegemony and
ignorance (Nadasdy, 2005b; Willems-Braun, 1997)stfolonialism therefore
advocates a comprehensive and contextual undersgarad other cultures and
ethical representation thereof (Barnett, 2006).
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3. On the Postmodern Bandwagon: Methodologies from the Margins

While the postmodern developments brought aboutldorental challenges
to mainstream research agendas and methodolopeg,were largely developed
within the Eurocentric academy and by Western, naakdemics (Weber-Pillwax,
2001). As their principal intent is to deconstridequate conceptual frameworks,
they are often criticized for revolving in the thetical realm with little relevance to
the lives of the people they advocate for (WebdwBk, 2001). Also, their vantage
point for deconstruction remains largely within Wéa epistemologies (Wilson,
2001).

Postmodern advances, however, made way for thegemes of a number of
“critical” research methodologigswhich | will briefly outline here to contextuaéiz
aboriginal resource agendas. Feminist and raceisitepay critical attention to the
dynamics and inequalities of race and gender ineggcfurthermore, they more
often have an agenda of social change than of demrenstruction (Brown & Strega,
2005). They are also concerned that postmodernmidseloave been mostly advanced
by white, male theorists and they do not see theices or concerns represented.
Such criticism often emanates from scholars whatiposthemselves on the margins
of Western (academic) societies; they argue thaplpeare marginalized on account
of their gender, race, ethnicity, sexuality, phgéty or other differences (Denzit
al., 2008; Strega, 2005a).

These critical methodologies have a comparable areBe agenda to
indigenous methodologies. Scholars of both appremelne often conscious of their
own marginalization but choose to harness theiritiposlity to advocate for
empowerment. Consequently, mutual methodologicufes and strategic alliances
between critical and indigenous methodologies hbgen discussed, especially
between indigenous scholars and (poststructurdistinists (Denzin & Lincoln,
2008; Strega, 2005b; Zohl dé, 2005)

C. Aboriginal Methodologies: towards Decolonization

1. Introduction

Section B above introduced different research nulogies with their
philosophical underpinnings. With the methodologimantext in mind, this section
will introduce the research paradifjnof decolonization. In Section D, | will
elaborate on how this research will follow the gplildes of decolonization.

Apart from decolonization, my thesis will also ba&formed by Western
notions of poststructuralism introduced above andl employ the Western
conceptual framework of political ecology. Whenbaleating on my positionality
below, | will identify myself as a member of the ¥¥&rn academic mainstream and
thus outside of the margins mentioned above ansidribf the Mi'kmaq research
community.

® Although my review of the literature cannot beemsive, other authors may agree with the notion
that critical methodologies were established inwfade (or ‘on the bandwagon’) of the postmodernist
tide; however, Strega (2005) contends that feminigith the foundation for poststructuralism to
develop. Nevertheless, for the purpose of thisishiess futile to determine the genealogy or hiehsy

of postmodern and critical methodologies and theyweh more recently developed in cross-
fertilization.

® | will adopt the distinction between the term ‘imedology’, referring to an approach to research and
‘method’, a single technique to conduct researcmi@iello et al, 2008:4; Smith, 1999; Swadener
& Mutua, 2008:32). Further, a ‘research agenda’liespa set of (ideological) aims and a ‘research
paradigm’ refers to a political doctrine (Wilsor@).
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2. Premise: Colonized Knowledges

As the experience of marginalization is centrathte position of aboriginal
scholars, | will firstly introduce the historicaln@ personal battles aboriginal
researchers bring to the academic arena.

Aboriginal peoples around the world share a comimstory of colonization
during eras of imperial expansion and settler nigna As a minority in “settler
societies” they continue to suffer from margindiiaa on socio-economic, political
and cultural fronts. Therefore, aboriginal scholare keen to conclude that
colonization persists today in more subtle levélantin imperial times, which is
evidenced by the reluctance of majority governmémtsonour aboriginal rights and
fiduciary responsibilities.

I will briefly exemplify how aboriginal peoples haween objectified and
effectively colonized by non-aboriginal researcheoften following positivist
methodologies. Most blatantly, colonial exploreesarded racial parameters and
socio-cultural practices to support their claimsabbriginal cultural inferiority and
underdevelopment (Louis, 2007). More subtly, theteyatic exploration of natural
history and foreign ecosystems ignored indigenonkabitants and did not
acknowledge their knowledge or assistance in thpermal project (Johnson &
Murton, 2007). As | will show later, any essensalrepresentation of nature —
commonly employed to justify the development ofunalt resources — negates the
connection aboriginal people may have to their larginforcing their colonial
exclusion in resource management (Willems-Brau@y/)9

Contemporary research of indigenous flora and fdasaa more commercial
than exploratory incentive, but criminal practicek biopiracy and biased IPR
(Intellectual Property Rights) regulations havelded the expropriation of collective
knowledge of aboriginal peoples (Smith, 1999). Iddidon to geographers,
researchers in archaeology, ethnography and, nmastiously (Louis, 2007; Sykes,
2005), anthropology have researched aboriginal Ipsopwith exploitative
methodologies and represented biased insights wtithoy consideration of their
positionality or of aboriginal views or values.

3. Paradigm: Reclaiming Research and Knowledge

Given this exploitative and unethical legacy of eaagh on aboriginal
peoples, Linda Tuhiwai Smith’s seminal bobDkcolonizing Methodologie§l999)
aims to “situate and conceptualize research witisirwider genealogy of Western
imperialist and colonialist processes” (Howard-Badsh, 2005:282). Smith justifies
this postcolonial perspective with a critique of $#¥n knowledge production and
research based on Orientalist notions of aborigieables, as here cited above. Well
aware of this legacy, aboriginal people have deedoan instinctual aversion to
research, which is why “research’ is probably asfethe dirtiest words in the
indigenous world’s vocabulary” (Smith, 1999:1).

Consequently, decolonizing methodologies seek tdaira the research
process and empower aboriginal researchers to condsearch following self-
defined means and ends. Decolonization will theeeicknowledge the exploitative
legacy of colonizing research and the validity bbginal knowledge systems. The
following section will synthesize elements of thexdlonization paradigm.

The agenda of decolonization is widely embracedcbifcal scholars of
aboriginal education, governance and research melbgies (Battiste, 1998;
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Denzinet al, 2008; Gibson, 2006; Porter, 2005; Shetal, 2006; Smith, 1999)
While some scholars prefer the sound of an ‘antidal’ premise, | will adopt the
rhetoric of decolonization, as | appreciate its aimbs and “liberatory” premise
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2008; Swadener & Mutua, 2008:38)

In turn, aboriginal scholars often object to thestpmodern notion of a
‘postcolonial’ era, as the (ex-)colonial subjecas dest decide when colonization is
overcome (Battisteet al, 2002b; Louis, 2007; Smith, 1999)Nevertheless,
‘decolonizers’ acknowledge the space postcoloriiabty has made, but are also
sceptical of postcolonial authorship (Smith, 199@gntifying it as exclusionary
(Swadener & Mutua, 2008), but also as a “cacopludrspbaltern voices” (Swadener
& Mutua, 2008).

4. Research Ethics for Decolonization

Although its advocates agree that there is no ftaimmuapproach to a
decolonizing methodology (Battistt al, 2002b; Swadener & Mutua, 2008), | will
here try to capture the essence and some commarercenand propositions of
decolonization. After generations of aboriginal ples being over-researched and
disenfranchised from research processes and redhks research agenda of
decolonization commonly asserts that aboriginadaeshers “must reframe, reclaim
and rename the research endeavour” (Steinhaue?; Z0Many scholars agree that
making space for academic, aboriginal researchssdaées a decolonization of the
academy (Battisteet al, 2002a), as such research “naturally challengestéie
research paradigms” (Absolon & Willett, 2005; Lqu2®©07:130). Therefore Shawn
Wilson sees the need to not only articulate anigimal methodology, but indeed an
“indigenous research paradigm”, which can reframsearch theory and practice
according to four aspects: ontology, epistemolomethodology, and axiology
(ethical guidelines) (Wilson, 2001:175). | will negharacterize these four aspects
and will thereby also indicate common propertieglobriginal cosmologies, which
guide aboriginal research paradigms. This also agxpl the typical ontological
difference of the Mi'kmaq cosmology, which wasadlnced in Chapter 2.

Aboriginal cultures maintain a holistic ontology thieir environment, which
allows for inclusive and reciprocal human-enviromtneelationships (Grim, 2001).
Holistic ontologies are constructivist in the setiss they allow for multiple realities
according to interpretation, but also considerig@l dimensions. Research then is a
spiritual journey to make sense of reality (Lou2§07). Holistic epistemologies
therefore need to be “polyrhetorical” (Johnson &rkda, 2007) to explain the fluid
and contextual ontologies they are based on. Iraptiyt knowledge in aboriginal
societies is “not an individual identity” and thiEme “cannot be owned or
discovered”; it rather is relational, which meanexists to be shared with the rest of
the community and in fact with all of creation (86h, 2001:176-177). This is also
manifest in aboriginal languages, which convey “@pistemology where
relationships are more important than reality” (8@, 2001:177). Fundamentally,
aboriginal knowledge does not claim universalityl & always situated in its local
context, mutually nurturing local ontologies (Lou2907).

" As the cited authors are employed by universitifdew Zealand, Australia Canada or the USA, an
absence of aboriginal writers from non-Western toes has been observed (Denetral, 2008).

8 Notwithstanding this premise, Mi'kmaq scholar MaHattiste likes to use the term postcolonial in
aspiration of liberation (Battistet al, 2002b) and for Mori scholar Brad Coombes it “focuses on
[rather than negates] the continuation of colopiactice” (Coombes, 2007:187). Both Battiste and
Coombes therefore use the term postcolonial mudtheirspirit of decolonization.
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I will explain methodology and ethic for decolortiba in reference to the
native Hawaiian scholar Renee Pualani Louis (2087)nethodology capable of
researching and representing aboriginal realiteexda to embrace the local, holistic
epistemology and employ appropriate methods tothet culturally embedded
knowledge surface; furthermore, it has to respleetlocal axiology. To the latter
end, Louis expects research practice to fulfil ffomwavering principles: relational
accountability; respectful representation; recipfoappropriation; and rights and
regulation” (Louis, 2007:133). | will discuss thelere briefly and reinforce them
with reference to other aboriginal scholars’ expgonhs.

Relational accountability means that researchersaacountable not only to
their research partners but to ‘all their relatiofi®uis, 2007; Wilson, 2001); this
refers to aboriginal beliefs that humans, theiresbtars and their environment are
inextricably connected and related. From the redearthis requires respectful
understanding of how the research community wiltpwe the research.

For respectful representation, researchers als@ havaccount for their
epistemological positionality, as this will colotlre way they conduct and represent
the research. Unethical claims of neutrality angedivity are contradictory to
aboriginal ways of knowing and representation. Bgating themselves and their
relations, researchers admit that their researcowmers and representations are
subjective (Absolon & Willett, 2005).

Reciprocal appropriation prohibits exploitative @asch relationships.
Traditionally, an equivalent to research for abioid cultures may be the reciprocal
exchange of knowledge. Today, research relatiosshifh professional researchers
may leave little room for the aboriginal partnevddarn directly; if not, researchers
need to ensure that the research is of wider ketwetheir research community. A
reciprocal research relationship also means thaigibal partners are not employed
as mere subjects or informants; they should berpazated into every step of the
research process, including the interpretation publication of findings (Louis,
2007; Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch, 2007).

Rights and regulation require research partnerstop$ollow a protocol
defined by the aboriginal partners that sets oudiedimes to ensure that the ethical
requirement of accountability, representation aedprocity are fulfilled. It further
details how and where the findings of the reseaiititbe presented and accessible to
the aboriginal partners; it also ensures that tmeamtain the intellectual property
rights of any knowledge they share during the nefeprocess.

D. My Research Agenda for Decolonization

1. Introduction

Most decolonization authors discuss their methaglel primarily with
aboriginal researchers in mind. For non-aborigiresearchers, multiple issues of
positionality and power relations need to be diseds The literature has here
transcended the simplistic typology of insider/adgs roles and fixed positionalities,
acknowledging that research relationships are cexnghd evolve over time (Crang,
2003; Smith, 1999:137).

I will explain how | aimed to make my research @& and representation
collaborative, ethical, non-obtrusive and, esséwntidecolonizing. This will entail a
discussion of my positionality, research ethicsj amethods for my analysis and
representation within this thesis. | will also @l my ontological and
epistemological foundation and reflect on my leagniprocess; illustrating my
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epistemological positionality, this will centre dmow | got to appreciate and
understand the Mi'kmaq ontology of ecological kredge and harvesting ethic.
Subsequently, | will discuss the methods | emplogledng research preparation,
fieldwork and analysis.

2. My Background and Positionality

a) Positionality and Reflexivity

As outlined above, the guiding principles for decazing research assert that
it is essential for researchers to position themeselwithin the research process
(Absolon & Willett, 2005; Louis, 2007; Smith, 1999Apart from ethical
requirements for aboriginal research, human gedgrap(particularly feminist and
postcolonial writers) commonly incorporate discaasi of positionality and
reflexivity®. Reflecting on their arguments and my researchqs® | am aware that
my identity, presence and interpretation have sthayg research and representation
in every inevitable way.

Authors from different methodological traditionsviaidentified reflexivity
as a strategy for researchers to effectively pmsithemselves within the research
process. Many feminist and poststructuralist gegogees employ a ‘critical
reflexivity’ to account for the partiality of thefindings (Rose, 1997). While this
may be implicit in non-conclusive aboriginal metbbtmyjies, aboriginal scholars also
consider reflexivity as a viable strategy to futfieir relational accountability to their
research community and put their own relationaltmrglity and interpretation into
perspective (Absolon & Willett, 2005; Louis, 2007).

| have drawn from both postmodern and aboriginedtsgies. Following
Gillian Rose’s (1997) rationale, | aim to use reiléty as a caution when negotiating
the field of power relations that are implicitly gotiated between me and my
research participants. | further hope that my otiffle account and analysis will
make my representation transparent and insighafobth the reader and my research
partners.

To comprehensively discuss my positionality, | vatinclude the following
three sections of this chapter with a discussiontloke dimensions of my
positionality. Firstly, I will introduce my educatal background in order to indicate
my epistemological and cultural positionalftywith this | offer a reflective account
of how | got to know and appreciate aboriginal ggimlogies. After an elaboration
of my research methods and ethical provisions, Il wflect on my relational
positionality in the field; this will let me assess/ research approach. Finally, after
introducing my methods for analyzing and represgntny insights, | will discuss
my positionality within the writing process. Thisr¢e-pronged approach should not
decouple these related dimensions of my positindut will weave my reflective
methodology into the structure of this chapter.

b) My Epistemological and Cultural Positionality

| grew up as a keen science student and studielytianf reductionist
environmental sciences at a German university iar years. Based on empiricist
methodologies, ecological processes and complexitexe studied as nutrient cycles

° In response to the prominence of positionalitycdisse, critical authors have also reflected on
common shortcomings (Nagar & Ali, 2003; SalzmarQ2@idaway, 2000).

19 will provide some additional detail and contesgjarding my studies and career aspirations within
the following three footnotes.
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or computer model simulations. Humans were onlysiered part of the ecological

picture in terms of their impacts on environmeptalcesses. The primary aim was to
understand ecological processes and human immastgtessfully manipulate them
and circumvent anthropogenic degradation. This &filut was dogmatic insofar as it
implied the universality of a reductionist knowledgystem, while non-Western

ways of knowing or conceiving the environment weoé considered.

Outside of my formal education, my epistemologloalizon was widened by
my engagement with non-Western cultures duringetrand work experiences in
South Asia, West Africa and Latin America. | gaineduable insights during casual
participant observation with a keen interest in hadveriginal people know and use
their environmenit. As | intended to immerse myself in foreign comities and
relationships, my way of travelling may have been line with Bronislav
Malinowski’s aims of participant observation (Syk2805).

During three years of study in New Zealand | sliftey focus from physical
to human geography and developed a strong intdogstaboriginal peoples’
knowledges and rights in resource management aednational developmelit
Specifically, | was introduced to the holisticati cosmology and resource-use ethic
(Kaitiakitangg (Robertset al, 1995) and the development of provisions for caltu
consideration in New Zealand within the Resourcendgment Act. More
fundamentally, | gained an understanding of non{é&fesconceptions of human-
environmental relationships; customary resourcehtsigof aboriginal peoples;
societal discourses concerned with aboriginal statnd bicultural relations; and
governmental challenges of colonial legacy andneiiation.*®

My studies of aboriginal resource management hatbstantially influenced
my epistemological and ontological worldview. Singeing a science student in
Germany, my ontological position has developed fram essentially materialist
standpoint to a more idealist view of reality. Mgisgemological location has thus
broadened from an empiricist foundation to a maskstic appreciation of diverse,
culturally (and politically) constructed ways ofdming the environment. | therefore
now consider myself more apt to studying aborigneaburce management.

As the subsequent account of my field study in Mak territory will
illustrate, this made my understanding of aboriginaterests in resource
management more tangible and contextual. My expegisupports Marie Battiste’s
assertion that: “to acquire IK, one cannot merelydr ... literature, or do field visits.
Rather, one comes to know through extended com@nsaand experiences with
elders, peoples and places of Canada” (Battist®8:802). While | was very
fortunate to acquire some insights into the Mi'knexgerience and aspirations, my
positionality and assignment naturally left vastea of Mi'kmaq knowledge and
views inaccessible to me. | therefore also agreth Battiste’s opinion that non-

! Exposed to widespread poverty and inequality, emger goal to work in international development
formed. | assumed that studying universal sciemce iWestern institution would grant me the
privileged position to know more about degradediremments than local resource users and be able
to provide independent, scientific advice.

12 More generally, my studies covered theories astbties of Western development interventions.
This highlighted both the unsuccessful legacy giestcled development and the potential of local
participation and epistemological relativism. Thisderstanding questioned my initial career goal of
contributing to international development as anirammental scientist.

3 Much of this learning, however, | gained from leess and readings, with some emphasis placed on
discursive engagement with indigenous epistemolmtpntity and politics. The practical relevance of
this for New Zealand was reinforced by a Maraedfigh, Maori guest lecturers and engagement with
public discourse on bicultural issues, both withimd outside university.

Bernard Huber: The Political Ecology of Mi’kmaq Resce Management Page 21



Chapter II: Methodology

aboriginal researchers need to learn the localuagg to fully understand an
aboriginal worldview (Battiste, 2008). In Chaptel 8ill offer some final reflections
on what | learned from the practical and theoréfspects of this research journey.

3. Methods and Ethics of my Research journey

a) Selection of case studies and research participants

| arrived in Nova Scotia in December 2006 on adfolel mission. For one, |
was involved with the organization of internatiomabrkshops for the Aboriginal
Sustainability Network (ASNY, which were hosted by two Mi'kmag communities of
Unama’ki in June 2007. Drawing on contacts and insightsftbis involvement, |
conducted my field visits and interviews betweenyMad June 2007. Thirdly, my
son was born in March 2007 in Halifax, where my ifgrm-law served as a home
base during my time in Nova Scotia.

From preparation of my research and the ASN, | walk aware of the role
that the Unama’ki communities, the Eskasoni Fish and Wildlife Commoiss
(EFWC) and theUnama'ki Institute for Resource Management (UINR) play for
Mi'’kmaq resource management. My initial contactghvpiotential Mi'kmag research
partners were made through my supervisor Bill HipveMy involvement in the
ASN brought me into contact with further Mi'lkmaghomunity members, elders and
academics. | soon noticed that my selection ofrwegees had to be opportunistic
(Bradshaw & Stratford, 2005), as research partnefiesred me to further experts.
This necessitated me to maintain some flexibilitythe research focus, as | was
continuously introduced to additional facets antspectives. This approach proved
to be very insightful and, in retrospect, essertiaknsure that my research is of
relevance to current issues of Mi'kmaq resource agament. An opportunistic
approach is also encouraged by the theory of aetihodology, which further
emphasises the serendipity this entails (Doel, L99@eed, the insights | acquired
during field visits were often profound and coulnt have been foreseen or planned.

My initial research interest was to explore how thstitutionalization of
Mi'kmaq resource management (through EFWC and UIh#) developed since an
innovative agreement was signed with mining con@i@eorgia-Pacific in 1998
(EFWC, 1999; Georgia-Pacific Canada and theama’ki Mi'kmagq Communities,
1998). | proposed that the Mi'kmag experience caualfdrm capacity-building
programs for other aboriginal communities in Canadd abroad. My preliminary
inquiry found evidence for the remarkable Mi'kmaggatiation capacity, which may
have made a scholarly documentation insightful. Elav, | soon realized that my
analysis of the agreement is of little contemponaigvance for Mi'kmaq resource
management. | then (April 2007) sought to explarer IMi'’kmaq have since asserted
their Lo/TEK in local resource management. | indit@rospective research
participants to guide my research questions ang hed choose case studies that

% During the last two years of my studies my sumewiDr William Hipwell employed me as a
Research Assistant and Associate Investigator ler ‘Aboriginal Sustainability Network’; this
research project aims to facilitate the exchangédefelopment knowledge and strategies between
participating aboriginal communities from New Zeaala Australia, Taiwan and Canada (Hipwell

al., 2008)

!5 Bill Hipwell knows several Mi'kmagq experts in resoe management since his doctoral fieldwork
on resource management of the Bras d’'Or Lakes gimmgHipwell, 2001).
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illustrate the accommodation of Mi'kmaq ecologikabwledge (MEK) and where
my research could potentially contribute to thealegment®.

| was soon introduced to the Moose Management (N#iP), which was

perceived as a landmark opportunity for Mi'kmag dsetablish an equitable
partnership with local governmental agencies feouvece management and uphold
their rights to customary resource harvest. Seweesks later, | was introduced to
the Lobster Management Plan (LMP) that UINR wasetteping for the Food, Social
and Ceremonial (FSC) fisheriesimama’ki | decided that a case study of the LMP
would provide additional insight into Mi'kmaq praggads for accommodating MEK
and regulating traditional resource harvest on allem communal scale. As for
Mi'kmaq benefits, the alternative concept of the R.ideemed promising and well
worth a scholarly documentation. | hoped that ingrom both case studies would
complement each other and serve my research agxptore the political ecology of
Mi'kmaq resource management with attention to bfié scales and resource
sectors’.

In June 2007 | conducted semi-structured intervieas both governmental
and Mi'kmag members of the Moose Management Workingup. However, |
neither managed to set up an interview with a sepre@tive from Parks Canada nor
an enforcement officer from DN To explore the LMP, | interviewed the leading
biologist and fisheries manager from EFWC, as vesll an aboriginal fisheries
manager from the federal Department of Fisheriek @Qoeans (DFO). To explore
further perspectives and issues, | also intervieMélmaq elders, academics and
representatives of the off-reserve NCNS. All intewees signed Informed Consent
Forms (approved by Mi'’kmaw Ethics Watch committseg Appendix 3), which
included an optional waiver of anonymity. | condecttall interviews in the
interviewee’s work or home environment and theyeld$etween one and one-and-
a-half hours (apart from the one with NCNS repres@res, which lasted in excess
of four hours). All interviewees agreed for theitarviews to be tape-recorded and |
supplied them with transcripts for their review August 2007°. The appended
interview schedule (see Appendix 4) provides amoge of the interviewees with
their affiliations.

In my application to Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch, | progadsto potentially follow
up my interviews with an email questionnaire sureeywith phone interviews if |
would find further insights or clarification necesg. However, since the
interviewees’ positions and expertise were too deel decided that a questionnaire
would not yield further insight. Also, | felt thétis would not be consistent with the
relationships | had established with many of th&#hen analyzing my interview

16 At this stage (May 2007) | applied to Mi'kmaw Ethiwatch for ethical approval of my research
proposal (see Appendix 1).

7 As an alternative second case study, | considénedCollaborative Environmental Planning
Initiative (CEPI), which brings diverse stakehokl¢éngether to manage the Bras d’Or Lakes (CEPI,
2008). While this may have provided an insightfolldw-up from my supervisor’'s PhD research
(Hipwell, 2001), its analysis would have lent ifdelks to my research interests of customary harves
rights and communal management initiatives. | discided to document and discuss the LMP, as the
CEPI initiative was receiving a lot of public attem and was subject to ongoing academic thesis
research (Naug, 2007).

'8 These cases were due to the absence of the ajgpeommpresentative and recent personal changes,
respectively.

91 also appended a ‘transcript consent form’ onchtthe interviewees could make changes to the
transcript or their details of affiliation for idgfication in this thesis (in case they had waivbdir
anonymity).
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transcripts my research journal provided clarifmatwhere needed so that | did not
have to request any phone interviews.

b) Beyond Research Design: Opportunities in the Field

Apart from the interviews detailed above, | had esall fortunate
opportunities to attend a range of meetings thiatiated to build capacities for
Mi’kmag participation in resource management; masyghtful contacts, interviews
and informal conversation with Mi'’kmaq emerged frtimse events, which | will
summarize here briefly.

Clifford Paul, coordinator of the Mi'kmag communitpnsultations for the
MMP, invited me to a workshop at Cape Breton Ursitgr Sydney, (held on
26/05/2007) that presented a novel program forgnatéve science education
(Institute for Integrative Science & Health, 2008he workshop was followed by a
sweat lodge ceremony to invite the diverse paditip to experience Mi'kmaq
ceremonial customs.

Shelley Denny (UINR biologist and coordinator oé thMP) invited me to a
meeting of lobster fishers and community membeiisskasoni (held on 20/06/2007)
to discuss the progress of the LMP. On this occasidhad several insightful
conversations with Mi'kmagq fishers, elders and an@rCouncil representative.

Roger Hunka (regional coordinator of the off-regeMaritimes Aboriginal
Peoples Council (MAPC)) invited me to the ARISEShfesence (held on 08-
10/06/2007 in Sackville, New Brunswick), which bgbi together mostly off-
reserve Mi'kmagq from three provinces to discussdéhneslopment of the nation-wide
Species At Risk Act (SARA) and the incorporationMiEK. This conference was a
great opportunity for me to better understand thigective Mi'kmaq experience of
marginalization in resource management and thegiaten of MEK. During the
three-day events | gained some valuable insight identities of off-reserve
Mi'’kmaq and got into contact with aboriginal leasland academics from other parts
of Canada and conducted one interview.

Finally, the ASN workshops provided an excellenviemment for me to
learn about contemporary Mi'kmag issues of govereaeducation, and resource
management; importantly, they also brought me gitser contact with Mi'kmaq
cultural customs and practices and let me builéti@iships with some of my
research participants. Apart from ParticipatoryidwwtResearch (PAR) activities, the
ASN workshops featured a number of presentationgliliymaq political leaders and
resource managers that illustrated Mi'kmaq intereist self-government and
commercial fisheries.

c) Mi'kmaq Research Ethics Reclaimed

I will next document how | gained ethical approviar my research.
Aboriginal scholars have raised concerns that &shad university ethics
institutions are based on individualistic and pesse conceptions of knowledge
(Brown & Strega, 2005). The collective, relatiomalture of aboriginal knowledges
systems can thus be misappropriated and therefegeires specific ethical
provisions for research to be decolonizing (Bai$i2008).

Since 1999, the Mikmag Grand Council overseesMtlenaw Ethics Watch
committee Mi'kmaw Eskinuapimk which reviews all proposed “Research With
and/or Among Mi'kmaq people” according to its “Milew Research Principles and
Protocols” (Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch, 2007:1). In geslerMi’kmaw Ethics Watch
emphasises the collective ownership of Mi'kmaw kieolge and culture, issues of
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power and control in research relationships andirtipetus of research benefiting
Mi'’kmaq communities. Specifically, their ethicaligelines require that researchers
conduct themselves in culturally appropriate wayd ase participatory methods to
involve Mi'kmagq participants in the interpretatiohresearch findings. Through this
institutionalisation of self-defined research pomtlp Mi'kmag have successfully
reclaimed the control of aboriginal research, whelessential for the protection of
their knowledge and culture against appropriatiod anisrepresentation (Battiste,
2008).

To ensure that my research meets these requiremamds my own
expectations, | sought collaborative and mutuatr@hships with Mi'kmaq research
partners, as indicated above. Since all potengis¢arch participants were fluent in
English, | confirmed that there was no need todia@e any forms or results into
Mi'kmagq language.

The Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch guidelines enabled meoltow locally defined
research protocols, which serve as essential oigins for outside researchers to
conduct ethical fieldwork and contribute to decaation. After my return to New
Zealand, the Human Ethics Committee of my home ersity (Victoria University
of Wellington, VUW) accepted my ethical approvabrfr Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch
after review of their ethical guidelines and app@loletter (see Appendix 2). In
response of concerns of aboriginal scholars withstéfa ethics committees (as
indicated above), the approval by VUW is notewordisyit supports the sovereignty
of Mi'kmaq Ethics Watch to approve of research alkidlaq territory.

When approaching potential research participants,approval letter from
Mi'’kmaq Ethics Watch granted me some initial créiiyp The following section
will further reflect on how my relationship with Mmaq research partners and my
presence influenced the research process and gisgupositionality in my research
community.

d) My Relational Positionality in the field

At the beginning of my research journey in Novatcd was familiar with
the academic literature concerned with issues sitipoality and power relations in
cross-cultural research. | was also aware thatdosglied what is there referred to as
the “idealized graduate student: male, able-bodréhite, heterosexual, and middle
class” (Brown & Strega, 2005:13). Nevertheless, wheeeting Mi'kmaqg research
partners, | did not feel privileged and powerfulf vas very conscious that | was a
‘mere student’ and a member of the Eurocentric stegam.

Despite being an outsider, | was received respigctind with trust in all my
encounters, Mi'kmaq showed interest in my reseanthwere happy to contribute. |
often thought that this was partly due to my nom&han heritage. | thus cloaked
myself in self-amnesia from colonial guilt, whicét Ime talk with Mi'kmag about
non-native Canadians as a seemingly impartial d@eitsiwhile | felt comfortable
making my solidarity with Mi'kmaq struggles exptica Canadian researcher may
have had to express his or her ‘post-colonial’ fasality more carefully to feel
justified. While this may not accurately reflectpiyal bicultural research
relationships in Canada, | felt comfortable as atsider researching the Mi'kmaq
experience.

Towards my initial contacts, my positionality magve been that of my
supervisor's ASN assistant. In order to meet nevemqt@al participants, | preferred
not to introduce myself, but rather be introducgdther contacts, especially so for
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meeting elders. The relational credibility earnédeing introduced by community
members has also been observed by other resea@esr-Pillwax, 2001).

| visited the reserve communities Ffembertouand Eskasonibetween five

and ten times and met four out of nine interviewdesmre. Naturally, | became
increasingly familiar with my key contacts, thegemdas and the way of life on the
reserves. My relations and confidence with Mi'knmepple grew especially with
non-research related activities | participated which included conferences,
meetings, communal feasts, sweat lodge ceremaoai®®w-Wow cultural festival,
fishing trips and casual interactions in peopledsnles. However, as people became
more familiar with me and aware of my researchndreasingly perceived the
responsibility and relational accountability | caras a researcher towards my
research community (Weber-Pillwax, 2001).

e) Reciprocity and Mi'kmaq Benefits

Reciprocity and community benefits are crucial deas of decolonizing
research (Smith, 1999; Swadener & Mutua, 2008; Wellkvax, 2001). As with my
selection of case studies (as explained abovedy¢ lanticipated my research to be
locally relevant and its documentation of lastingnéfit to my Mi'kmaq research
community. This has also required Mi'kmaq inputoirmhy interpretations and
discussions of research findings, as expected bynMiwv Ethics Watch (Mi'kmaw
Ethics Watch, 2007). Following a collaborative wsh design, | supplied all
interviewees with interview transcripts and sedtaft version of this thesis to seven
research participants who had indicated their @sein reviewing it. The feedback
was largely affirmative of my interpretations ardtlad some detail, which has been
incorporated in this thesis.

When | asked interviewees about potential benéfiisn my research, they
mostly referred to: me providing an additional pedive; a scholarly
documentation of Mi'kmaq advancement in resourceagament; and my role as an
advocate for Mi'kmaq resource rights. | indeed s®e role in researching and
writing about Mi'kmagq resource rights as that ofadnocate, rather than a researcher
working for my own benefit.

In my initial proposal to Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch Idicated that my research
would aim to contribute to the Framework Agreemapgotiations by working
towards an assessment of or protocols for Mi'kmadusion in co-management
relations. Although my research was endorsed byMiikmag Rights Initiative
(which coordinates the negotiations), the confiddity and the timeframe of the
negotiations understandably precluded my involvamen

While a scholarly review of Mi'kmag resource mamagat seems timely
(see Chapter 4), | trust that my discussion oflth#> and MMP will be insightful
for the future development of resource managemiamsy Mi'kmaq. Since many
challenges the Mi'kmag face are endemic to the dlanacontext, other First
Nations that need to manage their traditional hetragay also benefit from learning
about the Mi'kmaq experience.

I will provide concluding reflections on my posmiality as a researcher, the
benefit of my research and the application of malitecology and decolonization in
the final chapter.
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4. Methods and Ethics for Analysis and Writing

a) Introduction

While the preceding section covered issues pern@itt my research journey
in the field, I will here introduce my conceptuarppective and appropriate methods
for the analysis of my interview data. Finally, lillwoutline some ethical and
methodological choices for the writing of this tises

| will here indicate that a political ecology peestive responds well to the
methodological needs of both decolonization andriglhal resource management.
To further substantiate this, the following litena review chapter will contextualize
the application of political ecology to my casedsts and Chapter 7 will discuss the
framework in more detail.

b) Political Ecology and Decolonization

As | showed above, decolonizing methodologies cail ethical
representation from local, aboriginal perspectiaed therefore have to acknowledge
diverse ontologies. The following literature reviewill show how political ecology
also argues for the validity of non-Western ontasg

In regards to their research aims, both decolomizaand political ecology
share a radical research agenda, which aims tovenappressive structures and
advocate for the position of research beneficiarté®vever, the strictly academic
nature of political ecology tends to occupy reskears more than their concerns for
their research partners (Paulseinal, 2003; Walker, 2007) and may prevent them
from building reciprocal research relationships. avhs missing then is a
methodological agenda of reciprocity that groundstipal ecology research in the
field of the researched, rather than that of trseaecher. Political ecology scholars
are increasingly uncovering the ethical dimensiohgheir work, which is also the
premise of a special issuedlitical GeographyBryant & Jarosz, 2004).

Consequently, the political ecology analysis oktthiesis is grounded in a
decolonizing methodology and this chapter has medlimy ethical provisions in
reference to the decolonization literature and iék] research protocols. Arguably,
my ethical approach was also aided by my positipnak a student researcher, as |
felt more dependent on my research participantspecation and less constrained by
time and funding. | could therefore possibly afftedoe more flexible and reciprocal
than a professional consultant or researcher.

c) Methods for Analysis of Interview Data

Guided by a political ecology perspective, | haegf@rmed a latent content
analysis of the interview transcripts (Dunn, 200®)1 This was facilitated by
NVivo™, which allowed me to code the transcriptectionically. This process
enabled me to maintain an overview over the diveprions and interests that my
interviewees expressed and greatly facilitated esgmting them in the findings
chapter.

The functionality of NVivo™ comes with the risk ohopping the narrative
of an interview into decontextualized quotes andregresenting their meaning; this
shortcoming is common to software-based analysigju#litative data (Bryman,
2008). | minimized this risk by coding longer pagss of text and adding
annotations to quotes explaining their context. Wheesenting my findings | will
rely on substantial quotes to give my interviewadsquate space to express their
position in due context and detail. Especially e analysis of my findings | will
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complement the interview data with my observatiand reflective insights. While
this still entails the risk of my misinterpretatijaihe dissemination of draft versions
of this thesis to voluntary reviewers gave them tpportunity to check my
interpretations.

Interview insights are naturally subject to debabeut their reliability and
objectivity (Gubrium & Holstein, 2003). This alspies to my data, especially as
my interviewees represent opposing ideologies awrdress differing views.
However, my non-conclusive framework will provideetnecessary caution to the
interpretation of my data and | will remind the deaof the inherent subjectivity of
my insights and reflections.

d) My Positionality on paper: Ethical representation

In conclusion of this methodology chapter, | wilbw discuss important
ethical and methodological considerations that yapplthe written representation
within this thesis. This will include a discussiohmy positionality as the author and
some explanations of my choice of language andngrstyle.

Since this thesis is my representation of a parthef Mi'kmaq reality, my
relations with my wider research community continteoughout the writing
process, regardless of their involvement in theassh or reviewing process. Even
though the research and writing process is a vesightful learning experience for
me, | am aware that my comprehension of Mi'kmaqgukadge and worldview only
scratches the surface of its ontological depth.tRese reasons this thesis is merely
my account of my interpretation and | do not clamspeak for or represent Mi'kmagq
in any other way; as “to speak for them is to démym the self-determination so
essential to human justice and progress” (Batt@@88:504). More generally, an
English thesis can only be a partial representa®ri[rlesearchers cannot rely on
colonial languages to define Aboriginal reality’atiste, 2008:504).

Despite these constraints | aim to respond to teguirements that
decolonization, positionality and reflexivity pos® the written product and | have
adopted two major semantic principles. In orderefitect of the inherent subjectivity
in research and representation, | will maintain prgsence in the writing by writing
from a first person perspective; this is also regpifor a reflective account (Absolon
& Willett, 2005; Mansvelt & Berg, 2005). In thisisp | also avoid nominalisation
and objective modality, which would further remawe from the text (Mansvelt &
Berg, 2005); rather, | will adopt a narrative foemd simple, descriptive language
where appropriate. Essentially, | will let this ¢siee be a personal account of my
research journey, rather than aiming to objectifyeaxrperience.
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A. Introduction

The following literature review will provide somecholarly context for
theoretical discussions that the findings of thesis will allow. It will hence
contextualize my thesis both theoretically and tageally. 1 will first outline the
evolution of the political ecology field to indieatthat its recent thematic and
methodological approaches are pertinent to my reBeguestions of Mi'kmaqg
resource management. | will then briefly situate field co-management within the
literature of Environmental Governance to indicpteallel critiques of state- and
expert-led resource management. In reference ticadrliterature from Canada and
New Zealand, | will show how the integration of &fmal knowledge into
conventional co-management frameworks is potewtidétrimental to aboriginal
aspirations, due to ontological differences anamial ignorance. Here | will start to
identify shortcomings and thin areas of the literat which this thesis will aim to
respond to.

Finally, I will review scholarly accounts of Mi'kmgaresource management,
which focus on fisheries management and resoufdesetHere, | will indicate the
relevance of the literature to the findings andcassions of this thesis research.
Building on this, | will conclude the literatureview with a brief synthesis and
outline how my discussions will build on the indigifrom this literature.

B. The evolving agenda of Political Ecology

1. From Piers Blaikie to Arturo Escobar

Although “Piers Blaikie has observed that politieslology has become so
vast and sprawling that citation is largely a randaffair’ (Walker, 2007:364), a
focus on Blaikie’'s methodology will here illustratee theoretical evolution of
political ecology. Piers Blaikie is the undisputg@dneer of political ecology (Bryant
& Goodman, 2008; Forsyth, 2008; Rigg, 2006; Wali&0Q7; Watts, 1997), which
was most recently affirmed in a special issue obfGeim dedicated to his life’s
work (Muldavin, 2008).

Blaikie’s ground-breaking monogragtne Political Economy of Soil Erosion
in Developing Countrie¢Blaikie, 1985) called for attention to social,ltcwal and
political root causes of environmental degradati@ssentially the questions [that
Blaikie tried to answer] boiled down to: what eresjlencourages or compels people
to mismanage their physical environment?” (Middhet@997:78). The subsequent
edited volumeLand degradation and societ{Blaikie & Brookfield, 1987) was
seminal in establishing political ecology as anowative research agenda, which
overcame the prevalence of apolitical, purely ptalgperspectives on environmental
degradation (Bryant & Goodman, 2008; Forsyth, 2@08well, 2004b; Rigg, 2006).

Since natural scientists — by nature of their gisoe — “have extracted the
process of land degradation from its political,isband economic context”, Blaikie
argued that social scientists were better qualifedaddress the interdisciplinary
nature of environmental problems (Rigg, 2006:36% iHnovative approach and the
proliferation of political ecology studies had pyohd impacts on international
development (Walker, 2007) and environmental mamage institutions (Bryant &
Wilson, 1998).
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Thematically, political ecology aimed to uncover otro causes of
environmental problems that affected rural livetide (Bryant & Goodman, 2008;
Bryant & Jarosz, 2004). Initially focussed on Thidorld development, political
ecology was increasingly applied to global as veall regional studies in North
America and Europe during the 1990s (Bryant & Goadn2008; Gibbs, 2005).

Theoretically, Blaikie’s early political ecology wanformed by “structural
Marxism, cultural ecology and a very grounded catina between people and the
resources they used” (Blaikie, 1997:79). Its nea>\& attention to the political
economy of resource conflicts often identified theponsibility of state and market
systems; in its consequent advocacy for changeitigadl ecology has been
“explicitly and unapologetically normative” (Foréyt 2008; Robbins & Monroe
Bishop, 2008; Walker, 2007:363).

Similar to other political ecologists (Paulsenal, 2003), Blaikie adopted an
ontology of “weak social constructivism”, which@ed political ecology to follow
a postmodernist “epistemological tide”, which trfamsied many fields of human
geography (Blaikie, 1999:144). This provided grouftd a “second-generation
political ecology” (Robbins & Monroe Bishop, 200&ocheleau, 2008), which
expanded during the 1990s and privileged postsiralcst inquiries (Bryant &
Goodman, 2008; Forsyth, 2008; Robbins & Monroe 8ps2008). More recently,
political ecology frameworks have moved from Blaiki structuralist “chains of
explanation”, which preferred linear and logic cliies, to “webs of relation”,
which acknowledge multiple relations and complesti(Rocheleau, 2008). It is
widely acknowledged that poststructuralist attemtias greatly enriched political
ecology research and thus enabled a more nuancedratytical critique (Blaikie,
1999; Hipwell, 2004b). “Reflecting this methodologi strength, political ecologists
have been major contributors of analyses that ptassource-related conflicts in all
their complexity” (Turner, 2004:884). The followirggction will indicate how this
thesis will employ a poststructuralist politicaloémgy perspective to discuss the
research findings of case studies of Mi'kmaq resmuranagement.

2. Poststructuralist Political Ecology

Arturo Escobar, an anthropologist by training, baen at the forefront of
developing a poststructuralist political ecology bycorporating insights from
constructivist theories and Environmental Justi®asically, he asserts that “global
capitalism”, “reductionist science” and “dominant odernity” homogenize
economic, ecological and cultural diversity, respety (Escobar, 2006:12).
Therefore, Escobar draws special attention to tecaltdistribution conflicts ... [that
result from] the distributive effects of culturabminance” (Escobar, 2006:10).
Escobar contends that specifically resource manageaonflicts often boil down to
conflicting cultural constructions of ‘nature’ adiécourses of resource use (Escobar,
2006). He has called for an “antiessentialist mpaitecology” (Escobar, 1999) that
acknowledges discursive and ontological dimensafrsnvironmental conflicts and
allows for ontological diversity and different captions of nature.

Importantly, this allows political ecology to coendct -cultural
marginalization, as the resources for constructargl representing ecological
ontologies are unevenly distributed (Belsky, 2088cobar, 1999; Paulsost al,
2003). In this vein, Willems-Braun (1997) has showow environmental
management discourses have normalized Western mioree of forest use and
marginalized aboriginal interests. Importantly, &sar makes the right to hold
cultural constructions of nature a matter of Envimental Justice (Escobar, 2006);
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considering discursive aspects of ecological matgiation, he broadens the scope
of Environmental Justice pioneer Joan Martinez+Alie

In order to analyse resource management confiisispbar devises a generic
political ecology framework, which pays attentiom @ntological and discursive
aspects. At the onset of Chapter 7, | will discilms framework in reference to my
research findings and base the discussions on it.

Apart from Escobar’'s framework, the political eapjditerature offers little
discussion of methodologies and research desigoliibe, 2008). However, several
writers of feminist political ecology have madeithaethodological choices explicit
(Fortmann, 1996; Rocheleau, 1995). Their discussiai positionality and
opportunistic research design (Rocheleau, 1995g hastified my methodology,
since the political ecology literature rarely disses relationships, reflexivity and
reciprocity.

The diverse thematic and theoretical proliferatdmolitical ecology may be
partly responsible for a lack of methodological e@nce that has been observed in
political ecology studies (Blaikie, 1999). Theseeaflack rigorous approaches and
documentation of sample procedures and methodsalbrbfck on simplistic,
structuralist conclusions and recommendations. Thigspecially of concern for
studies of local knowledge systems, where due tadtemeeds to be paid to the
identification of credible sources (Davis & Wagn@Q03). When dealing with
foreign epistemologies, political ecologists maywédo negotiate the “uneasy fit
between epistemological relativism and normativieeber action” (Jasanoff, 1996:
412).

The discussions in this thesis will suggest thaioatstructuralist political
ecology can effectively resolve this methodologicainundrum. Theoretically,
poststructuralism allows for ontological diverséigd epistemological relativism, but
cautions of conclusive or normative methodologfest the research of aboriginal
knowledge systems, poststructuralist perspectivesheerefore particularly effective
for outside researchers; they effectively ‘decatehiconventional geographies of
resource conflicts and account for their culturad aocio-political dimensions.

The ontology of many political ecology perspectiveay be grounded in a
Western worldview, but conceive of human-environmenteractions in an
integrated way (Bryant & Jarosz, 2004). Furthermepeststructuralist perspectives
consider the environment in its due complexity (@ues, 1999) and allow for
ontological diversity. Therefore, aboriginal ontgles and epistemologies may be
reasonably represented by poststructuralist paligcology.

Leaning on these theoretical perspectives, thisigheill attempt to represent
the Mi'kmaq interests and experience in cross-ralltuesource management
conflicts. Here, political ecology provides the nmrawork — and the theoretical
justification — to consider not only the biophysicaality of the environment, but
also its diverse human conceptions. Therefore, thésis will pay attention to
political and socio-cultural dimensions of resouemess for the Mi'kmaq people
and will indicate that particularly in the contedftaboriginal resource management
the study of human-environment interaction benefitsm a poststructuralist
perspective.

To indicate what my analysis of the ‘political esgy of aboriginal resource
management’ will make reference to, this chaptdr méxt review the nature and
challenges of co-management with specific attertiioontological difference; it will
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conclude with a review of the literature concermath political ecology aspects of
Mi'kmaq resource management.

C. Resource Managerialism and Co-management

1. Decolonizing State-led Environmental Governance

The Environmental Governance literature discussastiver government,
market or community actors are best suited to martag practical challenges of
resource management (Agrawal & Maria Carmen, 20Bince criticism of the state
as the traditional resource managing authority besen mounting on several fronts
(Backstrand, 2004; Bryant & Wilson, 1998), moddis@governance with non-state
actors are propagated (Agrawal & Maria Carmen, 200xill briefly synthesize this
critique of state-led ‘Resource Managerialism’ teert discuss specifically, the
participation of aboriginal actors in co-management

Political ecologist Raymond Bryant (Bryant & Wilsof998) argues that
“state-centric” resource management relies on mashist methodologies for
complex environmental problems and on authoritaimplementation of expert
advice. Resource managerialism thus fails to censsdcio-political dimensions of
human-ecological challenges that political ecologyeals. Like his colleague Piers
Blaikie, Bryant concludes that both non-state actond social scientists (including
political ecologists) should take on more activiesdo more effectively manage and
study the human use of natural resources (Bryawtil&on, 1998).

Further criticism of the state comes from poststnadist discussions of
state-led ‘eco-managerialism’ (Luke, 1999), whidbntifies a governmental agenda
that seeks to reify state sovereignty in resouraaagement. This is evidenced by its
reliance on universal science (Backstrand, 200d)tha deceiving state rhetoric of
ecological modernization (Davidson & MacKendrick(2).

In Canada, the call to integrate local resourcesusepublic policy is central
to the rhetoric of participation, devolution andmoaunity involvement (Parson,
2000). As the benefits of local knowledge and pagration had also become evident
in international development projects, the ‘inteignd of Local/Traditional
Ecological Knowledge (Lo/TEKf became a “mantra” in development literature and
policy (Briggs, 2005:99).

This diverse body of literature indicates that status-quo of state-led
resource management is under attack on multiplargi® While this may further
substantiate claims for the participation of aboaf people and Lo/TEK, the
paradigm of decolonization holds that aboriginalrols to co-management and self-
government are substantial in their own right. Whie literature on Environmental
Governance questions the efficiency and agendtatd-ked resource managerialism,
aboriginal claims for co-management aim to decalera legacy of marginalization
and affirm aboriginal resource rights. Accordinglyis thesis will primarily engage
with the literature of co-management and explorenesochallenges of the
implementation of aboriginal rights, which the @lling sections will introduce.

2 |n reference to Hipwell (2001), | will use thertelLo/TEK throughout this thesis to refer to non-
Western, non-universal ecological knowledge. Thhmug the literature the term TEK (Traditional

Ecological Knowledge) is commonly used for the eclive wisdom of aboriginal communities,

despite the increasing awareness that aborigir@blatige is not archaic or stagnant (Hipwell, 1998).
The term Lo/TEK then denotes that aboriginal knagk is not only traditional, but adaptive and
applicable. Furthermore, the concept of Lo/TEK as&nowledges the local ecological knowledge
that non-native settlers have developed in suceesggnerations of settlement (Hipwell, 2001).
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2. Postcolonial Integration in Co-management

In the quest to accommodate aboriginal actors @ gbvernance of their
natural resources, Claudia Notzke and Fikret Bevka® instrumental in developing
the concept of co-management in Canada (Berke9, Bi9keset al, 1991; Notzke,
1994, 1995). Aiming to reconcile historical, epmt#dogical and societal divides, co-
management arrangements anticipate: an effectiveoluteon of governance
responsibilities to aboriginal representatives;affirmation and implementation of
aboriginal resource rights; a meaningful accommodabf aboriginal knowledge
systems; as well as culturally appropriate formsnafnitoring and enforcement
(Natcheret al, 2005).

Although the cultural diversity inherent in co-mgeanent could potentially
entail a wealth of ecological knowledge, the histr burden of colonization
paralyses many co-management relations (Natehal, 2005). In Canada, the most
successful co-management agreements have been mengkd  within
comprehensive land claim settlements (Pomeroy &&er1997). Outside of such
settlements, aboriginal right-holders may find tkefwes facing competing interests
of other stakeholders (Stevenson, 2006). Examitliadstate-community” duality in
co-management discourse in New Zealand, Tipa andiN2006:1) similarly show
how aboriginal actors can be subsumed as “jushanstakeholder”.

Nevertheless, aboriginal aspirations of self-gonent have been
particularly pursued in the field of natural resmumanagement (Natcher & Davis,
2007). Despite a governmental interest in devolvimgnagement responsibilities,
experience from both Canada and abroad show abakigpmmunities are often not
endowed with the sufficient financial or human reses to take on their role as co-
managers. Furthermore, Natcher (2003; Natcher &€@007) points out that there
are institutional and ideological barriers to theplementation of aboriginal rights
and management approaches. Therefore, effectivaudsn of power and resources
may require changes to conventional managemenefranks.

As a fundamental barrier to mutual co-managemettiplars from New
Zealand, Canada and Australia have identified ogioal differences between
aboriginal and non-aboriginal actors, which resalincommensurable approaches
and agendas in resource management (Berkes, 20p®%el 2004a; Howitt &
Suchet-Pearson, 2006; Nadasdy, 2005a; Robedk 1995). Building on Escobar’s
perspectives outlined above, the following two m&d will provide some
background on ontological differences to explore ¢tb-management challenges of
accommodating aboriginal knowledge and ethics.

D. The Ontologies of Aboriginal Knowledge and Ethics

1. Ontological difference in co-management

In order to understand the nature of aboriginallaggoal knowledge and
ethics, | will here introduce some common featusésaboriginal ontologies and
epistemologies. This will also illustrate that tbemmon dichotomy between eco-
and anthropocentric worldviews is arguably too gistis to convey the ontological
differences between Western and aboriginal cosnedo@Nadasdy, 2005b; Roberts
et al, 1995).

As exemplified for the Mi'’kmaq in Chapter 2, Abangl peoples around the
world have long histories of exploring and managimgr environments and thereby
have developed extensive and detailed knowledgeecological dynamics and
resource use (Berkes, 2008; Grim, 2001). In oeaition, this knowledge is passed
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through the generations and continuously adaptedevolving environmental
conditions and human needs.

Aboriginal Lo/TEK and its epistemologies are oftéed to holistic, eco-
centric ontologies, which consider humans as amcate part of the biosphere. In
turn, Western environmental research and manageassumes that humans are
superior to non-humans and thus entitted to managd manipulate their
environment. This goes back to the Cartesian patgtalf a human/nature dichotomy,
which distinguishes humans as a consciously thgqlspecies (Zammito, 2004).
Escobar (2006) asserts that different ecologicdblogies (i.e. ‘constructions of
nature’ in poststructuralist terms) result in reseudistribution conflict and thus
represent a difficult challenge for co-managememt niegotiate. In addition,
aboriginal cultures may have vastly different mesiftions of knowledge and ethics,
as discussed below.

Many aboriginal cultures allow for the maintenanteelationships between
humans and non-humans as they attribute spiritletity or personifications to
natural phenomena and processes (Role¢ds, 1995). Human resource harvest can
therefore be considered as a reciprocal excharageighoften guided by culturally
and spiritually embedded systems of resource-ub&e éNadasdy, 2007). Yet,
culturally constructed hunting ethics can justifgry different relationships. For
example, some Cree cultures in Yukon, Canada,Jeetiegat animals reincarnate and
offer themselves to humans; failing to hunt therfie@ively kiling as many as
possible) is therefore an affront to this relatildps(Nadasdy, 2007). In turn, the
Mi'’kmaq concept ofNetukulimkrequires an arguably more sustainable approach, as
it permits harvesters to “take only what they ne@#irsh, 2002; Doyle-Bedwell &
Cohen, 2001). Similarly, the #dri of New Zealand maintain a reciprocal
guardianship relationship with the natural worldieh is guided by a genealogical
concept ofKaitiakitanga (Robertset al, 1995). An antiessentialist perspective on
aboriginal resource use thus suggests that ecalogahaviour is neither a question
of knowledge nor can it be assessed without itelogical context.

2. Ontological Colonization

As | indicated in my reviews of postmodern philos@s (Chapter 2) and of
political ecology (above), constructivist theoribsld that any representation of
nature (and indeed of society) is constructed dtural ontologies (Blaikie, 1999;
Escobar, 1996). While the very term ‘nature’ ishitygcontested — and often used
with an essentialist and normative undertone —téhms resource management and
wildlife provide further intellectual battle ground

Terms like ‘nature’ and ‘wildlife’ and ‘resourcemiply the Cartesian dualism
of Western ontologies and their uncritical use eAn@@anagement arrangements may
contribute to subduing aboriginal ontologies (Stesam, 2006; Suchet, 2002).
Likewise, the idea that humans ‘manage’ naturabusses may be sacrilegious to
aboriginal ontologies that posit humans as an epawlof ‘nature’. Acknowledging
aboriginal ontologies, Hipwell makes clear that whamans can manage is merely
their use of natural resources; consequently, B the use of the term “resource-
use management” (Hipwell, 2004a).

The ideological use of language also colours Westecounts of aboriginal
people’s relationship to the land. Disregardingotodical differences, the narrative
of the “ecologically noble Indian” (Nadasdy, 2005M) reincarnation of the less
respectful “Noble Savage” narrative (Smith, 20Gsumes that aboriginal people,
regardless of their environments and livelihooddda conservationist resource-use
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ethic compatible with Western environmentalism. tSumisconceptions have
initiated alliances between environmentalist andarigimal groups to rally for
supposedly compatible interests; however, undeglgmtural differences often lead
to conflict (Hornborg, 1994; Nadasdy, 2005b).

On the other hand, aboriginal people are elsewpergayed as primitive,
“rapacious” and incapable of managing their enviments responsibly (MacDonald,
2005:282). This has justified dislocating aborigipaople in favour of “fortress
conservation” in the form of exclusionary natiormrks (Siurua, 2006), which
reveals a clash between environmentalist and abatigideas of human-
environmental interactions.

Suchet argues that both romanticizing and derogatepresentations of
aboriginal people are two sides of the same coioth bdisregard aboriginal
ontologies and are thus essentially colonial (Syc2@02f’. The following section
will explore how the ontological differences arec@mmodated in co-management
and will pay particular attention to the dangerttiaurocentric” representations
“marginalize and trivialize” aboriginal ontologiefHowitt & Suchet-Pearson,
2006:1).

E. Accommodating Ontologies: Challenges of Co-management

The impetus on ‘integrating’ aboriginal knowledge conventional co-
management frameworks, environmental assessmeregs®s and international
development is challenged by incommensurable ogiedoof the natural world and
human resource use, as illustrated above.

The following section provides a review of the mbte emerging literature
that calls attention to the assimilative and disewsgring potential of ‘integrative’
co-management. Consequently, the need for an atesjisystem is questioned and
the importance of “ontological pluralism” and “ofdgical literacy” is emphasized
for mutual co-management relations (Howitt & SueRearson, 2006). Furthermore,
this literature suggests that unequal power relatiand colonial grievances often
make state-aboriginal relations confrontational anavide a rough terrain for co-
operation and negotiation.

1. From Integration to Assimilation

After many years of advocacy for aboriginal Lo/TEKd its integration in
conventional management frameworks, the ‘TEK lien&l has been increasingly
pointing towards the “anti-politics of TEK” (Nadagd®005a). Despite governmental
discourses of aboriginal empowerment, many co-mamagt initiatives in Canada
merely attempt to inform existing processes, sush Emvironmental Impact
Assessments, with insight gained from commissioi&K studies (Fernandez-
Gimenez et al, 2006; Usher, 2003). The international literaturas likewise
identified a tendency to include Lo/TEK as decotiakzed pieces of knowledge in
an attempt to make conventional managerialism eithelitically correct or
ecologically more comprehensive (Briggs, 2005; aga2005a).

“As a result [of this impetus on integration], canagement may actually be
preventing rather than fostering” the meaningfulntabution of aboriginal
knowledge holders to resource management (Nada®@y:1). Such superficial co-
operation has also been observed in the interratidevelopment field. This may
effectively result in co-optation rather than empowent of the aboriginal

2L Suchet-Pearson reminds us that ignorant, colaajaiesentations pervade discourses of not only
resource management, but also in the realms afcgignd tourism (Suchet, 2002).
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representatives. Furthermore, “integration of IKdjgenous knowledge] divorces its
ecological components from cultural practices, dietiystems, and social context”
(Coombes, 2007:186), effectively diluting its knedtje base (Fernandez-Gimenez
et al, 2006).

In order to study the complexities of co-managemtrd “political ecology
of knowledge systems has emerged as a modish saipldie in recent years”
(Coombes, 2007:187). This is especially the case¢hare are both ontological and
political barriers to the meaningful integrationaiforiginal knowledge. While many
TEK authors implicitly apply a political ecology pspective (Nadasdy, 2005a), TEK
veteran Fikret Berkes makes the potential of atipaliecology perspective explicit.
Here, Berkes’ “main argument is that the use ofgedous knowledge ipolitical
because it threatens to change the power reldbetvgeen aboriginal groups and the
dominant society” (Berkes, 2008:254, emphasis walyi Therefore, Coombes
(2007) contends that a postcolonial perspectiveesded to capture the impact of
colonial legacy and reality.

As indicated above, the political ecology analysithis thesis will be guided
by a decolonization methodology and a poststrulittieerspective to represent the
Mi'’kmaq strategies of co-management. The conceptaaiework for the political
ecology analysis of the research findings will béoimed by Berkes’ (1999) and
Escobar’s (2006) work and detailed in Chapter 7.

Given that the integration of aboriginal Lo/TEK isroblematic and
potentially detrimental to aboriginal interestsev&nson (2006:176) calls for some
radical “Mid-Course Correction” and questions theea for an integrative resource
management framework. He proposes a dual systemelshboth governmental and
aboriginal actors pursue separate management systatdressing non-native and
aboriginal resource users in culturally appropriatays. Stevenson uses the
metaphor of the Two-Row Wampum to describe thixistence; this refers to a belt
that symbolized aboriginal-settler relations, dépgtwo rivers that are navigated by
two canoes without one interfering with the othetefenson, 2006). While this may
be an effective conceptual framework for mutualxtstence, Stevenson does not
discuss how this may reconcile competing interestsommon pool resources.

Although both Mi'kmaq management initiatives dismd in this thesis
incorporate the traditional Mi'’kmagq harvesting etbf Netukulimk the integration of
aboriginal ethic principles into co-management regeaments is not discussed in the
literature. This may reflect that traditional hastieg guidelines are today either
irrelevant or ontologically ‘too different’. Or mnay mean that aboriginal interests
cannot be ‘integrated’ in co-management and ar¢etbetddressed in separate
management frameworks, as Stevenson suggeststeBeisrch will respond to these
concerns and discuss in what way the managemens geoposed by Mi'kmaq
resemble Stevenson’s model of the Two-Row Wampum.

2. From Rhetoric to Literacy

A critical postcolonial analysis may conclude thabnventional co-
management is driven by a neo-colonial governmgenda that is not inclined to
facilitate meaningful participation of aboriginattars. Although, the assimilative
outcome of co-management could be due to eitherergowvental intention or
ignorance, this is not often discussed. Also, thenay and agenda of aboriginal
actors is rarely examined with its implications. Whthe critical TEK literature
assumes that aboriginal interests in co-managenagat based on cultural
preservation, Stevenson is (2006:167) “admittedisneswhat perplexed by the ...
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wholesale adoption by many Aboriginal Canadianscohcepts and language
originating in the Western institution of environmi& resource management”.
Arguably, these may be ignorant or intentional;rajinal leaders may not consider
the ‘anti-politics’ of subscribing to conventionfdlameworks, or may do so to
maximize their profits from conventional resourexelopmerft.

Apart from resource management frameworks, theee aso educational
programs that aim to build capacities of aborigipabple to participate in co-
management, which are identified as government@ninto co-opt them into
Eurocentric ways (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2006v8hson, 2006), effectively
disabling their ontological difference (EscobarP@pD As a result, this consolidates
the assimilative and disempowering effect co-mamesyg¢ can have on aboriginal
communities (Stevenson, 2006). Stevenson thus meemms that aboriginal
knowledge holders obtain a critical literacy of Wées resource management
frameworks to recognize the risks entailed in tpanticipation.

In an analysis of Australian practice and inteadl discourse, Howitt
asserts that conventional resource managementii@ssed entirely alien ways of
conceiving natural resources and their managemeraboriginal peoples (Howitt,
2001; Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2006). Like his eafjue Suchet-Pearson, he shows
how the monolithic ontology and Eurocentric concap of environmental
knowledge and management have alienated aborigadicipants from resource
management politics and their traditional livelidso They call attention to the
challenging need for resource managers to appeeeatl understand aboriginal
conceptions of wildlife, management and co-openaijf§uchet, 2002). Therefore
governmental resource managers need to obtaineh déVprofessional literacy” to
gain an understanding of the ontological basis hafriginal resource management
views and values (Howitt, 2001).

If ontological literacy can help resource managerderstand the profound
ontological differences that troubles co-managentbely may also understand how
this is assimilative and detrimental to aborigioaltures. Conceptually, Howitt and
Suchet-Pearson (2006) call for “ontological plwadi, which will allow ontological
differences to be enabled (in Escobar’s terms)erathan assimilated. Essentially,
ontological difference and colonial assimilatioredd¢o be reconciled in “landscapes
in which multiple sovereignties, epistemologicavedsity and shifting identities
coexist without descent into human rights abuse andironmental or social
vandalism” (Howitt & Suchet-Pearson, 2006:332).

While Stevenson’s proposal of the Two-Row Wampuny ro@ate such a
landscape of co-existence, the authors do not giueh practical advice on how
ontological pluralism can be implemented. For redears, they recommend a
“situated engagement” with the aboriginal cultucaintext in order to gain an
understanding of relevant local ontologies (HowitSuchet-Pearson, 2006; Suchet,
2002). Accordingly, the decolonization methodoldfst this thesis employs pays
reflective attention to the field insights | gainéato Mi'kmaqg ontology when
engaging with ceremonial and cultural practiceChapters 7 and 8 will discuss.

F. The political ecology of Mi'kmaq resource management

The following section will review the scholarlyditature concerned with the
position of the Mi'kmaq people in regards to thenagement of renewable resources

22 While many Mi'kmaq have entered commercial fist®riollowing conventional, governmental
regulations, my case study of the LMP will show hdtkmaq are reworking a governmental
framework to include provisions for cultural revization.
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in Nova Scotia; it will focus on fisheries resowscaince the accommodation of
Mi'kmaq resource rights has not received much attenn other resource sectors.
This review indicates the importance of the SCCp(8me Court of Canada)
Marshall ruling in 1999 (R. v. Marshall, 1999) and then &ges in some discussions
of Mi'kmaq resource ethics and resistance today.

1. The Political Ecology of Mi'kmaq Fisheries

Even before the Canadian government made co-mamagepart of its
policy in 1981, local fishers were consulted in dycotia in the 1980s and by the
1990s there were 28 advisory committees operatiriiga Scotia Fundy region alone,
which also informed fisheries policy (Pomeroy & Bes, 1997:473). The Mi'kmag
people, however, were not considered in these psese and their traditional
resource access was marginalized by expanding corrahdisheries. Mi'kmagq
access was only legitimized when the Supreme Coamtded down thé&larshall
ruling in 1999 (see Chapter 5). When DFO (DepartneérFisheries and Oceans)
privatization policies increasingly marginalized ahscale fisheries in the Scotia
Fundy region after theMarshall ruling; the early co-management advisory
committees provided a forum for Mikmagq to forgéamices with their non-native
counterparts to resist this state-led resource geraism (Stiegman, 2003).

Two years before tharshall ruling, Berneshawi suggested that Mi'kmaq
involvement in resource management was negligibbeyever, she suggested that
there was room for more participation (Berneshal®97). Progressively for the
time, Berneshawi proposed a co-management partpersh which Mi'kmaq
worldviews, rights, knowledges and elders needetgitanted a place beyond that of
an advisory party. Furthermore, she indicated ttiatmay best be achieved within a
separate management framework specific to Mi'kmeegds. Her early vision thus
resembles the Two-Row Wampum model that Stevensgpopes in order to curb
the assimilative potential of co-management an@mocodate two parallel systems
(Stevenson, 2006). With her account, Berneshawiges the only peer-reviewed
discussion of Mikmaq resource management befoeeMilirshall decision, which
serves as an interesting benchmark for the dismossf this thesis research.

The Marshall decision has provided ground for ample scholaidgussions,
as it affrmed Mi'kmaqg resource access rights alowad Mi'kmaq to earn a
“moderate livelihood” from commercial fisheries @&es, 2000; Davis & Jentoft,
2001; McCallum, 2004; R. v. Marshall, 1999). Mopesific accounts discuss legal
implications of this landmark ruling (McCallum, 280 McEvoy, 2006) and
subsequent changes in fisheries policy that thelynaffirmed Mi'kmaq rights
necessitated (Davis & Jentoft, 2001; McGaw, 2003avis & Jentoft (2001)
criticizes DFO’s response to tivarshall decision to regulate Mi'’kmaq commercial
fisheries within conventional regulations as padéstic and unsustainable. Fox
provides a compelling anthropological account o thansition into commercial
fisheries, which divided Mi'kmaq communities betwedraditionalists and
opportunists, evoking debates of aboriginal resmuethics (Fox, 2006a; Fox,
2006b). The accounts by both Davis and Fox prowig@rtant perspectives on the
discussion of my findings regarding Mi'kmaq foodaerce access.

Given that both lobster fisheries and aboriginghts are highly contested in
Nova Scotia, thé/arshall decision received a lot of media attention; thisvitably
impacted societal discourses of Mi'kmaqg fishinghtsg which also surface in my
research findings. Initial confrontations between'kMaqg lobster fishers and
government enforcement officers (see Chapter 5¢ ladso received much attention
(Hipwell, 2000a, 2000b; Obeidit al, 2006). Unlike the public media, much of this
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scholarly literature is affirmative of aboriginabits and supportive of Mi'kmaq
resistance.

2. Mi'kmaq Resource Ethics and Agency

Mi'kmaqg resistance to governmental resource managensuccessfully
prevented the development of a granite quarry ensticredluskap mountain in
1989 (Hornborg, 1994). While Hornborg asserts thath forms of resistance are
inevitable in the face of modernist, industrial edi®pment (Hornborg, 1994:245),
Hipwell shows how Mi'kmaq have since successfuligested their resource rights
and management capacities in multiple non-militamtays, effectively
“deterritorializing” the government as the sovereiggesource management entity
(Hipwell, 2004c). The legal affirmation after thilarshall decision and the
subsequent development of political confidence eaoahomic opportunity enabled
Mi'kmaq to assert their position and rights in tese management more broadly
(Hipwell, 2001). Due to their intricate Lo/TEK, Mihaq have been acutely aware of
ecological threats, which have become increasinglgrming. Here, Hipwell
contends that the legacy of governmental dislonatias ironically served to deepen
the connection Mi'kmaq have to their land and hathér fuelled their continued
resistance and assertions of resource rights (Hiip2@01:238).

In his historical, quantitative analysis, Barshusg that the ethical guidelines
of Netukulimk have traditionally guided Mi'kmaq towards susthlea fishing
patterns. However, commercial over-fishing has leatesource depletion that now
threatens Mi'kmagq food fisheries. Therefore, B4&002) implies that contemporary
fisheries co-management needs to contribute tono#ication processedHowever,
Barsh is concerned that the Canadian governmehnuaitilaccept that “most of the
historical growth of the Atlantic fishery was unlalvas well as unsustainable” and
rather continue to blame the Mi'kmaq people forl@gcal decline (Barsh, 2002:34).
Therefore, Barsh refers to critical discourses #ratsceptical about the authenticity
of aboriginal claims to traditional ethical harvegt practices in the following
preface of his discussion of the contemporary obletukulimk

How traditional is Netukulimk, and what exactly doé stand for
today? Has it merely been deployed as a tool ofameday political
discourse, capitalizing on popular beliefs abouttiMa Americans’
environmental awareness, or does it represent aligendifference in
ethics and practices? (Barsh, 2002:17)

Indeed, Mi'’kmagq are faced with public notions thiair harvesting activities
threaten the depleted fish populations and that tfaglitional resource management
capacity is dated (Davis & Jentoft, 2001). Both [@eBedwell & Cohen (2001) and
Barsh (2002) argue that Mi'kmaq will have to acciyatt traditional guidelines of
Netukulimkare not sufficient in the face of modern resoustesses; therefore,
Mi'kmaq will have to “accept responsibility for deing new forms of effective and
transparent self-regulation rather than replicatingffective DFO management
models” (Barsh, 2002:35). Although Mi'kmaqg have ttepacities to govern their
resources effectively, both authors emphasize thatonus is on the Canadian
government to facilitate reconciliation and meahihgoarticipation in resource
management on Mi'kmagq territory (Barsh, 2002; Da&3gelwell & Cohen, 2001).

This research will explore the contemporary releeaof Netukulimk as well
as the nature of non-native discourses of Mi'kmasgource rights, ethics and
knowledge. Both case studies illustrate Mi'kmaatsgies to negotiate the political
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ecology of Mi'kmaqg resource management, which kallcritically discussed in the
context of the research findings.

G. Summary and Significance of the Literature

In concluding this literature review, | will outenhow the insights gained
here inform the analysis of my findings and hove tifiesis will thus engage with the
literature reviewed.

Firstly, the review of the vast field of politicatology has showed that this
field is conceptually relevant to this thesis arsdresearch objectives. Especially the
“second generation” of political ecology studiesh address questions of power,
knowledge and representation in resource managemente specifically, this thesis
will draw on Arturo Escobar’s poststructuralist gigective to consider ontological
difference and “cultural distribution conflicts” Mi'kmaq co-management (Escobar,
2006).

My introduction of co-management has suggested thlate aboriginal
claims for participation in co-management are het dnly argument to decolonize
state-led managerialism, they constitute a verytimtis example. However,
ontological differences often make aboriginal egatal knowledge and ethics
incommensurable with Western approaches; convaltionntegrative co-
management inevitably “disables” aboriginal diffece, in Escobar’s terms (2006).
My analysis will discuss the assimilative and cadbnimplications of co-
management and non-native discourses in Nova Saotleexplore the applicability
of Stevenson’s (2006) model of the Tow-Row Wampum.

The limited literature on Mi'kmaq resource managaméolds some
important references for the discussion of my negedindings; these relate to
governmental strategies to accommodate Mi'kmaqguresorights, the Mi'kmagq
capacity for resource management and the contemypogbevance ofNetukulimk
My discussions will also confirm that the recenvelepment of Mi'kmagq strategies
and capacities for resource management warrartteefuscademic attention.
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A. Introduction

This thesis has so far introduced some aspectsuddian aboriginal politics
(Chapter 2), discussed its methodology (Chaptem8) reviewed relevant bodies of
scholarly literature (Chapter 4). The remaindertto$ thesis will present research
findings from two case studies and explore how kheose Management Plan
(MMP) and the Lobster Management Plan (LMP) negetibe political ecology of
Mi'kmagq resource harvest.

Both management plans regulate the implementafidi'emaq hunting and
fishing rights that have been affirmed by the S@opreme Court of Canada) in
1985 and 1999. While these rights refer to a rafgecies, lobster and moose are
favoured targets of both Mi'kmaq and non-nativeouese users. However, parts of
the Mi'kmaq harvest of lobster and moose have aehleffectively managed, which
has caused some concerns amongst both non-natikenddj resource managers.
Therefore, the MMP will govern the moose hunt dyMilkmag in Unama’kiand the
LMP complements existing fisheries agreements efitte Mi'kmag communities of
Unama’ki

Building on the background information providedGhapter 2, this chapter
will outline the context of the case studies frormpdditical ecology perspective and
highlight themes that will receive further attemntid his will indicate the significance
of the case studies and research aims that wilhddressed in the subsequent
chapters.

B. Lobster Management

1. Background: Fishing Rights and Lobster Wars

Mi'kmaq food fisheries were largely undisturbed amdcontested until
governmental licensing and managing systems weéredinced in the 1960s (Barsh,
2002). This privileged commercial fisheries and gnaalized Mi'kmaq resource
access, as Mi'kmaq were not able or inclined to intty such programs (Stiegman,
2003). In 1990, the SCC handed down tBpdrrowdoctrine’ (R. v. Sparrow, 1990),
which established that all aboriginal people hagbifg rights for FSC purposes
(Nettheim et al, 2002; Usher, 1991). To accommodate these newiymaid
aboriginal rights, DFO negotiated Aboriginal FigkerStrategies (AFS) agreements
with Band Councils (as well as with the NCNS); witiese agreements, DFO
committed to supply funds, gear and training fororabnal communities to
sustainably manage their food fisheries, which wezgulated within the DFO
framework. For a negotiated range of species, A§i®ements commonly stipulate
fishing areas, seasons, catch limits, permittedhirfgs gear and prohibit any
commercial sale, trade or barter of the catch (USRenny, 2007). All five Band
Councils of theUnama’kicommunities have negotiated AFS agreements fotdobs
and other fish species with DFO (UINR & Denny, 207

While the LMP builds on these AFS agreements, tbiigal ecology of
Mi'kmaq FSC lobster fisheries is largely shapedh®s/commercial lobster fisheries.
These were transformed, when the SCC interpreed/itkmaq fishing rights from
the Peace and Friendship Treaty of 1760-61 iMasshall decision of 1999 (R. v.
Marshall, 1999) and ruled that Mi'kmaq today havghts to participate in
commercial fisheries to earn a “moderate liveliho@ex, 2006a; McCallum, 2004).
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As after theSparrowdecision, the onus was on DFO to facilitate Mi'kpaecess to
commercial fisheries. Since these were alreadyipgdheir ecological boundaries
and could not support additional licenses, DFO feased to buy back commercial
fishing licenses that had been held by non-natamailies for generations. These
were granted to Mi'kmaq communities that entered iMarshall Agreements’,
together with necessary boats, gear and trainiograms.

Enticed by the DFO offers, 30 of 34 Mi'kmag comnti@si signed interim
Marshall Agreements in 2000, which cost DFO $15Mieni (Cdn) (Davis & Jentoft,
2001). When DFO aimed to renew the agreements fory8ars in 2001 with a
budget of $500 million (Cdn), Mi'kmaq leadershigneasingly called for long-term
solutions to ensure Mi'kmaq participation in comeomrfisheries (Davis & Jentoft,
2001). Today, there are several Mi'kmag-run comiakfishing enterprises in Nova
Scotia, most notably the Mime'j Seafoods Ltd., Wwhig associated with the NCNS
(NCNS, 2006), and Crane Cove Ltd. of Eskasoni (EFGD8). Arguably, the entry
of Mi'kmagq into commercial fisheries could have mé&cilitated in a more proactive
and sustainable way if DFO would have negotiatedmercial access with Mi'kmaq
before being forced to do so by the court (G2, 20@ZCallum, 2004; McGaw,
2003).

The DFO’s buy-back program and the entry of Mi'knnatg the commercial
lobster fisheries was perceived by many non-ndtsléng communities as unfairly
distorting the market and threatening their livebds. The industrial lobster fishery
is considered the most profitable species in Nosati& and yields over 2000 tons
from 238,000 traps in its annual summer season (DEW4). However, the
Mi'’kmaq commercial lobster fisheries yield lessit&6 of the entire fishery and the
FSC fishery less than 1% (Coates, 2000; Marsh@07B). As the case study of the
LMP will show, the nature of Mi'kmagq rights to coramial and FSC fisheries has
triggered much confusion and confrontation (Den207). Most notably in the
Mi'’kmaq community ofEsgenoopetit{Burnt Church, New Brunswick), which did
not sign a Marshall agreement; nevertheless, @drtse community asserted their
fishing rights and staged a protest fishery in 208@ich was met with harsh
opposition from both DFO and non-native fishing coomities (Hipwell, 2000a;
Obeidiet al, 2006). In 2006, non-native fishermen expresseit tdpposition to FSC
lobster fishing activities by vandalizing Mi'kmagsHing gear near St. Peters,
Unama’ki Mi'kmaq responded by putting more lobster trapghe water, which
triggered further conflict (Denny, 2007).

This indicates that the Mi'kmaq FSC lobster fisberare troubled by similar
contestations than Mi'’kmaq participation in comnardisheries. The ‘Lobster
Wars’ have contributed to confrontational crosswmal relations, which are marked
by non-native opposition to Mi'kmaq fishing riglasd practice.

2. The Lobster Management Plan (LMP): Revitalizing Traditional
Harvest

Inseparable from the ‘Lobster Wars’, the LMPn@ma’kik Jakejue'ka'timin
its Mi'kmaq title) will serve as a case study teatiss the political ecology of
Mi'kmaq FSC fisheries access and illustrate Mi'krsaqtegies to sustainably self-
govern their fisheries. In order to prevent furtltenflict and bring clarity to the
Mi'kmagq lobster fisheries, the Grand Council addi¢dNR (Unama’ki Institute of
Natural Resources) to devise a management plarF-$& lobster fisheries that
applies to all Unama’ki Mi'lkmagq communities (Denny, 2007). The Lobster
Management Plan (LMP) (UINR & Denny, 2007) was deped by Shelley Denny
(UINR fisheries biologist) in co-operation with tiMdi'kmag communities between
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February and August 2007. The LMP came into effatit the 2008 fall fishery and
will be reviewed after one year.

The LMP complements — and aims to eventually replathe existing AFS
agreements for FSC lobster fisheries, which arierdiht for each community, with
additional voluntary regulations and a culturallyore® appropriate management
framework. Limiting the AFS agreements, the LMPpmees stricter fishing seasons
and size limits (Denny, 2007). Adding provisions tmmmunity consultation and
input to the AFS framework, the LMP will be diredtdy communal advisory
committees of resource users.

Chapter 6 will represent some interview insighgarding Mi'kmaq fishing
rights and ethics and different strategies to manBlgkmaq fisheries. This will
prepare the discussion in Chapter 7 of the LMPrasaovative Mi'kmaq fisheries
management framework that effectively incorpordtiékmaq concepts, responds to
resource conflicts and arguably decolonizes Mi'kilR&E fisheries.

C. Moose Management

1. Hunting Rights and Regulations in Unama’ki

While the moose population in mainland Nova Scb#a been decimated for
decades due to habitat fragmentation (DNR, 200&jt&n2001), the highlands of
Unama’ki feature an extensive habitat and a healthy pojpulatf 5000-6000
animals, which can sustain a regulated annual (DNR, 2008). Since 1986, the
moose hunt has been administered by DNR via aryosigstem, where an annually
determined number of licenses are issued for foapdd¢ Management Zones (see
Figure 6); in 2008, 10071 hunters from all over Bl@&cotia applied for 363 licenses
(DNR, 2008)%

% The hunt takes place during three week-long seasoBeptember, October and December (DNR,
2008)
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Figure 6: Map of Unama’ki with Moose Management &ofor the DNR-
administered annual moose hunt, which exclude tea af the Cape Breton
Highlands National Park. Source: (DNR, 2008)

While some Mi'kmaq have been participating in thRD‘Moose Draw’,
many hold that they are entitled to hunt mooseidetsf provincial regulations.
Indeed, in its 198%imondecision (R. v. Simon, 1985), the SCC affirmedirthe
Treaty Rights according to the Peace and FriendSheaty of 1752, which states
that Mi'kmaqg “shall not be hindered from, but havee liberty of hunting and
fishing as usual” (Grand Chief Donald Marshall $889:91). The Court ruled that
historical treaties should be interpreted in “a,féarge and liberal construction in
favour of the Indians” and may override provindiahting regulations (R. v. Simon,
1985).

In anticipation to formalize their moose huntinght with the Province, the
Mi'’kmaq Grand Council passed a set of traditiddetukulimkhunting guidelines,
which are still in effect (Grand Chief Donald MaafihSr, 1989:93; Martin, 2007).
Despite the clarity of th&imonruling, the government of Nova Scotia did not
acknowledge or implement Mi'kmag hunting rights aodtinued to charge Mi'kmagq
hunters who did not comply with provincial regubais. In protest, Mi'kmaq staged a
traditional moose hunt in 1988 as a “commemoratadfirmation of [their hunting]
rights” (Hunka, 2007). This was barred by overwhapmpolice forces and 13
Mi'kmagq hunters got charged for possessing a fineaithout a hunting licen$é In
1989 and 1990 the DNR did negotiate hunting reguiatwith the NCNS and a
number of Band Councils and two editions of intedamservation agreements were
signed to regulate Mi'kmaq hunting practices. Thebewever, were not
implemented (G1, 2007 partly because DNR failed to supply Mikmag with
necessary funds and tags to implement the agregiiiantin, 2007). In absence of

24 |n 1989, the Province of Nova Scotia eventuallppred these charges and (unprecedented in
Canadian legal history) reimbursed legal costs1&U$000 (Cdn), which the NCNS and the UNSI had
paid for the defense of the hunters (Martin, 2007).

% G1 is the alphanumerical code assigned to an amouy interviewee, who at the time of the
interview was a governmental employer involveche MMP.
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regulations, concerns about the sustainability ki Mi'kmag moose hunt have
grown, as media reports of Mi'kmaqg abusing theitimg rights have accumulated.

Since these co-management regimes failed, the NE&Z¥®een managing its
members’ hunting activities with itsletukulimkewe’lCommission since 1989, as
indicated in Chapter 2 (Martin, 2007). While theéatoMi'kmag moose hunt is not
quantified, 275 of the 600 registered NCNS hunégglied for a moose tag in 2007
and between 70 and 80 successfully hunted one n{dtesin, 2007). The NCNS
hunters submit a report card to the NCNS, as vgetha moose jaw bone (which is
used to age the animal), and the NCNS forwardsifiismation to DNR to inform
its assessments of moose population and habitatQ@7; Martin, 2007).

While status Mi'kmaq carrying their INAC (Indian carNorthern Affairs
Canada) status-card can hunt under their Treatht®RIGNCNS hunters carry an
Aboriginal and Treaty Rights Access (ATRA) Passpwattich certifies their NCNS
membership and their eligibility to Mi'’kmagq resoairdghts. The DNR recognizes
the ATRA Passport as equivalent to the INAC staiasl, which means that non-
status Mikmaq who have proven their Mi'kmag des¢erthe NCNS can exercise
Mi'kmaq hunting rights. DNR and NCNS have collabeely developed guidelines
(DNR, 2002) to acknowledge ATRA passports under Daxiorcement.

2. The Moose Management Plan (MMP) and its Participants

While the NCNS may effectively control part of thifkmaqg moose hunt, the
absence of hunting regulations for the majoritfidtkmaq hunters allows for media
reports and public concerns that some Mi'kmaq idd&ls abuse their communal
hunting right. Furthermore, since the quantity adase taken by Mi'kmaq hunters
(other than NCNS members) is not documented, thrautative extent and the
sustainability of the Mi'kmag moose hunt cannoaibgessed. Given this uncertainty,
the benefits of a regulated and monitored Mi'kmampse hunt were evident to both
Mikmaq and DNR (Martin, 2007). The Moose ManagemBran (MMP) thus
became a priority within the Framework Agreemerft)(Regotiations in July 2006.
As a pilot project, the Moose Management Workingoupr (MMWG) was
established with representatives of DNR, OAA (CGdfaf Aboriginal Affairs of the
government of Nova Scotia), Parks Canada (the &dgency for the management
of National Parks), INAC and UINR. As indicated@mapter 2, the Mi'’kmaqg Chiefs-
in-Council were against the participation of the & in the FA and the MMP, as
they consider themselves the sole representativésedVii'’kmaq nation and argue
that non-status Mi'kmagq are not entitled to Mi'knnigggpts (Hunka, 2007).

Since negotiations began, the MMP activities hawgcentrated on gathering
input from Mi'kmag communities about their visicarsd expectations of a regulated
Mi'’kmaq moose hunt. To this end, Moose Managemeaydrdinator Clifford Paul
from UINR has consulted with all reserve and maifffyr@serve communities in
Nova Scotia (Paul, 2007). | conducted my intervietow/ards the end of this
consultation period and this thesis will therefaansider the development of the
MMP up to the end of June 2007.

As per a draft document, the MMP aims to “resolve tin-managed moose
harvest while moving toward an increased level akiMaq self-government and
self-management” (MMWG, 2007). It aims to acknovgedhe hunting rights of all
Mi'kmagq (including non-status and off-reserve Midep. UINR is expected to lead
the research to devise sustainable harvest limitsf'kmaq and non-native hunters,
as well as appropriate systems of monitoring arfdreement; for the latter end an
alternative justice system is envisioned to be libgpexl long term. To accommodate
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these new elements of co-management, DNR is prépar@dapt existing legislation
where necessary (MMWG, 2007).

The political ecology of Mi'kmaq moose harvestherefore marked by an
absence of governmental regulation, an uncertadtogical impact and conflicting
access regimes for status and non-status Mi'kmal reom-native hunters. The
following chapter will review interview findings teshow how the MMP aims to
negotiate the apparent challenges and regulat®litkemagq moose hunt. In reference
to further interview insights, Chapter 7 will dissuthe position of the NCNS in more
detail.
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A. Introduction

This chapter will synthesize my interview insightghich | gained from
seven Mi'kmagq interviewees and two interviews vgtvernmental employees (see
Interview Schedule, Appendix 4). As indicated ina@ter 2, my methodology allows
me to represent the opinions of interviewees irstutiial quotes. After coding the
interview transcripts (of a total word count of 0v&5,000) with NVivo™, the
findings presented here were selected as beingh@etrtto my research objectives
and will form the basis of my discussions in thbsquent discussion chapter.

Firstly, | will present interview insights into theMP that indicate how
Mi'kmagq are adapting a DFO framework to better imgdMi'kmag communities and
address irresponsible Mi'kmaq harvesting practiweé @oss-cultural conflict. 1 will
then present findings regarding the MMP, which atveimilar concerns and
controversies regarding Mi'kmag hunting practiogilll also indicate how the NCNS
is responding to these issues in its managemetgrsyand further expand on the
position of the NCNS in the MMP. In order to sulnsi@e or contextualize interview
insights, | will complement them with my reflectiaecounts, where appropriate (see
Chapter 3).

The third section of this chapter will present somere fundamental issues
of Mi'kmagq resource management, which underlie watbe studies; these include:
Mi'kmaq aspirations of self-government; issues apacity and education for
Mi'kmaq knowledge and universal science; and sootems of co-existence and
reconciliation. This section will be introducednore detail below.

B. The Lobster Management Plan (LMP): Adding a “Mi'kmaq
spin”

“I think it really had an impact on our people, wheall those
[commercial fishing] licenses came into effect fime 1950s] and
DFO started taking responsibility of the resouraesd saying: no,
you can't fish here, this is government propertgu Yieed a license,
but we’ll not give it to you, we’ll give it to sooree else.” (Denny,
2007)

As explained in the preceding chapter, Mi'kmaq fofisheries were
marginalized by commercial fisheries until the S{ings of Sparrow(in 1990) and
Marshall (in 1999) affirmed the legal status of aborigin@source rights.
Consequently, DFO’s AFS (Aboriginal Fisheries Stgg) initiative...

“...was the first program that brought a major chando the
aboriginal people, where their right to fish forod@, social and
ceremonial purposes were affirmed. They weren'ntgd, they were
affirmed.” (G2, 20073

The Band Councils of the fiidnama’kicommunities have been individually
negotiating AFS agreements with DFO every yearesih892 (UINR & Denny,
2007). While Shelley Denny admits that “[sJome deopay we’re selling our
rights”, she emphasizes that these agreementsderomial funds that sustain the
EFWC in Eskasoni and fisheries related prograntther communities, which allow

%5 G2 refers to an anonymous governmental employeshiad in aboriginal fisheries management.
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Mi'kmaq to conduct self-directed fisheries managanaad research (Denny, 2007).
In conversations with Mi'kmaq fishers and EFWC fstafdid not encounter any
objections to the AFS agreements; rather, | wasradghat their intent is to ensure
resource sustainability, while DFO tries to accordate Mi'kmaq interests (Denny,
2007; Johnson, 2007).

“[The AFS program] doesn’'t step on our toes so Imubat they
impose a heck of a lot of regulations, they impam®e things so that
catching efforts are equivalent to the commeraiaustry, but they’ll
have us fish year round. So in some cases theptratrict enough.”
(Denny, 2007)

Tom Johnson (Fisheries Manager at EFWC), who nagstithe AFS
agreements for the Eskasoni community with DFO, esatlear that Mi'kmaqg have
agreed to very strict AFS regulations:

“These [AFS] fishing licenses are on stricter rukbsn what the non-
natives are on. And why the stricter rules? We hanvirced them
upon ourselves within the AFS. And now the Lobktanagement
Plan is even stricter.” (Johnson, 2007)

Research conducted by UINR and EFWS, informed bgh MdEK and
modern scientific methods, identified a degradabbiobster habitat and spawning
population in the Bras d’Or Lakes and questionexl dhstainability of the current
lobster AFS agreements (Denny, 2007). Therefoee|LMP proposes two no-fishing
seasons and stricter minimal and maximum carapatgh (a proxy for the age of
the lobster) to protect younger and larger (morgléeanimals), respectively (Denny,
2007). These measures were informed by scient#fia df the lobster stock structure
obtained from DFO (Denny, 2007). Since sedimentafirhas been “suffocating
that near-shore [juvenile lobster] habitat and aejolg the cobble-gravel areas with
sand”, the LMP further features three artificiabster habitat structures (which are
surrounded by no-fishing zones) in an attempt tdolester populations in the Bras
d’Or Lakes recover (Denny, 2007).

Apart from the careful management of their foochdises, theUnama’ki
communities have also voluntarily ceded their comunaé lobster fishing activities
within the Bras d’Or Lakes. Mi'kmaq FSC fisherieglahe LMP therefore focus on
the marine areas of eastédnama’ki(LFA 27, 29, 30; see Figure 7).
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Figure 7: Map of Cape Breton illustrating DFO Lobstrishing Areas (LFA) and
Statistical Districts (SD). Source: (Tremblay & Res, 2004)

Although the Mi'kmaqg FSC fishery yields less tha% &nd the Mi'kmaq
commercial fisheries less than 5% of the entiréeiig (Coates, 2000; Marshall,
2007b), | often encountered the non-native nareatmat Mi'kmagq fishing rights pose
a threat to the lobster resource. While reliableada quantify the Mikmaq FSC
lobster fishery is hard to obtain with different &Fagreements and limited
monitoring provisions, the collective LMP will mdar the FSC lobster fisheries.
This will enable UINR to show that their actual ext does not pose a threat to the
lobster resource. While this will likely subvert moative narratives of Mi'kmaq
over-fishing, the LMP may still face criticism, #@sfeatures a fall fishing season,
which is prohibited in the commercial licenses (Bgr2007).

“But yet, you ask a non-native fisherman why we iitsthe fall, [they

may say] ‘they’re taking it all. What do you mearydu took a

million [pounds in commercial lobster fisheries]hdy need to see
that. We will be open and transparent; we will caiminate what we

took. It's gossip that kills us; gossip amongst paople and gossip
amongst the non-native community.” (Denny, 2007)

While the LMP basically follows the format of DF@lieries agreement, it
importantly adds “a Mi'kmagq spin” to it by incor@ding Mi'kmag communities and
an emphasis on traditional Mi'kmaq resource etNetkulimk ‘take only what you
need’) as a guiding principle. While the AFS agreata are negotiated between the
Chief-in-Council (in Eskasoni by the EFWC) and DRth limited community
input (Denny, 2007), the LMP employs communal aolyjiscommittees to manage
the FSC fisheries (UINR & Denny, 2007). The adwsoommittees consist of one
elder, two lobster fishermen (one youth), and oren@ Council representative from
each of the fivddnama’kicommunities and they are proposed to meet annwtly
the Grand Council to review the LMP.

With communal governance, the LMP also aims totadive aspects of
Netukulimk and MEK, which traditionally guided sustainablesgerce harvest.
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Several interviewees are concerned that this krayees lost today, which may let
some Mi'kmaqg engage in irresponsible and unsudikarishing practices.

“We're in a position where we don’t have that yoefder interaction
anymore. We lost some sense of conservation, Nietkkudeas in
our culture. So we have people now that are outetfishing just to
kill fish. That's not who we are, that's who thatxh generation is.
We're trying to re-establish that.” (Denny, 2007)

In recalling her upbringing, Shelley Denny illusés the essence of
Netukulimkand the educational challenge the LMP faces int laj the knowledge
and ethic especially youth Mi'kmaq hold today.

“INJow we have people saying ‘I've got a rightJligo fishing’, but

they haven't fished with their grandparents befarel they go out
and say: ‘Here’s a lobster, I'm sure it maturesdix months, like a
dog; so we’'ll take it.” We have a big gap now; wan'd have that

union anymore. | was raised by my grandmother. \Whensomebody
fished, they would always bring something backhtodlders. That's
how we grew up: you go out and fish and shareti tWie community.
We didn’'t have a recreational fishery really; wheve saw fish
running and didn’t need the fish, we didn’t cattie fish. We didn’t
think to make money off it. We’'ve now got a differgeneration;

people are working in different fields. We don’veanany ties to the
earth anymore. We're losing that, so we really h&wveeducate the
young people on science, biology and the envirohn8mwe respect
that and we always have. | see a really big edocatomponent
coming up, and it's going to take a generation tiedtively

communicate this to everyone.” (Denny, 2007)

While the latter educational task refers to reiatafy Netukulimkwithin the
Mi'’kmaq community, Shelley Denny is also committedsending a strong signal to
the non-native fishing communities, which seem & doitical of both Mi'kmaq
fishing rights and ethics.

“[The LMP] will be a communication document as wétltells our
story and what we want to do; and how we want tatgmd why.”
(Denny, 2007)

The apparent loss dfletukulimkand concerns about Mi'kmaq harvesting
practice will be further addressed below and disedsn the subsequent chapter in
the context of findings from both case studies. fdtewing findings show that the
MMP has to respond to similar non-native discourdedi'’kmaq resource rights and
harvesting ethics.

C. The Moose Management Plan (MMP): Claims for Rights
and Representation

“The interpretation is that the Supreme Court [its i1985Simon
ruling] gave the Mi’kmaq a right to hunt moose, lbe key word
‘gave’ is incorrect. That is the perception of then-native world that
the government or the Court is giving us somethiBigt the actual
fact is that our treaty rights have always existed we have to use
the Court, because you brought us here to prove dha rights still
exist.” (Paul, 2007)
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1. Regulating Mi'kmaq Hunting Ethics

When talking to Mi'kmaq about hunting or fishinghts, | often encountered
the standpoint that Mi'kmagq resource rights areprigileges, but granted by the
Creator and affirmed by the SCC, as echoed aboveClifjord Paul (MMP
coordinator, UINR). From non-native Nova Scotianscdmmonly heard that
Mi'kmagq rights to hunt outside of provincial regidas was unfair, their practice
unethical and their harvest unsustainable. Thesgioms are fuelled by reports of
Mi'kmaq hunters hunting beyond communal needsingelinoose meat or taking
non-natives hunting, which receive considerable ieneattention, including in
Eastern Woods & Water&ourlay, 2006; Hamilton, 2007), a “Redneck” hagti
magazine (Hamilton, 2007). My anonymous interview@é (a governmental
employee involved in the MMP) refers to these ieaid and explains why they
constitute an abuse of the Mi'kmag communal rightunt moose.

“[W]e are aware of reports of some [Mi'kmaq] indduals taking
large numbers of animals far beyond what would bguired for
personal consumption. We know there are individwét® take the
animals for economic gain — it is not going to t@mmunities which
it would be within the spirit and intent of abomgil rights — it is a
communal benefit, the benefits of the harvest sh@gd to the
community, so there are abuses taking place andnatime hunters
are contributing to that as well.” (G1, 2007)

Eastern Woods & Waterstes a DNR enforcement officer, who suggests that
“it's a rent-an-Indian kind of thing”, which is camon practice inUnama’ki
(Gourlay, 2006: 21). This practice is condemnedHhsywider Mi'’kmag community
(Hamilton, 2007) and Tim Martin portrayed this adfish Mi'kmaqg “prostituting
themselves” to the detriment of the wider commu(titgmilton, 2007).

Given that this practice negatively colours nonweatperceptions of
aboriginal rights and Mi'kmaq harvesting ethic,fichd Paul reacted with frustration
and insisted that Mi'kmag mostly use their moosatihg rights to feed their
communities. He also echoes critical perceptiomai-native resource ethic that |
repeatedly heard from Mi'kmag, commonly in refeeste the nature of commercial
or recreational resource use.

“When they say the Mi’kmaqg are wholesale slaughterthe moose,
it's only a very small percentage of Mi’kmaqg hustérat are involved
in that. It's the non-natives that are blind to ithewn actions. The
actual fact is that we get the moose to feed oueselour families and
our communities, but if a non-native person had oghts, they'd

say: ‘I'd be catching 20 trout a day and shootingose all the time
and I'd have nothing but blood on my hands.” Thatlsat they think
we have, blood on our hands, but we don't. A lothef problem is
public perception.” (Paul, 2007)

The above quotes indicate the conflict potentiat tthe currently non-
regulated Mi'kmag moose hunt entails. Since muchthi$ refers to Mi'kmaq
individuals abusing the collective right to huntj'kvhag have aimed to co-manage
their moose hunt with DNR since tl@&mondecision affirmed their right in 1985
(Martin, 2007); as indicated in Chapter 5, the tatbempts in 1989 and 1990
remained unsuccessful. In 2006 the government ofaN®cotia finally agreed to
negotiate Mi'’kmaq hunting rights and prioritizee tMiMP as a pilot project within
the FA (Framework Agreement) negotiations. Referria the conflicts indicated
above, G1 highlights some anticipated outcomebeoMMP:
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“So having the Mikmaq involved as they must betenms of
managing and regulating their own hunters, will,tive longer term,
we are hoping will lead to a more carefully managedource and
will contribute to more positive relations betweeative and non-
native hunters. | think our objectives are bettesource management
and conservation on the long term and harmony batwdi’kmaq
and non-Mi’kmag users of the resource.” (G1, 2007)

Both government and Mi'kmagq representatives inwbliethe preparations
of the MMP envision culturally acceptable monitgriand enforcement systems (G1,
2007; Marshall, 2007a; Paul, 2007). They agreeNh&magq rights abusers could be
more effectively addressed by Mi'kmag enforcemdinters (‘Mi'kmaq Guardians’)
and an alternative justice system, which the Nos@ti&n government envisions as
part of the MMP (G1, 2007; MMWG, 2007).

My impression from interviewing both government aktikmaqg parties
involved in the Moose Management Working Group (MK&Wis that they were
content with the progress and prospect of the MMgotiations and shared mutual
interests in a regulated Mi'kmag moose hunt.

2. The role of the NCNS: the Politics of Co-operation

Potentially withstanding the successful partnerd@ween Mi'kmaq and the
Nova Scotian government is the fact that the NCKES»cluded from both the
tripartite Framework Agreement (FA) negotiationsl d&rom the MMP (as indicated
in Chapter 2). As | conducted my first interviewthvioff-reserve representatives
Roger Hunka (MAPC Regional Coordinator) and Tim ftitar (NCNS
Netukulimkewe’lCommissioner), | questioned subsequent intervisvaeel Mi'kmaq
acquaintances about the NCNS and found that they teevarying degrees aware of
the position of the NCNS. Reserve-based Mi'kmagmfassumed that NCNS
members were not ‘real Indians’ and rather claineelle Mi'kmagq in order to benefit
from Mi'kmaq rights. In turn, Lindsay Marshall (Assate Dean of the Mi'kmaq
College Institute, Cape Breton University and forn@hief-in-Council of the
Potlotek community, Unama’k) is well aware that “[tlhere has always been this
undertow of animosity between the on-reserve chegfsl off-reserve people”
(Marsréglll, 2007b); he suggests that this often dmek to competition for federal
benefit’.

Roger Hunka and Tim Martin presented me with theNISCperspective of
their relations to both governments and on-res&feefs-in-Council. They were
frustrated to be excluded from the MMP, especialy they have been very
effectively managing the harvesting activities lbéit members and maintaining a

" Governmental interviewee G2 confirms that simi@mflicts also exist in neighboring New
Brunswick:

Probably more severely than in Nova Scotia. If tal to the CMM [Confederacy
of Mainland Mi'kmagq], they'll say they've got nogmiem dealing with the off-
reserve. It depends on the level; if cooperativerkimg level or a political-
philosophical level. (G2, 2007)

Unfortunately, an interview | scheduled with a eg@ntative of the CMM did not eventuate. In turn,
Tom Johnston was only remotely aware of the NCNi&clwmay reflect the fact that the off-reserve
Mi'kmagq are politically more visible on mainland WoScotia

This lack of education of my part in regards to Mative Council; | really do not
know their roles, their requirements. They say thtzgy are of native blood.
(Johnson, 2007)
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mutual working relationship with DNR. While G1 affis this, he is also aware that
the NCNS’s wildlife management is entirely indepemidfrom other (on-reserve)
Mi'kmagq initiatives.

“The Province has a working relationship with tNative Council on
wildlife management so by policy, for example, Rnevince accepts
that the card issued by the Native Council - theriginal Treaty
Rights Access Cards — is evidence that the indigdare entitled to
hunt on the same basis as status Indians and wesw@#pportive of
their efforts to manage the hunt of their memb&s.we do have a
relationship with them and that continues outsifl@egotiations and
we continue to encourage harmonization [with orerge Mi'kmaq],
but right now they do operate separately.” (G1, 2P0

G1 was concerned by this division, which effectvptohibits the FA and
MMP negotiations to be conducted on an inclusiveegoment-to-government level
as anticipated (Mi'kmaq Rights Initiative, 2008)e kvas also keen to stress that
provincial and federal governments would welconeeghrticipation of the NCNS in
the MMP but contended that it is up to the Mi'kn@lgjefs-in-Council to choose the
representatives of the Mi'kmaq nation. The negotiat are thus pursued despite a
considerable risk that the resulting MMP may beallggchallenged by the NCNS.

“[If the MMP] is not inclusive of non-status Indiant will probably

be challenged in court and it will possibly notibglemented. | think
that is what everybody understands that that istvit@ outcome will
be if these issues are not addressed; so that nseong that the
Mi’kmag are aware of and need to work on.” (G1, 2P0

In further conversation, G1 expresses his hopes ithanear future all
Mi'kmaq parties will agree to unite their capaatiand interests to let the MMP
negotiations be inclusive. My conversations withgBoHunka, Tim Martin and
Lindsay Marshall on the position of the NCNS offierther food for thought, which
are not directly pertinent to the research objestilbut illustrate the political ecology
of Mi'kmag resource management. Therefore, | vatldude the subsequent analysis
chapter with a discussion of the NCNS’s resourcenagament capacity and the
conflict between on-reserve and off-reserve Mi'knragresentatives, which will
further explain the exclusion of the NCNS from MMP.

D. Fundamental Issues of Mi'kmaq Resource Management

After reviewing some key findings specific to eawdse study, this section
will highlight common issues that have emergeduasi@mental to Mi'kmag resource
management aspirations. In light of the apparesd @fNetukulimk | will contrast
some opinions regarding the need to regulate MikFaC harvest and introduce the
latent agenda of Mi'kmaq self-government. Withirs tbontext, issues of Mi'kmaq
capacity and education will be highlighted as imt@ot prerequisites for Mi'kmaq
participation in resource management. Finally, samportant notions regarding
Mi'kmaq self-government and cross-cultural relagiom Nova Scotia will be
represented.

1. Co-management and Self-government
While Shelley Denny considers regulation of the F®Gster fisheries

necessary to curb irresponsible Mi'kmagq fishingvétats, she is aware that Mi'kmag
traditionalists may oppose to this:
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“People want to see enforcement, because they tdeeé it

happening any other way. There are bad apples eryeculture.

There are people, who are there for economic beradfia food

fishery. And other people say “we’ve been herergylbme and done
a pretty good job; why don’t they leave us alondHere are two
views and there are two reasons why they would wafdrcement.
It's just to keep the people who are the bad applas abusing and
wasting what is everybody'’s resource.” (Denny, 2007

In several interviews | indeed encountered theomothat Mi'kmaqg have
managed their harvest sustainably before colowzatnd that the concept of
Netukulimkis therefore sufficient to guide Mi'kmaq harvegtictivities. Given that
Netukulimkis an integral part of Mi'kmag language and celtitsome Mi'kmaq are
offended by the pretext of the MMP that the Mi'kmmaqose hunt is currently “un-
managed” (Hunka, 2007); especially as the NCNS tams an effective
management system that is based on traditionakfjngs ofNetukulimk

While Clifford Paul stresses thltetukulimkis an inherent part of Mi'kmaqg
culture, he acknowledges that today’s patterns esfource use require formal
management plans for Mi'kmaq harvesting activitles;further indicates that these
have to be negotiated across ontological dividekichv I will discuss in the
subsequent chapter.

“In modern terms, everybody wants a managemem, glecluding
our people. In the ancient ways it was already rpooated in the
behaviour and language of our people. But to satidffferent
worldviews, let's come up with a management plat iincorporates
both Western science and TEK of our people.” (P20Q7)

Therefore, both Shelley Denny and Clifford Paul remkledge that the
Mi'kmaq FSC harvest needs to be formally regulatieérviewee G2 acknowledges
the traditional Mi'kmag management capacity, buggests that aboriginal people
now readily co-operate with the governmental agentd negotiate today’s resource
management challenges:

“I don’t think that aboriginal people really believthat the aboriginal
way of doing things can work alone, because so rhashchanged. |
really think they want to work in co-operation withe federal
government in a trusting environment.” (G2, 2007)

Both Denny and Paul acknowledge the capacities amethods of
governmental agencies and ‘integrate’ them intoLiki® and MMP. However, they
both emphasized that the management of Mi'kmaaquresdharvest should be done
in culturally appropriate terms and governed bykM&aq communities rather than by
the government.

Essentially, both LMP and MMP are considered bykMaq as initiatives of
self-government. Many Mi'kmaqg | spoke with use tteem ‘self-government’
frequently and in a broad sense. Synthesizing tbgpanses from several
interviewees, the following critical elements oflfgpverned FSC harvest were
mentioned:

— Consultation of Mi'kmaqg knowledge holder, resounsers, community
members and elders;

— Effective incorporation of MEK;
— Netukulimkas a guiding principle;
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— Culturally appropriate enforcement by Mi'kmaqg Guang and alternative
justice system.

Both LMP and MMP incorporate these self-governmamciples and are
endorsed by governmental agencies. The governnasnaim interest for Mi'kmag to
take responsibilities for Mi'kmaqg FSC harvest mamagnt (G1, 2007) and to be
“moving toward an increased level of Mi'kmaq sedfrgrnment and self-
management”, as the MMP anticipates (MMWG, 200Te Telationships between
Mi'’kmaq and DNR and DFO regarding the LMP and MMé&revportrayed as mutual
from both sides. In the following chapter, | wilkduss the nexus of co-management
and self-government in more detail.

2. Knowledge and capacity for self-government

Relying on the potential of MEK anNetukulimk Mi'kmaq traditionalists
may remain sceptical of the use of modern sciemgesource management, as Tom
Johnson indicates:

“I do not think they defend their traditional knaedge but they
discourage Western science. Why should we relgience ... when it
has not done any good in the past 100 years?” (3ohn2007)

Both the LMP and MMP aim to revitalizdetukulimkas a guiding principle
for Mi'kmaq harvesters, as there is common conttesih MEK andNetukulimkare
no longer cultivated in contemporary Mi'kmaq sogi&hen identifying root causes
for the apparent loss dfletukulimk several Mi'kmaq interviewees identified the
modern way of life, which does not nurture oraltdrg and knowledge (Johnson,
2007; Marshall, 2007a).

“Today [MEK] is dying out due to technology. Teclogy in a way is
great but it is also killing off a lot of opportui@s; at one time, for
example, an elder and a young person could sit damdhtalk about
the old days, not so such defining it as resour@magement but
essentially passing on the knowledge of resourceagement to the
younger generation through conversation.” (Johns2007)

The transition from traditional to modern ways dt lhas introduced a
dichotomy in many aboriginal communities, as G2 &las observed:

“As the Chief of [the Mi'kmag community of] Burt @bh told me
one day: ‘everything we learnt, we learnt from thwhite man’,
meaning all good and bad things. | think there a&® sides: there
are the traditional people who take from Mother tBawhat they
need, but nothing else. The other segment thahidasm the white
man: rape, pillage, take everything you can, maza@nyour profit,
pocket the money and go on to something biggerbatigr. Part of
the Ikanawtiket® thing is to bring back the conservation ethic thas
skipped a generation right now; the elders havé got it and can
pass it on to the youth. It's part of the processebuilding what used
to be there and trying to undo some of the damag€id by teaching
the aboriginal people to do things how the whitenrdaes it. A lot of
people do that. When aboriginal people see an dppdy to make
some money, the greed is there, because they @aimtthe white
man.” (G2, 2007)

%8 |kanawtiketis an ongoing initiative of MAPC (which includelset NCNS) to include aboriginal
people in the development of the Species at Rigk Ac
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While both MMP and LMP aim to address the appaltess of traditional
harvesting approaches, most formal capacity bugldmtiatives for Mi'kmaq have
been in universal science. These aim to prepaftiedg to work in conventional
resource management, which responds to a comm&rofagboriginal people who
have the necessary skills (G2, 2007).

Cape Breton University (CBU), the only local posta@ndary institution in
Unama’ki offers the Mi'’kmaqg Science Advantage Program (MEAvhich reaches
out to Mi'kmag communities to ease the entry ofkMaq students into university
science programs (Petten, 2002). There are alsee tannual scholarships that
encourage Mi'kmaqg students to study scientific ues® management, which are
funded by forestry trans-national Stora Enso, tiv@ng cooperation Georgia Pacific
and DFG”.

For technical capacity, DFO has initiated numenaagrams over the last 5-
10 years to train Mi'kmagq fishermen as Guardian®cinnical assistants (G2, 2007).
Until recently, CBU also offered a Native Guardidrogram, which was
discontinued due to low enrolment (Marshall, 2007b)

CBU has been more successful with its MSIT (“ev@ng together” in
Mi'kmaq language) science program, which is led bdiglogy professor Cheryl
Bartlett and guided by Mi'kmagq elders Albert andrifena Marshall. Targeting both
Mikmaq and non-native students, this offers a ‘Tayed Seeing’ approach to
science education by illustrating the value of b&EK and universal science
(Institute for Integrative Science & Health, 2008).

3. Co-existence in Nova Scotia

While the findings presented above mainly concemgpecifics of resource
management, | will conclude this chapter by représg some more political
notions of co-management relationships and co@xigt in Nova Scotia.
Representing a very reconciliatory and proactiveegomental position, G2 reminds
us that accommodation of aboriginal interests d¢p@y®nd integration:

“We created the situation and we have to fix itcédlmmodate means
to go the extra mile. It goes way beyond the leiféhe law and that’s
what people don’t understand. You just don’'t do wtha law says;
you have to go way beyond that to accommodate. WWinermo that,
the aboriginal people can see that you're reallyngomore than you
have to and you're really trying to make a diffezen... Because
they've been conforming to what we’ve been sayingdars; now it's
time for us to do a little bit of reciprocation.G2, 2007)

Indeed, Albert Marshall (Eskasoni community Eldean already see much
progress and considers this point in time a pivptaht in the history of Mi'kmaqg—
non-native relations.

“It would take a lot of patience and endurancectzexist with these
newcomers, with different belief systems and val8esit has now
taken close to 700 years before these newcomersem@ynizing
everything from another perspective. These abaaigpeople must
have something in place if they had been arounck Her 13,000

29 The former two each fund one Mi'kmaq student fritva Unama’ki communities for studies in
environmental management (Hipwell, 2001); the tati®vides funding to a graduate student who
proposes scientific research on the Bras d’Or Laa$ agrees to mentor a Mi'kmaq secondary or
tertiary student (Dalhousie University, 2008).
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years. So people are beginning to question theliebesystem; they
are searching for something. It took that long Liaticomplete turn-
around occurred, which | think is now. Otherwisdywvould you be
here, if that consciousness is not evolving?” (Ml 2007a)

While my research interest also reflects increasiogdemic attention to
aboriginal perspectives, Lindsay Marshall is stithiting for the day” when Canada
wakes up to its colonial reality:

The two worlds can live, but is has to begin witlderstanding and

respect for one another. Respect, traditionallyswl@manded by the
colonial side and respect for our culture was nokrsowledged. ...

[l]t's like waiting for the time when somebody wilirn on the lights

and they’ll see: Oh, we stole all your land. We ggétvaway, oh my

god. That's what everybody thinks we’re waiting f&nd so you are
being excluded from the resource. (Marshall, 2007b)

My reflective insights show that Mi'kmaq are keealyare that they are the
first peoples of Nova Scotia and that they haveomarnodated European settlers
since their arrival. These final quotes and theeuwiythg notions show that the
colonial legacy is latent to co-management relatiohherefore, co-management
arrangements have to reconcile more than ontolbdiffarences, but be proactive to
forge postcolonial partnerships. This will be fthaddressed in discussions of
Mi'kmagq self-government aspirations in the subsatjokapter.

4. Summary of Findings

The LMP is based on the AFS framework and aimsotonalize the existing
AFS agreements of the five Mi'kmag communitietJafma’ki Importantly, it adds
a ‘Mikmaq spin’ to them and addresses an appaless of Netukulimk by
emphasizing traditional principles and integratiigkmaqg communities into the
management. The LMP also enhances cross-cultunamecmication to reduce
friction and misconceptions.

The MMP aims to govern the&lnama’ki moose hunt for all Nova Scotia
Mi'kmagq, which is so far ‘un-regulated’ for reseitvased Mi'kmagq. This has made
room for some Mikmaq to abuse their communal mgntrights, which is
condemned by both Mi'kmaq and non-native huntelthofigh, the MMP aims to be
inclusive of all Mi'kmag, the NCNS is excluded hetMi'’kmaq Chiefs-in-Council,
which jeopardizes the success of the MMP.

The following analysis will discuss the objectivasd methods of the
management plans to show how they respond to #sedtiNetukulimkand critical
non-native discourses. This will necessitate ah&irrtdiscussion of contemporary
Netukulimk Mi'kmaq education and cross-cultural understamndin
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A. Introduction

This chapter will discuss the key themes that esgkrijom the research
findings in more detail and refer to additionaleiniew insights and the literature
reviewed in Chapter 4. The political ecology fransekvand the research aim of this
thesis were introduced in Chapters 3 and 4 ancheam (in Section B) be explained
in due detail and context, in the light of the spedaletails of the case studies
presented in Chapters 5 and 6.

The discussion section (Section C) will follow thesearch objectives to
explore how the LMP and MMP aim to negotiate thétipal ecology of the lobster
and moose harvest. It will also discuss some uyiderlaspects of the Mi'kmaq
harvest and resource management, which were irdeadin the preceding chapter as
“‘Fundamental Issues of Mi'kmag Resource Managememtie Chapter will
conclude (in Section D) with a synthesis of thedssions.

B. Political Ecology Framework and Research Objectives

1. Political ecology after Berkes and Escobar

As discussed in Chapter 4, a political ecology pectve can be employed to
effectively analyse case studies of aboriginal ues® management. | reviewed the
positions of Arturo Escobar (2006) and Fikret Berk2008) in more detail and will
here devise my conceptual framework based on #pgiroaches.

Berkes rejects the assimilative/traditionalist diicimy and asserts that
aboriginal people can define their own destinyha modern world. In reference to
the political ecology of Lo/TEK use in case studiesn Canada and New Zealand,
he emphasizes that aboriginal people can achiette ddtural revitalization and
political empowerment in co-management. For botldsenthe utilization of
aboriginal Lo/TEK is crucial, but this requires egtiating the conventional politics
of resource management (Berkes, 2008).

For the analysis of case studies, Berkes (2008pesig that first the
“divisions among the actors” need to be identifichis refers to a typology of
interest groups and their relations, which enalihesanalysis to account for their
different interests. Building on Berkes’ work, mgadysis will show how the LMP
and MMP aim to achieve both cultural revitalizatemd self-government. Following
Berkes (2008), | first identify three divisionsaxtors:.

While Berkes acknowledges the complexities of poreations and different
epistemologies inherent in co-management, hisipaliecology perspective does not
sufficiently address the discursive and ontologiagpects that are evident in my
research findings. Therefore, my analysis will déssn on Escobar’s poststructuralist
political ecology framework to discuss “culturakttibution conflicts” inUnama’ki
In general, Escobar asserts that diversity amotagsacommonly triggers either their
exclusion or assimilation, which is especially tfoe aboriginal peoples. Therefore,
we need to ask how cultural or ontological differerbetween actors is “either
enabled or denied” (Escobar, 2006:8) and explore thntological and
epistemological differences that underlie “cultudstribution conflicts” (Escobar,
2006:10). Escobar contends that differing socidecal constructions of nature and
resource use are at the heart of resource managemetfticts; these need to be
negotiated for a sustainable and mutual political@gy.
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Escobar’'s advocacy for ontological diversity and hitention to “cultural
distribution conflicts” make his framework highlglevant to my case studies of
Mi'’kmaq resource management. This will let me discaon-native discourses of
Mi'kmagq resource rights and harvesting ethic, whaokerged in both case studies as
a source of cross-cultural conflict; | will explotiee nature of this conflict below as
the ‘political ecology of ontological difference’.

2. Research Aims and Objectives

In general, this analysis will explore how the MMRd LMP negotiate the
political ecology of Mi'kmagq resource harvest. Tgfere, my objectives are to show
how the LMP and MMP:

— Incorporate universal science, MEK aNdtukulimk

— Respond to Mi'kmag abuses of communal resourcéstighd to non-
native discourses of Mi'kmagq harvesting ethic;

— Enhance the sustainability of the Mi'kmag harvest.

My findings of both the LMP and MMP have indicatibat these aspects are
of critical importance to Mi'kmag. To put the twase studies into perspective, | will
discuss them in reference to the literature to M@NS system of harvest
management.

The aims of the analysis of my research findingslianited by the nature of
my data and my methodology. The interview data arily represents Mi'kmaq
perspectives and is naturally of limited represiévgavalue (Gubrium & Holstein,
2003). However, the political ecology of the Mi'kgnhaarvest is very controversial.
Furthermore, the Mi'kmaq non-native discourses @mdlogies that are represented
are not categorical and merely indicative of thiucal differences that are at play.
Both decolonization and poststructuralist methodi@® caution of simplifying
complex circumstances and offering unfounded canehs. As indicated in Chapter
3, my analysis will therefore not aim to be a cosole evaluation of the
management plans or to offer recommendations of thewMi'kmaq should manage
their harvest, as “to speak for them is to denyrthiee self-determination so essential
to human justice and progress” (Battiste, 2008:504)

However, the subsequent analysis will achieve #search aim, but will
present just one perspective on resource conélimtiscross-cultural relations in Nova
Scotia. | will also indicate the significance of rirydings in the wider context of the
Canadian political landscape in conclusion of ttiapter. | will discuss the value of
this research for the Mi'kmaq research communit@hapter 8.

C. Political Ecology Analysis

1. Introduction
When presenting the context and findings of my cagdies (Chapters 5 and

6) | introduced a number of parties and interestugs of the MMP and LMP.
Following Berkes’ recommendation, | will frame myadysis by drawing three

% In Chapter 3, | outlined how my opportunistic apgeh during field work enabled me to effectively
respond to guidance from Mi'kmaq participants auffilifthe ethical requirements of a decolonization
methodology; | indicated that this flexible apprbas also a core element of the poststructuralist
concept of anti-methodology (Doel, 1996; Law, 2004) regards to the analysis of my research
findings here, the cautionary approach to not reifipjective insights is also in line with both
decolonization and anti-methodology.
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“divisions of actors” (Berkes, 2008:254), along wulhi differing interests and
approaches will be evident.

Following the research objectives, | will then diss the context, objectives
and methods of the LMP, which will require attentito multiple circumstances.
More briefly, | will discuss context, objectives camethods of the MMP to then
synthesize some common aspects of both case studies

Going beyond the research objectives to addresdafuental issues of
Mi'’kmagq resource management, | will also discusaesaspects of self-government,
ontological difference and Mi'kmaq capacity forcdese management. Finally, |
will analyse the position of the NCNS in order tepkin its exclusion from the
MMP and its implications.

2. Division of Actors

My findings suggest that divisions are most evidestiveen (i) Mi'kmag and
provincial/federal governmental agencies; (i) Mi&q and non-native resource
users; and (iii) on- and off-reserve Mi'kmaq, garesented by Chiefs-in-Council and
the NCNS. In my findings these divisions are exefigol by, respectively: a legacy
of struggles over resource management sovereigtiffgrent resource rights and
conceptions of resource use; and competition owditiqgal representation and
governmental benefits. Although | found that coesidhle tension emanates from
these divisions and around these topics, a poststalist perspective cautions that
such a categorization may simplify relations andflede their subtleties and
complexities, as indicated above. Neverthelesgntend that such divisions will
illustrate my analysis and will therefore refethese where needed.

3. Political Ecology of the Mi'kmaq Lobster and Moose Harvest

a) DFO Frameworks for Aboriginal Rights

Complementing existing AFS agreements, the LMP @sep a more
culturally appropriate framework for the managemeh#SC lobster fisheries on
Unama’ki In order to appreciate how proactive the LMPRaigliscussion of the DFO
models for aboriginal fisheries management is imt$ig.

In Mi'kmaqg society, there is no distinction betwessmmercial and FSC
fisheries (Ladner, 2005), which was introduced biyCDto accommodate newly
affirmed aboriginal fishing rights within its convgonal management frameworks
and paradigms (Davis & Jentoft, 2001). DFO has besgotiating AFS agreements
to regulate FSC fishing rights, which were affirnfed all aboriginal people by the
SCC in the Sparrow decision of 1990. The fact that DFO did not coesid
community-based, self-regulated or aboriginal systef fisheries management, has
been criticized as colonial and “paternalistic” yida& Jentoft, 2001); in this vein,
Hipwell contends that DFO imposed its control ororaginal fisheries “without
dealing head on with the sovereignty question” (i), 2001:286). In support of
these arguments, research findings indicated traesMi'kmaqg hold that Mi'kmaqg
leaders are selling their collective rights in Ak@eements (Denny, 2007).

To accommodate Mi'kmaqg in commercial fisheries raftee Marshall
decision of 1999, DFO similarly imposed its convenal management framework
and transferred commercial licenses to Mi'kmag. lé/this caused much unrest in
non-native fishing communities, others again arginedl Mi'kmag were selling their
rights and subscribing to DFO control, rather treamserting their rights to self-
government (Davis & Jentoft, 2001).
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However, since the AFS and Marshall agreements flad equipment,
training and management for aboriginal fisherig®,08 34 Mi'kmag communities
have entered commercial fisheries on DFO termsadindnama’ki Mi'kmag Bands
renegotiate their AFS agreements annually. In lafhthis, | will next discuss how
the innovative model of the LMP proposes FSC figsemanagement on Mi'kmag
terms and, as | will argue, effectively decolonittes Mi'kmaqg FSC lobster harvest.

b) Management objectives and methods for the LMP

The DFO frameworks primarily aim to ensure the ainstbility of aboriginal
fisheries. In turn, the LMP more specifically hagé¢spond to irresponsible Mi'kmaq
fishing practices, as well as confusion and coatest regarding FSC and
commercial fishing rights. It therefore proposesneore culturally effective
management framework, which incorporates Mi'kmamrmoinities and revitalizes
MEK andNetukulimk

In terms of its methods, the LMP aims to revitalMgkmaq knowledge and
Netukulimk but also builds on scientific research of UINFEVEC and DFO. As a
Mi'kmag-led framework, the LMP employs communal iadwy committees,
Mi'kmaq Guardians, Grand Council representatived aaditional guidelines of
Netukulimk None of these provisions are part of the AFS exgents, which are
negotiated between Chief-in-Council and DFO.

To respond to the uncertainties of the Mi'kmaq tebgisheries, the LMP
implements a reporting and monitoring system foCH8bster fisheries, which is
facilitated by Mi'kmaq Guardians in every communi®mnce there is no monitoring
component in the AFS agreements, Shelley Dennyss @mmitted to supplying
resulting data to DFO; this will allow more acc@raissessments of the sustainability
of the FSC lobster fisheries and of different fighpatterns.

Mi'kmaq entry into the profitable commercial fiskesr divided some
Mi'’kmaq communities between traditionalists anditedigt resource ethics (Fox,
2006b). Shelley Denny indicated that some Mi'kmagpraaches to fisheries
resources have changed since it is shared witkedhremercial industry: “We didn’t
think to make money off it. We've now got a diffategeneration; people are
working in different fields. We don’t have manydito the earth anymore.” (Denny,
2007). This may have contributed to the losblefukulimk which has been observed
by Mi'kmaq elders with a change to modern waysfef ISo we have people now
that are out there fishing just to kill fish. Thatiot who we are, that's who that next
generation is.” (Denny, 2007).

c) The LMP as Decolonization

The political ecology of the Mi'kmaq lobster harvesntails multiple
management objectives, as indicated above, whiehnaturally interconnected.
Therefore, non-native concerns are fuelled by & lat monitoring as well as
irresponsible Mi'kmagq fishing practices, which aréicative of a loss oNetukulimk
Acknowledging the challenges Mi'kmaq fisheries nugmaent represents today,
Barsh suggests that

“Mi'kmagq would have to concede that the precondisiofor
traditional self-regulation have disappeared anceut responsibility
for devising new forms of effective and transparegif-regulation
rather than replicating ineffective DFO managemertdels” (Barsh,
2002:35)
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Shelly Denny expressed some concern that the LNbAsed too much on the
conventional DFO framework (as it adopts DFO regtes for lobster traps and
size, for example) and features too little “Mi'kmeagpin” (Denny, 2007).
Nevertheless, my discussions above show that th® ldMercomes traditionalist
positions and represents an innovative mix of gtaive monitoring methods and
traditional guidelines oNetukulimk Furthermore, the advisory committees empower
Mi'kmaq knowledge holders and employ the Grand Cidto oversee Mi'kmaq FSC
fisheries management.

As a “communication document” (Denny, 2007), the RMaims to
communicate a renewed Mi'kmag commitment to suaskdlity and stewardship to
the non-native public. Given that the ‘Lobster Warger the commercial lobster
fishery have lately divided Nova Scotia over Mikeéishing rights and ethics,
cross-cultural communication is a pertinent componef self-governed lobster
management iknama’ki

While the LMP guidelines are innovative, they s@ @mly represent a
voluntary commitment to Mi'kmag-led fisheries magaagnt. They complement
AFS agreements, which primarily cover ecologicaldglines and supply Mi'kmaq
with funds to manage their FSC fisheries sustaindtbbwever, | would suggest that
following the LMP guidelines, effectively assertslective rights to self-government
and decolonizes Mi'kmaq lobster fisheries from Df@meworks and non-native
discourses. If the implementation of the LMP iscassful, it may form the basis of
Mi'kmag-led co-management with DFO and replaceAR8 agreements, as Shelley
Denny anticipates (Denny, 2007).

d) Management Objectives and Methods for the MMP

Given that non-native hunters are prohibited tothuoose for 49 weeks of
the year and in the DNR “Moose Draw” lottery havehance of 3.6 % of winning a
license to hunt one modsethe absence of provincial regulations for Mi'knragy
cause conflict and concern. The reports of Mi'krtedgng multiple animals, selling
their harvest or their communal rights to non-rafpeople inevitably fans the fire.
Fuelled by sensationalizing media reports (Gourl2a906), some non-native
discourses in Nova Scotia perceive Mi'kmaqg hunéersvasteful and irresponsible,
and also consider Mi'kmag hunting rights as a thieethe common resource.

However, since the Cape Breton Highlands supporhealthy moose
population, the sustainability of the Mi'kmag mookent is of no immediate
concer? (G1, 2007). Primarily, the MMP aims to facilitatkarmony between
Mi'kmaqg and non-Mi'’kmaq users of the resource” (007) by “resolv[ing] the
current un-managed moose harvest” (MMWG, 2007)c&ihis has allowed some
irresponsible hunting by Mi'kmag, the managementhoas of the MMP “may
include a tagging/licensing system for Mi'kmagq feasters” (MMWG, 2007). The
UINR is expected to take a lead role in the MMP #&ad extensive experience
employing both MEK and universal science. It is éphat a balance of traditional
and modern knowledge will revitalize traditional rtesting approaches of
Netukulimkand manage the moose hunt sustainably. The dref® Mrinciples also
feature enforcement by Mi'kmaq Guardians and aerrative justice system for
Mi'kmagq rights abusers (MMWG, 2007). In summarye MMP aims to counteract

311n 2008, 10,071 hunters from all over Nova Scapalied for 363 licenses (DNR).
32 Although G1 indicated that the Mi'kmag moose hemild pose a threat in future if no monitoring
is in place.
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irresponsible Mi'kmagq hunting by culturally apprigpe regulations, monitoring and
enforcement.

The MMP is intended as to manage the Mi'kmaq mbaseest on Mi'kmaq
terms and independently from the DNR system for-mative hunters. The MMP
was initiated by the Grand Council, which mandatétiR to consult with all
Mi'’kmaq communities of Nova Scotia to gather comityumput. Although the
terms and methods of the MMP have not been findJitee DNR appears very open
to accommodate a new system for Mi'kmag hunters.ddvelopment of the MMP is
therefore a cooperative effort, but largely self«gmed by Mi'kmag.

While a regulated moose hunt will be new to mostkMaq hunters, the
NCNS has been maintaining a self-governed systermdoage and monitor its
members’ harvesting activities, which also featuarsextensive system of tagging
and reporting. The final section of this chaptefl wiscuss the exclusion of the
NCNS from the MMP and the NCNS’s system as a mddel self-governed
Mi'kmaq resource management.

e) The political ecology of LMP and MMP

The literature suggests that ‘state-led’ co-managgnarrangements risk
assimilating aboriginal Lo/TEK, which is incommenrsbie with conventional
resource management frameworks. The discussionse afww that both LMP and
MMP propose innovative management frameworks thtgnd to revitalize MEK
and Netukulimk while also employing Western, quantitative me#othis research
therefore suggests that aboriginal leadership serg&l to implementing aboriginal
Lo/TEK in effective and appropriate ways. Mi'kmagdership in EFWC and UINR
has been showing for a number of years that Westelence and TEK can be
effectively combined.

Both case studies also found that Mi'kmaq resomraeagers were concerned
that traditional Netukulimk has been lost. This has contributed to irrespoasibl
Mi'kmaq harvesting practices, which have also dtet non-native fishers and
hunters. The combination of culturally approprigtedelines (based oNetukuliml
and enforcement (by Mi'kmaq Guardians) is hopedetmourage responsible
Mi'’kmaq harvest in the spirit of communal FSC reseuwrights. This suggests that
Netukulimkis essential to guide Mi'kmaqg to responsible hstrvevhich may calm
Barsh’s concern thatletukulimkhas lost its traditional significance and is mgrel
“deployed as a tool of modern-day political disc®ir(2002:17).

Despite the importance oRNetukulimk for Mi'kmag, Mi'kmaqg resource
managers agree (some reluctantly) that it is nibicent to manage today’s political
ecology of fragile ecosystems, commercial resousse and multiple resource users
with competing interests. Therefore, both LMP andi® employ quantitative
methods to monitor and sustain the Mi'kmaqg harvestthermore, this will likely
calm non-native concerns about the sustainabifitthe FSC harvest, regardless of
how accurate or fair non-native representationMifmaq resource use are. With
their strategic use of quantitative methods, Mi'kjrere employing non-traditional
methods to communicate their capacity and commitmenmanage their FSC
harvest responsibly. This is proactive and innaeatias the literature does not
discuss the use of Western methods under aborigiadérship.

The Mikmagq initiatives show that the use of quatite methods can
effectively bring clarity to Mi'kmaq harvesting pains and counter critical non-
native discourses, while the revitalization of ttahal knowledge andNetukulimk
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aims to provide Mi'kmaq with culturally appropriageidelines for sustainable and
ethical FSC harvest.

Nevertheless, Tim Martin indicated that quantitatieporting and monitoring
in the NCNS system primarily serves non-native godernmental expectations and
standards of resource management (Martin, 2007sudgested that the guidelines
of Netukulimkwere more important to encourage responsible asglectful hunting
by Mi'kmaqg. Martin also indicated that some Mi'kmiagrvesters may not support
regulations that lack culturally appropriate guide$. This was part of the reason
why the attempts to co-manage Mi'kmaq FSC harvgstin1989 and 1990 failed
(Martin, 2007).

The above discussions show that the political epotf Mi'kmaq lobster and
moose harvest is complicated by more political tkanlogical factors. While the
natural environment can accommodate Mi'kmaq hargésvbster and moose for
FSC purposes, Mi'kmaq rights, management methodsoatologies are neither
accommodated in conventional management framewar&s in non-native
discourses. The LMP and MMP have been developedrudidkmaq leadership and
constitute innovative frameworks that effectivebgpond to the political ecology of
the Mi'kmagq lobster and moose harvest. The follgnwsaction will discuss how they
are supported by the government, while also pragidrameworks for the self-
governed management of the Mi'kmaq FSC harvest.

4. The LMP and MMP as Self-Governed Co-Management

Responding to the research objectives, the abovgoss discussed the
political ecology of the Mi'kmagqg harvest and how ttMP and MMP respond to its
challenges. This section will discuss the LMP an®i®Mwith reference to the
Mikmaq agenda of self-government, which underlidskmaq aspirations in
resource management.

Both case studies show that Mi'kmaq leadership aididiral principles are
essential to effectively and sustainably manageMhlemaq FSC harvest. Mi'kmaq
maintain leadership in developing, monitoring anfbecing the management plans
and are supported with some cooperation and furata fjovernmental agencies.
Furthermore, both LMP and MMP were initiated andl ise¢ overseen by the Grand
Council, which is effectively reclaiming its traihal leadership role in Mi'kmagq
resource management (Battiste, 1997; Hipwell, 200hgrefore, | will characterize
the LMP and MMP as cases of ‘self-governed co-meamemt’.

This also transcends the dichotomy of co-managemettself-government
of the Mi'kmag harvest that the findings revealed/i'kmaq discourses. On the one
hand, traditionalist Mi’kmagq call for self-governnte@nd are sceptical of engaging in
co-management relations that employ non-traditi@tance and methods; on the
other hand, modern Mi'’kmagq resource managers saakahrelationships with DNR
and DFO and complement traditional principles witbdern methods. Both LMP
and MMP follow the latter path, which may reflecpgressive agenda of the self-
governed Grand Council.

In any case, since these co-management initiaéireeghe first in Nova Scotia
to devolve substantial responsibilities to Mi'kmegg advance their agenda of self-
government, the position of Mi'kmag has greatly aadbed since 1997, when
Berneshawi suggested that Mi'kmaq participationdamanagement was still out of
reach (Berneshawi, 1997). As discussed in ChaptBerheshawi did indicate that a
Mi'’kmag-governed independent system of resource agement would best
accommodate Mi'kmaq needs. This is in line with thare recent concerns in the
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literature of the assimilative potential of intefjva co-management and Stevenson’s
response of the Two-Row Wampum model (2006), whgs$erts that aboriginal and
non-native harvest are best managed in two pamalglagement systems. Both the
LMP and MMP operate independently of regulationsrfon-native resource users
and do not attempt to integrate Mi'kmaq interesisconventional frameworks.
Therefore, both LMP and MMP follow Berneshawi’'s 9X9 advice and essentially
Stevenson’s model of the Two-Row Wampum.

Given the legacy of marginalization of Mi'kmag ir@sts in resource
management in Nova Scotia, Barsh (2002), Doyle-B#id& Cohen (2001) and
governmental interviewee G2 (G2, 2007) insist thatonus of reconciliation is now
on the side of the government. This research stgtfest both provincial and federal
governments (represented in the LMP and MMP pripary DFO and DNR,
respectively) acknowledge that the Mi'kmaqg initiea8 are more appropriate and
effective than conventional frameworks and suppbem. Neither my interview
findings nor my observations indicate that governtakecontrol is being imposed on
Mi'’kmaq harvest, as it has been argued for the Ag®ements (Davis & Jentoft,
2001; Hipwell, 2001). Rather, both Shelley Denng &1 indicated that an enhanced
level of Mi'kmag self-government and a more equéahare of responsibilities is in
the government’s interest (Denny, 2007; G1, 20Which is also expressed in the
draft MMP (MMWG, 2007). As indicated in the discims of the LMP, self-
governed resource management frameworks on Mi'kbeaops can effectively
decolonize Mi'kmaq harvest from governmental cdnémod reconcile postcolonial
and cross-cultural relations. Driven by Mi'kmagq iespons of self-government, both
initiatives rely on mutual Mi'kmag-government réais, which may point the way
towards a new partnership, which the ongoing FraonkevAgreement negotiations
also anticipate.

5. Political Ecology of Ontological Difference

This section will discuss some of the underlyingcdrsive aspects of
Mi'’kmaq resource rights, knowledge, ethics and sxmdtural differences, which
both the LMP and MMP need to negotiate. In refegetac Escobar (2006), | will
argue that these cross-cultural confrontationsrarstonceptions are essentially due
to different cultural constructions of resource ;ubewever, different views on
colonization and co-existence in regards to Mi'kmigbts will also be highlighted.
This discussion will draw on Escobar’s poststrualist framework and his concept
of “cultural distribution conflicts” (Escobar, 2006

Several scholars have pointed out that the ressutoeconstruct and
legitimize different ideas of resource use are endgy distributed among actors
(Belsky, 2002; Escobar, 2006; Paulsral, 2003). Consequently, decision making
power in the management of aboriginal resourcesbeamxecuted by privileging
Western constructions of nature and marginalizingriginal ontologies (Howitt &
Suchet-Pearson, 2006; Suchet, 2002; Willems-Bra@@y7)

a) Cross-Cultural Understanding of Ethics, Knowledge and Rights

The literature reviewed in Chapter 4 agrees thahaoagement is challenged
by fundamentally incommensurable ontologies of ratuesources and human
resource use (Escobar, 2006; Suchet, 2002). Thelogital difference between
Mi'kmaqg and non-native ways of resource use auostithted in the case studies in
regards to Mi'kmaqg knowledgéletukulimkand resource rights. Since conventional
frameworks of resource management do not accommddtat Mi'kmaqg ontology,
Mi'kmagq claims to knowledge, ethics and rightsrarsconceived.
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Mi'kmaq concepts of MEK andNetukulimk are grounded in a holistic
worldview, where humans maintain intricate and pemal relations to their
environment. Since non-native ontologies allow farman domination of their
environment, they do not accommodate Mi'kmaq caisgephich may contribute to
non-native distrust of Mi'kmaqg resource managenoapacity based on MEK and
Netukulimk

In turn, some Mi'kmaq | spoke to objected to theéurex of non-native
commercial and recreational resource harvest antbtdd that non-natives have
respectful and ethical ways of resource managenidns. is reflected by Clifford
Paul's statement that “if a non-native person hadrmhts, they'd ... have nothing
but blood on [their] hands” (Paul, 2007). Likewiseme Mi'kmaqg do not trust that
universal science can sufficiently manage ecolégigatems and resource harvest.
Tom Johnson refers to these notions when he agky ‘should we rely on science
... when it has not done any good in the past 100s¥&4Johnson, 2007). Indeed,
the demise of the Atlantic ground fishery in the9@9 is the most prominent local
case for scientific mis-management. The fact tharmmg signs of changing
spawning patterns in the Bras d’Or Lakes were oleskby MEK, but disregarded
by DFO (Hipwell, 2001), may have contributed to Rvhiaq scepticism towards
universal science in resource management.

While misconceptions and distrust of MEK amktukulimk are due to
ontological difference or nature and harvest, Mékpand non-native conceptions of
Mi'kmagq resource rights are due to different viemscolonization and co-existence.
Although my research did not address this expjicidifferent understandings and
premises of resource rights often became eviderthénshortcomings of cross-
cultural communication, which contributes to thenttoversy and confrontation
around the Mikmaq FSC harvest. Not consideringléigacy of colonization, non-
native discourses may portray Mi'kmaq rights tmipty access as unfair and rather
call for equal resource access. In reference toigibhal claims, | often heard non-
native claims of customary resource use over sgoaegenerations, even if this has
relied on colonial marginalization of Mi'kmag acse$n turn, Mi'kmaq hold that
their recently affirmed rights are but remnantdaieed from colonial dispossession.

b) Negotiating Ontological Difference

Both LMP and MMP need to negotiate non-native mmseptions of
Mi'kmaq knowledge, ethics and rights, which shohat tontological difference and
cross-cultural representations shape resource rear@ayg decisions. These
discursive aspects are thus integral to the palitecology of aboriginal resource
access.

In Escobar’s terms, Mi'kmaq do not hold the “resesrto construct” and
justify ontological and cultural dimensions of thétSC harvest. The *“cultural
distribution conflict” in Nova Scotia means that'kfnagq ways are “deniedh the
face of mainstream non-native values and framew@ksobar, 2006:10).

Limited cross-cultural communication and understagdof ontological
difference are partly responsible for non-nativecdurses that dismiss Mi'’kmaq
concepts of MEK,Netukulimkor resource rights. The objective of the LMP to
enhance cross-cultural communication of Mi'lkmaa@uese management is therefore
a very proactive attempt to reconcile these ‘caltwlistribution conflicts’. In turn,
Tom Johnson (EFWC) questions the need for recatioifi:
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“Have non-native accusations in regards to Firsttida resource
management and rights to resources affected odityabo operate?”
(Johnson, 2007)

In any case, the case studies show that ontolodiffatences are at the heart
of cross-cultural debates concerning Mi'kmag FS@vdst. While Mi'kmaq are
trying to bridge this lack of understanding, norirediscourses and representations
do not acknowledge the distinct cultural contextMifkmaq harvest, ethics and
rights. In this context, the case studies of selfegned, culturally appropriate
resource management need to be considered asrdidistteps decolonizing cross-
cultural misconceptions.

6. Ontological Literacy and Capacity for Self-Government

This section will briefly discuss Mi'kmaq optionsorf environmental
education inJnama’kiin the light of the apparent the lossNdtukulimkin Mi'kmaq
communities. A further discussion of Mi'kmaqg capador resource management
will respond to the cross-cultural misconceptionsd aontological differences
indicated above.

Although my findings have highlighted a loss inditeonal harvesting
approaches, most formal capacity building initiesivfor Mi'kmaqg (as listed in
Chapter 5) have been in the field of scientificotese management. However, as
there are limited education options for reserve momties inUnama’kiy Mi'kmagq
interviewees were very positive about a growingdref Mi'kmaq science students.
Although this was not a focus of my inquiry, mydings do not indicate any
assimilative potential of education options Wnama’ki Rather, the Integrative
Science Program MSIT at CBU, which is guided bykm&q elders, is very
proactive and promising to educate both Mi'kmaq maod-native students in ‘Two-
Eyed Seeing’ (Institute for Integrative Science &aith, 2008). This suggests that
Mi'’kmaq guidance may help safeguard Mi'’kmaq edooadind help to accommodate
Mi'kmaq knowledge in formal education initiatives.

Stevenson has raised concerns that many capaditinguinitiatives for
aboriginal employability in modern resource managetnevitably (and potentially
intentionally) co-opt aboriginal people into contienal resource management
frameworks (Stevenson, 2006); ontological diffeeeaad cultural contexts are thus
‘denied’, as is the case in assimilative co-managegm

To fully understand the risks of co-optation in a&aipy building, several
authors point out that aboriginal people must ebtaitical ‘literacy’ of Western
ontologies of resource management (Howitt & Sudhedrson, 2006; Stevenson,
2006). On the other hand, for co-management relstido be mutually
comprehensive, Howitt also suggests that non-nat@surce managers need to
obtain some “professional literacy” of aboriginaitologies, which will let them
understand the interests and rights of aborigieabfe in their vital cultural context
(Howitt, 2001).

For the latter end, the NCNS has been proactivdewising co-operative
enforcement guidelines with DNR (DNR, 2002) anddimd workshops with
governmental agents to explain the cultural specihf Mi'kmaq interests in resource
management (Martin, 2007). This further illustrates significant role of the NCNS
in Mi'kmaq resource management, and thus will becudised in the following
section.
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7. Self-Government by the NCNS

a) Introduction

After indicating throughout this thesis that the N&has a successful system
of harvesting management, | now want to suggedt tthee NCNS system is an
effective model for self-governed co-management. Bjerring to additional
interview insights, | will also discuss some ungierd aspects of the wider political
landscape of Mi'kmaq resource management in Nowdigmamely, the reserve
system and tensions between on- and off-reserdendd.

b) The Conflict between the NCNS and the Chiefs-in-Council

The exclusion of the NCNS from the MMP illustratis® political divide
within the Mi'kmaq natioff. In order to explain the exclusion, the underlying
conflict between the Chiefs-in-Council and the NCNfay be explored in more
depth, which will indicate the significance of thiide for future Mi'kmag resource
management.

The leadership of the off-reserve Mi'kmaqg commupitytrays the Chiefs-in-
Council as mere puppets for the federal INAC (Incaad Northern Affairs Canada),
which operate in a non-traditional, dysfunctiongétem of Indian Act governance
(Hunka, 2007). Subjected to neo-colonial governaneserve-based Mi'kmaq have
been marginalized within their ancestral homelamd, depend on federal services to
maintain a life on reserve (Hunka, 2007). Nevedbgl my observations in Mi'kmagq
reserve communities suggest that reserve-basedikdentity discourses consider
NCNS members as not ‘real Indians’.

Rather, reserve-based Mi'kmaq may hold a “mentalitjow the reserve, in
their acceptance of the Indian act [is] the deteation of their identity” (Hunka,
2007). When | asked Marshall about how Mi'kmaq ides are tied to a life on
reserve, he adds:

“[l]f they understand that you can leave a reseraad stay an

Indian, you've won the battle, but if you think thdy way you can be
an Indian is to stay on reserve, then you are comul to be on that
reserve. ... A reserve does not make an Indian. Whée down! A

reserve does not make an Indian.” (Marshall, 2007b)

In response to my subsequent question if the NCR&lners — which have to
prove their Mi'kmaq family lineage to gain membépsk subvert the racist
categories of Indian ‘status’ and the perils okres life, which are prescribed by the
Indian Act, Marshall is quick to agree:

“They are actually! And this is maybe sacrilegiobsit | think that's
actually a better model to look at. These are oateBtinians, these
are our people, who have moved away, but they @rdusictioning.
And they still have their Mi'kmag mentality, the 'Rvihaq belief
system, so they are no less Mi’kmaq than | amjnkth (Marshall,
2007b)

The NCNS considers itself the “Self-governing Autho for the large
community of Mi’lkmag/Aboriginal Peoples residingdiighout traditional Mi’kmagq
territory in Nova Scotia undisplaced to Indian Aetservations” (NCNS, 2006).

3 A discussion of the role of the NCNS in regardshi® LMP is not relevant, since the LMP governs
the lobster fisheries of the fildnama’kireserve communities; the NCNS has negotiatedits AFS
agreement with DFO to regulate the FSC fisherigssahembers (Martin, 2007).
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Encouraged by Marshall’'s comments above, | willgagy that the NCNS effectively
decolonizes the off-reserve Mi'lkmaqg community. Apwell shows how Mi'kmagq

assertions of resource rights effectively reterde the Mi'kmaqg nation (Hipwell,

2004a), the NCNS may hold a special role in manmg the Mi'kmag stake
“throughout traditional Mi'kmagq territory” (NCNS0P6).

While this thesis does not aim to investigate issokMi'kmaq identities,
governance, or territorial integrity; as the foliog sections will suggest, the conflict
between on- and off-reserve Mi'kmagq is integraht political ecology of the MMP
and aspirations of Mi'kmaq self-government.

c) Self-governed resource management by the NCNS

Apart from decolonizing governance, my findingsGhapter 5 show that the
NCNS has been maintaining a very successful systemanage its members’ FSC
harvesting activities. Tim Martin (NCNS8letukulimkewe’lCommissioner) is very
confident about the NCNS management system. Inorsgpto Chiefs-in-Council
requesting federal funds to manage harvesting iieivhe said: “We can set up a
management system for any of these reserves ihstantl we can probably do it for
no money.” (Martin, 2007). Emphasizing the goodtiehship between NCNS and
DNR, Martin further asserts that the initiative tbbE NCNS undermines the status
and capacity of Chiefs-in-Council or reserve goaege:

“We got letters from the DNR’s minister over theng because we
compile this information and as a courtesy we semdf to the DNR
minister saying: ‘This is what we harvested lasiry®lease turn this
into information for your biologists.” And they skas back a letter
saying: ‘Thank you very much. It's amazing that gan do this and
it's very responsible to do this. We wish your bess and sisters on
the reserve would follow your lead.” [Laughter] Bsie, it drives a
nail into the chief’s coffin again.” (Martin, 2007)

Here, Martin asserts that Mi'kmaq Chiefs-in-Courdnl not appreciate the
NCNS initiative, as it suggests their incompeteaod inefficiency. Interestingly,
Lindsay Marshall (ex-Chief-in-Council and Mi'kmagaalemic leader) agrees and
the NCNS makes better use of its funds than resanvecils:

“I mean the NC [Native Council] should be givena bf credit for
sustaining themselves, where their funding has be®spped or
dropped or not as intense as the reserves’, byt'hestill managing
to get by. Whereas the chiefs in their communiidhis is getting
critical — some of them have squandered a lot sbueces and so the
communities are continuously paying for the mistak&f the
leadership.” (Marshall, 2007b)

Marshall makes clear that this is due to the Ind\aty which has installed
systems of reserve governance that have limitedustability to the community and
foster self-interest and corruption within the Baaluncils.

Independent of the problems that surround reseovergance, | will suggest
that the NCNS system of FSC harvest managemeritsfdbme of the central
objectives of self-governed resource managemengp@ted by my findings, this
may be evidenced by: the self-governed memberglgistry; the ATRA (Aboriginal
and Treaty Rights Access) passport system thatesabn-status Mi'kmagq to access
Mi'’kmaq harvesting rights; and the effective mamaget of all FSC harvesting
activities without government interference.
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The NCNS-DNR relationship features some co-opezatlement¥ and does
not seem to suffer from the power imbalances that do-management literature
warns of. This may be in part due to the fact thatgovernment does not devolve
any funds to the NCNS and supports its initiati@k;together, the NCNS operates
outside the controversial government-funded ressystem, to which struggles for
funding and sovereignty are latent.

d) The political ecology of NCNS exclusion

The discussions above have illustrated some aspétt® conflict between
the NCNS and Chiefs-in-Council, as well as the NCB\&tem of resource
management. Most importantly, this discussion awrplathat the fundamental
differences between the NCNS and the reserve systemmot facilitate joint
approaches to resource management, but rather tmstgetition and jealousy. This
conflict may not be reconciled within the MMP amderviewee G1 warned that “[if
the MMP] is not inclusive of non-status Indiansail probably be challenged in
court and it will possibly not be implemented” (2D07). Given that the MMP is a
pilot project of the more extensive Framework Agneat negotiations that aim to
set the agenda for a postcolonial Mi'kmag-goverrinpantnership in Nova Scotia,
the conflict between on- and off-reserve Mi'kmacpase to be addressed at some
stage. For now, the political ecology of the exidnsof the NCNS is marked by
issues of power and representation, despite thencominterest of all Mi'kmaq to
have sustainable and self-governed access to E8Q0roes.

However, it is not the intent of my thesis, nor feeus of my insights to
discuss this particular matter any further. In rdgato the research objectives of
exploring Mi'kmag approaches to resource manageraedtself-government, the
NCNS experience does give some significant insigta the politics of Mi'kmaq
resource rights and co-management.

As | indicated in my methodology chapter, my reskaprogress — and
arguably this representation — was influenced byimsightful encounters with the
NCNS and subsequent discussions of their role fkrivliq resource management. |
will conclude on my positionality in regards to MYCNS discussion in the final
chapter.

My wider discussion of the differences between @md off-reserve
governance show that the conflict between NCNS@méfs-in-Council is persistent
and will possibly not be reconciled by the Chiefsdouncil, who rely on the status
that the Indian Act grants them. This shows that lidian Act has divided the
Mi'kmaqg nation and neither actor has both the e@geand the political leverage to
decolonize the Mi'kmagq nation. Here it is signifitthat the Mi'kmaq Grand Council
IS reclaiming its position in resource managememt as a unifying representative
body of the Mi'kmaq nation. Given that the NCN&lso excluded from the tripartite
Framework Agreement negotiations, it remains teden if either Mi'kmaqg Chiefs-
in-Council, governmental agencies or the Mi'kmacaar@r Council will advocate
reconciling the postcolonial divide of the Mi'’kmagtion.

% This may be evidenced by the fact that the NCNBintarily feeds its harvesters’ reporting data
back to DNR, as indicated above. Also, the NCNSaioled conservation guidelines from DFO
experts for all fish species in Nova Scotia to eaghat its members’ fishing activities do not pase
threat to the resource (Martin, 2007).
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D. Summary: Difference and Reconciliation

In reference to both the literature and researodirigs, this chapter has
discussed the challenging political ecology of Mit&kmaq lobster and moose harvest
and has shown how the LMP and MMP aim to negotfate | have argued that both
management plans are based on innovative framevwadrke®-management, which
effectively integrate Mi'kmaq knowledge holders awdltural guidelines of
Netukulimk while also incorporating modern, scientific methoBoth plans employ
culturally appropriate monitoring and enforcemettl$, which promise to revitalize
traditional principles of sustainable resource Us&.a ‘communication document’,
the LMP has an explicit objective to showcase Mékntommitment to sustainable
and respectful harvesting, this aims to enhancesetaltural communication and
erode non-native concerns that the Mi'kmag harigsinsustainable. Both plans
complement traditional guidelines with quantitativenitoring, which can ensure
that the Mi'kmag harvest is within its ecologicahits. Importantly, the findings
show that Mi'kmagq leadership and cultural princpban effectively guide Mi'kmag
harvesting as well as co-management arrangements.

While my discussions above directly respond to mgearch objectives, |
also discussed some fundamental issues of Mi'kmespurce management.
Responding to the dichotomy of Mi'kmaq discoursdgoaating either traditionalist
self-government or co-management, my analysis sigdkat both LMP and MMP
embrace Mi'kmaqg aspirations of self-government, @aso the benefits of
governmental co-operation. | have therefore deedrthem as cases of self-governed
co-management and indicated that this empoweriagrgi of responsibilities is in
the government’s interest.

Furthermore, both LMP and MMP operate largely iretegently from
regulations for non-native resource users and finereesemble Stevenson’s model
of the Two-Row Wampum (2006). In reference to tlssirailative potential of
integrative co-management, Stevenson suggests athatiginal resource access
should be managed by separate, culturally appriepfiameworks, which co-exist
with a non-native system (Stevenson, 2006). Inaese to my concerns (as noted in
Chapter 4) that this may not reconcile competingrasts for common resources,
both management plans monitor and communicatexiemteof the Mi'kmaq harvest
to enhance its sustainability and transparency.

As another fundamental issue, | explored some caases for critical non-
native discourses of Mi'kmaqg resource managemeetalse Mi'kmag and non-
native ontologies conceive of resource knowledgace and rights very differently,
non-native discourses cannot consider MB¥etukulimkand Mi'’kmaq resource
rights in their vital cultural contexts. Faced Ihystcolonial dominance of Western
ontologies, Mi'kmag do not have the resources tatecdualize their harvest and
decolonize mainstream representations. Therefongs tcultural distribution
conflict” (Escobar, 2006) underlies the Mikmaq \est regardless of its
sustainability. The political ecology of ontologlicdifference is thus marked by
incommensurable approaches to resource harvestaatwimmunication gap that
perpetuates cross-cultural misconceptions. Consdlgué portrayed the objective of
the LMP to enhance cross-cultural communicatiorlMdkmaqg ontologies as very
pro-active and pertinent.

Given these differences, non-native resource masageed to better
understand Mi'kmaq ontologies, as this is an aspktteir “professional literacy”
(Howitt, 2001). In terms of Mi'kmaq capacity buildi needs, | suggested that
Mi'kmaq could become critically literate of the kssinherent in conventional
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resource management frameworks and the use of Westgence, in order to
develop pro-active strategies for self-governedmamagement. In my review of
current capacity building initiatives, | indicatdae need to enhance and potentially
institutionalize the learning of traditional Lo/TEKnd Netukulimkto sustain its
revitalization.

Apart from cross-cultural differences, my findingiso indicated a ‘division
of actors’ between the NCNS and the Chiefs-in-Cduhaliscussed fundamental
differences and tensions between the NCNS andwveesgovernance in order to
explain the exclusion of the NCNS from the MMPhbwed that this conflict is an
inherent phenomenon of the Canadian political leaps and suggested that the self-
government of the NCNS effectively decolonizes tiffereserve community from
the Indian Act.
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This final chapter will reconsider the researchbpgm and objectives that
this thesis addressed. The research findings aid stgnificance will be reviewed
and areas of further research will be indicategbsing research questions that this
research encountered. | will conclude with a rditec on my positionality as a
political agent of the NCNS and as a research studd aboriginal and
poststructuralist methodologies.

A. Research Problem and Objectives Revisited

The aim of this thesis has been to explore how rilscent Lobster
Management Plan (LMP) and Moose Management Plan RMMegotiate the
political ecology of Mi'kmaq resource managemerd guaide the sustainable and
self-governed lobster and moose harvest by Mi'kmag.

Ecologically, the Mi'kmaq harvest takes place iagfte ecosystems, where
industrial resource exploitation has marginalizedtomary Mi'kmaq resource use.
Furthermore, the political ecology of the Mi'kmagr¥est is marked by political and
cross-cultural tensions, as well as competitionvbeth Mi'kmaq communities.

The research problem, which makes these managgsteerd necessary and
justifies the research aim of this thesis, is thdack of effective and appropriate
regulation has led to cross-cultural conflict anduacertain ecological impact of the
Mi'kmaq lobster and moose harvest. Without the MIhe, majority of the Mi'kmag
moose harvest is neither regulated nor monitottdd; ltas caused opposition within
the non-native hunting community and has also atb¥or some excessive hunting
by Mi'kmag. Prior to the LMP, the Mi'kmaqg Food, &dcand Ceremonial (FSC)
fisheries of lobster were regulated by the pambffiective federal AFS agreements
and some Mi'kmaq have engaged in irresponsible ansustainable fishing
practices. As in the case of the Mi'kmaq moose ,hind has led to much concern
amongst both Mi'kmag and non-native resource masage

While Mi'kmaq have traditionally managed their hest without formal,
governmental regulations, a lack of traditionalorese knowledge and harvesting
ethics (Netukulimlk has been observed within the Mi'kmaq communitith@ugh
irresponsible fishing and hunting may be the exoepthe apparent absence of both
traditional and governmental regulations for thékMaq harvest has fuelled non-
native discourses of the “rapacious Native” (MacBldn 2005:282), which are
critical of Mi'kmag resource rights and harvestprgctice.

Politically, the government of Canada had to beisadl by the Supreme
Court of Canada (SCC) to acknowledge Mi'kmaqg resmuights and negotiate with
Mi'kmagq in good faith. However, the government hagely attempted to manage
Mi'kmagq fisheries with conventional resource mamaget frameworks. According
to the literature, these bear the risk that ‘inségl’ aboriginal Lo/TEK is assimilated
and aboriginal stakeholders effectively colonized.

Given the research aim in this problematic politieaology context, the
research objectives of this thesis have been tmexpow the LMP and MMP:

— Incorporate universal science, Mi'kmaqg Ecologicabi@ledge (MEK)
andNetukulimk(traditional Mi'kmag harvesting ethic);

— Respond to Mi'kmaq abuses of communal resourcéstighd to non-
native discourses of Mi'kmaq harvesting ethic;
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— Enhance the sustainability of the Mi'kmag harvest.
B. Research Findings and Significance

1. Synthesis of Research Findings

Discussing the LMP and MMP as well as their paditiecology context, this
thesis has documented a number of findings, whiaktiate Mi'’kmagq strategies to
self-govern their FSC harvest of lobster and mobsegue that both case studies
illustrate innovative management frameworks andratpeas self-governed co-
management arrangements under Mi'kmaq leadership.effectively address
Mi'’kmaq harvesters, both management plans emphasizeevitalize the traditional
ethical guidelines ofNetukulimk and integrate Mi'kmag communities into the
management. To ensure the sustainability of theesarthey also employ scientific
methods to monitor Mi'kmagq harvesting activities.

While the Mi'kmaq lobster and moose harvest islehgkd by critical non-
native discourses, the LMP and MMP will likely cobtite to cross-cultural
reconciliation by implementing formal harvestingguéations and new co-
management partnerships. To illustrate the rooseawf cross-cultural conflicts, |
showed how ontological differences of resource preelude holistic understanding
of Mi'kmagq ecological ethics and knowledge. In &ddi, Mi'kmaq resource rights
are contested due to different Mi'kmaq and nonveatiscourses of colonization and
co-existence. Therefore, this research suggestsnibranative representations of
Mi'kmagq resource knowledge, ethics and rights espansible for the cross-cultural
tensions that mark the political ecology of Mi'kmagsource management.
Consequently, | portrayed the aim of the LMP to tdbate to cross-cultural
communication as a pro-active Mi'kmaq strategy,egithe need for non-native
resource managers to obtain ‘ontological literagfyaboriginal knowledge, ethics
and rights.

Apart from the LMP and MMP, this research also emtered the
management system of the NCNS, which implementsreéseurce rights of off-
reserve and non-status Mi'kmag. | showed that tG& 8l framework successfully
incorporates some elements of cultural revitalmaand self-government, which the
LMP and MMP anticipate. Despite their proven mamaget capacity, the NCNS is
excluded from the MMP by the Mi'kmaq Chiefs-in-Coiinthis is due to a lasting
conflict between the on-reserve and off-reserve kiilg communities and
competition over resource rights. My discussion tbhis conflict explains the
exclusion of the NCNS and indicates its signifiearor future endeavours of co-
management and self-government. | show how colamalications of the Indian
Act are responsible for this divide and argue thatNCNS in part decolonizes the
Mi'kmagq nation.

2. Practical Significance of Research Findings

I will next indicate the significance of this resefa to the wider Mi'kmagq
research community. This will lay a foundation foy subsequent recommendations
for further research.

The Mi'kmagq right to harvest moose and lobster waly affirmed by the
SCC in 1985 and 1990, respectively, and the Mi'kdad until more recently not
been accommodated in resource management in Nostga §Berneshawi, 1997).
Some Mi'kmaq interviewees hope that the LMP and Mtk a turn of the tides,
which will let Mi'kmaq establish self-governed sysis of resource management.
Importantly, this research reveals a significanteli@oment of Mi'kmaq capacity and
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leadership, as well as governmental support farsitmns towards Mi'kmag-led co-
management. Given the pivotal point in time andftw that scholarly discussions
of Mi'kmaq resource management and self-governmaw been sparse, this thesis
represents a timely documentation and discussion.

My discussion of the challenges and Mi'kmaq stiakegnvolved may
provide some insight for the ongoing developmenthef LMP and MMP, while the
political ecology context is relevant to future oegtions of co-management and
self-government in Nova Scotia. This thesis caneipilly enhance the public
awareness and credibility of the Mi'kmaq capacdyntanage their FSC harvest
sustainably. More specifically, | have aimed tarifyacross-cultural misconceptions
by illustrating the underlying ontological differegs. Here, the Mi'’kmaq community
could benefit from an independent academic disonssas Mi'kmaq have limited
resources to promote the cultural significancehefrtharvest themselves.

Given the political ecology context, the Mi'kmaq sgmn in resource
management is similar to that of other aboriginammunities in Canada and
internationally. My documentation of Mikmaq strgites for self-government and
cultural revitalization may be inspirational ortingtive for the development of other
aboriginal communities.

While my research interest for the position of M&NS was controversial
and atypical in Nova Scotia, | argued that it iegral for the success of the MMP to
address this. Since the NCNS is politically martgreal in Nova Scotia, my
discussion of their position is arguably particlyagignificant and remains one of
few scholarly accounts of the work of the NCNS.ill discuss my positionality as a
political agent for the NCNS in my concluding retiens at the end of this chapter.

C. Recommendations for Further Research

This research has provided some significant insigito the development of
the LMP and MMP and has indicated their strategied prospects. However, this
thesis cannot conclude with specific recommendatasthe LMP is only in its trial
period and the MMP is still under negotiation. Eamore, this is arguably not within
my methodology or positionality. Nevertheless, mgights from the case studies
and discussions of the political ecology contexald® me to conclude here with
some recommendations for further research, whighlllindicate in the form of
research questions in three areas: off-reservagahar communities, cross-cultural
relations, and co-management.

I have indicated that the conflict between the NGii@# Mi'kmaqg Chiefs-in-
Council is inherent in the Indian Act and appaiardther aboriginal communities in
Canada. Nevertheless, the situation of off-reseaberiginal people and their
position in aboriginal (self-)governance and reseumanagement does not receive
much academic attention. | suggest that this freljdresents a host of pertinent
research questions, which may include the following

— How can the latent conflict between reserve andedérve communities
be reconciled and what is the role of the goverrirnrethis process?

— In the context of aboriginal aspirations for seffivgrnment and
decolonization, what significance do traditionatgmance systems
have?

— What can reserve communities learn from the expeei®f off-reserve
communities and vice versa; and how can this exghae facilitated?
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— How are aboriginal identities expressed and sustiiim reserve and off-
reserve communities?

— Are reserves perceived as places of marginalizatmzhlimited
opportunity or as enclaves for cultural revitaligatand self-government?

This thesis has suggested that the controversisilserultural relations that
are evident in both case studies are partly duernimlogical differences and
misconceptions of aboriginal knowledge and resotigtgs. To further explore these
insights, 1 will suggest two broad research areas:

— How are non-native discourses of aboriginal resmughts and
harvesting ethics affected by ontological and caltdifferences of
resource use? While this thesis addressed thisigues regards to
customary Mi'kmaq FSC harvest, an exploration ai-traditional
resource sectors, such as commercial fisheriesstigror mining, may be
insightful.

— What are the responsibilities of aboriginal, goweemtal and non-native
actors to advance cross-cultural communicationrandnciliation?

Although the literature of co-management and almaig Lo/TEK has
discussed a host of both theoretical and pracéispects, this research has revealed
further research questions that are underrepresamid warrant further exploration.
These may include the following:

— How can aboriginal leadership safeguard the usdofiginal Lo/TEK in
co-management arrangements?

— What role do cultural principles for aboriginal oesce harvest play in the
development of co-managed and self-governed haregshes?

— How can lessons from the study of aboriginal FSédet inform
aboriginal capacity building for commercial resaidevelopment and
cultural revitalization?

— What is the interest and role of governmental agsnao the development
of self-governed resource management regimes fmigbal
communities?

D. Reflections on Methodology and Analysis

This section concludes the thesis with some refleston the application of
my decolonization methodology and political ecoldggmework, as well as on my
positionality as a student researcher.

1. The Ethical Conundrum of Decolonizing research

Attempting to undertake decolonizing research, Yeh#&llowed Mikmagq
ethical guidelines and integrated Mi'’kmaq resegaticipants into the research and
writing process. Furthermore, the decolonizationaggm has encouraged me to
advocate — albeit mostly implicitly — for Mi'kmagsg@rations of self-governed
resource access. Here, | did encounter an ethacalndrum when researching and
representing the confrontational relations betwé®sn Mi'kmaq reserve and off-
reserve communities.

After being introduced to the position of the NCN@d its systems of
governance and resource management, | made the NCpEt of my inquiry in
Mi'kmaq reserve communities. My interest in the NECMWas questioned by some
research participants and | justified it in refererno my interview insights. As this
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implied a justification of the legitimacy of the NS, | inevitably became a political
agent of the NCNS.

Unfortunately, | may be stepping on the toes of soaserve-based Mi'kmag
friends, when | discuss the position of the NCN8véitheless, since | observed that
the position and capacity of the NCNS is often tmaked in Nova Scotia —
especially on Mi'kmaq reserves — | hold that adegdar the position of the NCNS
is necessary and may be initiated by independesgarehers such as myself.
Although | could only gain limited insight into #subject matter, | have sought to
highlight the nature of the conflict between ond aff-reserve Mi'kmag and indicate
its relevance for co-management in Nova Scotia@athdian aboriginal politics.

2. Political Ecology for Decolonization

Rather than attempting to decolonize the Mi'kmationaby embracing the
self-government of the NCNS, this research aimeddegolonize conventional
resource management frameworks and cross-cultetations by showing how
aboriginal ontologies are marginalized.

The decolonization paradigm has as its premise faloe that aboriginal
knowledge is valid but marginalized by epistematagjihegemony. Nevertheless, |
made an additional theoretical arguniéror the ontological validity of Mikmagq
concepts of resource knowledge, rights and ethadyocated ontological difference
and discovered colonial ‘cultural distribution clets’ in Nova Scotia (when
discussing the ‘Political Ecology of Ontologicalffierence’, Chapter 7).

Therefore, | argue that my theoretical frameworkntobuted to my
decolonizing approach (as | anticipated when degishe framework (see Chapter
7)). Given that the poststructuralist argument fp@aynore compelling for non-native
readers than the paradigms of an aboriginal metbggipthis thesis is a discursive
attempt to further cross-cultural communicatiorabbriginal ontologies; this is both
in the spirit of decolonization and the pursuitaftological literacy’.

Personally, poststructuralist theories did shanmpgnattention to ontological
difference and its colonial implications, which végd me to question my
understanding of aboriginal knowledge and my regmegion of aboriginal
ontologies. Reflecting on this process, | can nowidate how | negotiated the
“uneasy fit between epistemological relativism amakmative belief” (Jasanoff,
1996:412), which the premise of decolonization meyuire from non-native readers
and researchers. Here, my ontological positionabtythat of a former science
student, who has only recently learnt to apprecaderiginal epistemologies (see
Chapter 2). My patrticipation in Mi'kmaq commundeliand cultural practice under
Mi'’kmaq leadership introduced me to the ontologidiference in its relative
cultural context. | have thus gained a level oft@ogical literacy’ that has let me
appreciate Mi'kmag knowledge and erode my normdislef in the superiority of
Western epistemologies.

My engagement with Mi'kmaqg perspectives has alsothédved my
understanding of aboriginal aspirations of resouigiets and self-government. In my
subsequent engagement with academic literature,insights into the Mi'kmaqg
ontology have let me better understand Western rigeoof constructivism,
poststructuralism and postcolonialism.

% In the spirit of decolonization, it may be supeoils to employ a Western theoretical framework to
prove the validity of aboriginal culture; moreovéhnjs is arguably methodologically colonizing, as
Western frameworks and researchers cannot suffigieonvey the essential cosmological context
and aboriginal perspectives.
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For decolonizing research and reconciliation, thissis has highlighted the
need for cross-cultural communication and ‘ontakbgiiteracy’ of non-native
researchers. In this context, my research joureyirens that “one comes to know
through extended conversations and experiencesehldrs, peoples and places of
Canada” (Battiste, 2008:502).
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Appendix 1. Letter confirming ethical approvaldtgdheMi'kmaw Ethics Watch
committee

CAPE RRETON
UNIVERSITY

May 23, 2007

Bernard Huber

6 Yerevan Drive
Lower Sackville, N.S.
B4C 4A9

Dear Mr. Huber:

I wish to inform you that the Mi’kmaw Ethics Watch committee has reviewed and
approved your ethics application, “Indigenous Perspectives on the Role of
Local/Traditional Ecological Knowledge (LoTEK) in Development: The
Participation of Mi’kmagq in Resource Management in Unama’ki/Cape Breton,
Canada”.

This enables you to move forward with your project.
We would be pleased or appreciative if and when the study is completed that it
be provided so as to allow our students to build further academic foundations and
a better understanding of Indigenous knowledge.
If you have any questions concerning same, please do not hesitate to contact us.
Sincerely,

Ly {
o A S——
Lindsay Marshall
Associate Dean

Mi’kmagq College Institute

LM/vI

I P Mikmagq College Institute
Mi'kmaq Espi Kina'matno'kuom

PO Box 5300 1250 Grand Lake Road Svdnev NS B1P 6L2
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Appendix 2: Email message from Victoria UniversityVellington (VUW) Human
Ethics Committee (HEC), confirming acceptance opnyr ethical
approval by the Mi'kmaw Ethics Watch committee

Bernard Huber

From: Allison Kirkman

Sent: Thursday, 23 October 2008 10:27 a.m.
To: Bernard Huber

Subject: RE: HEC approval of research untertaken in 2007, prior
to VUW enroliment

Dear Bernard

We will accept your prior approval as sufficient and will keep this
material in our records with this notation. We do not give approval
from the VUW HEC but rather note and accept your prior approval.

Best regards

Allison Kirkman
Convener, HEC

Dr Allison Kirkman

Deputy Dean

Faculty of Humanities & Social Sciences
Victoria University of Wellington

Te Whare Wananga o te Upoko o te Ika a Maui
Box 600, Wellington

Ph 463 5676, Fax 463 5209

hitp-fiwww vuw ac nz/fhss
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Appendix 3: Informed Consent Form that was signedll interviewees

INFORMED CONSENT FORM
for participation in the student research projeithwthe working title:

“The Participation of Mi’lkmagq in Resource Managemeim Unama’ki/Cape
Breton, Canada: Insights from the Lobster Managemd?lan and Moose
Management Plan”

Conducted by:

Student researcher: Supervisor:
Bernard Huber Dr. William Hipwell
[contact details] [contact details]

I ntroduction

You have been invited to participate in this studesearch project. The findings from
this research will be published within a MasterstagMaster of Geography) at Victoria
University of Wellington (VUW), New Zealand. The Minaw Ethics Watch committee has
approved of this research.

This “Informed Consent Form” has been designed atoalance with their
requirements and outlines the purpose and methaitissaesearch as well as your rights as
participant. Please do not hesitate to contact ritk any questions or concerns before,
during or after your participation in the research.

Pur pose of the research

To set the context for my case study, my researnthbwefly explore the political
ecology of resource managementUnama’kiCape Breton. The origin and the ongoing
work of the Moose Management Working Group, as wadl the proposed Lobster
Management Plan will be discussed to illustrate ¢beent challenges for Mi'’kmagq in
Resource Management.

In a collaborative approach, | will invite the vaotary input from interested
participants into the research design as well asrterpretation of the findings. This will
ensure that the research is comprehensive, relevahtvill potentially inform the ongoing
work of the Moose Management Working Group. Theegigmces from the Working Group
so far will further be discussed in the light ofhis negotiations and co-management
arrangements following the Framework Agreement.

Research M ethods

You may be asked to participate in a semi-strudtuopen-ended interview, a focus
group or complete a questionnaire. | may assumeytha participation will entail no risks
for you or your community, but hope that you willvise me if you have any concerns.

Subject to your permission, an audio recording @ndbtes will be taken during the
interview. If indicated below, you will be suppliedth a written transcript of the interview,
which you may modify to clarify or omit statemegtsu made during the interview.

Anonymity/Confidentiality

This research is conducted anonymously. A lettenlver code will be used to code
interview recordings, transcripts and questionsaiaed | will treat the names of each
participant confidentially. However, either belowadter review of the interview transcript,
you may grant me permission to reveal your name w@s® your quotes in subsequent
publications.
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Right of Withdrawal

Prior to the interview | will review the nature tife research and the content of this
“Informed Consent Form” with every participant. Yoparticipation in this research is
entirely voluntary and you may choose not to regptm any questions without being
disadvantaged in any way. At any time during, apdto 30 days after receiving the
interview transcript, you will have the right to tivilraw from the project, have any
statements from your transcript or questionnairétechor insist on your anonymity.

Public Access to Resear ch Results

In order to facilitate access to and interpretatadnthe research findings by all
participants, a Summary of findings will be sent twall participants, to which feedback
will be invited. A copy of the thesis based on thesllaborative findings will be supplied to
the Mi’kmag College Institute and other institutioif desired. This will make the thesis

accessible to the wider public.
Signatures
Participant:

| have been informed about my rights as a
participant in the above-described

research, and agree to participate in the
study.

Name:

Signature:

Date:

Preferred contact:

O  You have my permission to use my
name and quotes from the
questionnaire/ interview in published
research results.

O  Iwould like to review a transcript
of our interview, which I may
modify.

Researcher:

| certify that this form provides an

accurate description of the processes of
this research project. | will take due care
to guard the rights of my research
participants.

Thank you very much for your interest
and participation.

Name: Bernard Huber

Signature:

Date:
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Interview schedule

Date Place Name Position
Truro Tim NCNS Netukulimkewe'l
04/06/2007 Martin Commissioner
(Group interview Roder MAPC (Maritimes Aboriginal
on one transcript) Truro g Peoples Council) Regional
Hunka .
Coordinator
. An anonymous governmental
05/06/2007 Halifax Gl employer involved in the MMP
Sackville, An anonymous governmental
10/06/2007 New G2 employee involved in aboriginal
Brunswick fisheries management
Lindsa Associate Dean of the Mi'kmag
21/06/2007 Sydney y College Institute, Cape Breton
Marshall : .
University
22/06/2007 Eskasoni Shelley UINR (Unama’ki Instltgte of
Denny Natural Resources) Biologist
Tom EFWC (Eskasoni Fish and
22/06/2007 Eskasoni Wildlife Commission) Fisheries
Johnson
Manager
. Albert . .
22/06/2007 Eskasoni Marshal Eskasoni community Elder
(Group interview :
on one transcript) Eskasoni Clifford UINR Moose Management
Paul Coordinator
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