‘Documents on Canadian Arctic Sovereignty and Security No. 16
E Wty




Human Flagpoles or
Humanitarian Action?



Documents on Canadian Arctic Sovereignty and Security (DCASS)

ISSN 2368-4569

Series Editors:
P. Whitney Lackenbauer
Adam Lajeunesse

Managing Editor: Ryan Dean

Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action? Discerning Government Motives behind the Inuit Relocations to the
High Arctic, 1953-1960

P. Whitney Lackenbauer

DCASS Number #16, 2020

Cover Images: P. Whitney Lackenbauer
Cover design: Jennifer Arthur-Lackenbauer
Transcription assistance: Jessica Heidt, Heather Robinson

Arctic Institute of North America Centre for Military, Security and Strategic Studies
University of Calgary University of Calgary

2500 University Drive NW, ES-1040 2500 University Dr. N.W.

Calgary, AB T2N 1N4 Calgary, AB T2N 1N4

arctic.ucalgary.ca/ www.cmss.ucalgary.ca

Canada Research Chair in the Study of the
Canadian North

School for the Study of Canada

Trent University

1600 West Bank Drive

Peterborough, ON K9L 0G2

www.trentu.ca/canada/

TRENTS

UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY UNIVERSITY
FACULTY OF ARTS
Centre for Military, Security and Strategic Studies SCHOOL FOR THE STUDY OF CANADA

Copyright © the authors, 2020
Permission policies are outlined on our website
http://cmss.ucalgary.ca/research/arctic-document-series


http://vimyconference.ca/
mailto:arctic@ucalgary.ca

Human Flagpoles or
Humanitarian Action?

Discerning Government Motives behind
the Inuit Relocations to the High Arctic,
1953-1960

Introduced and Compiled by
P. Whitney Lackenbauer



NORTH POLE*

DPD®C®I¢ YND ML sNCPALadAS, 1953 L 1955
The High Arctic Relocation, 1953 & 1955
Qutsikturmiutat Nuutiqtitauninnga, 1953mi 1955milu

1P ALY
Baffin -
Bay N

Sannirutiup
Imanga

: qpasiuya

e Ca b
% Labrador

BYPAILA A ' Sea
Hudson A Labrador
Bay Tariunnga

Kangirsualuup

Pob®)4¢ Legend Unipkaanga
— ) UL SN AT DA
BHAAD T 5, 1953 4L 1955

Route of the Relocation Inukjuak to
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, 1953
and 1955.

Apqutaa Nuutigtitauhimayut
Inukjuakmit Asuitturmut Qausu-
itturmullu, 1953mi 1955milu.

g
-----) NPDMla M Loda™ MPCDrLao ADAADTD h
PPECUC bataMo®

Unsuccessful Attempt to Reach
Cape Herschel.

Tikilluaghimanngittaat Cape Herschel.

e .
Km 0 100 200 300 400 500

Nunavut Tunngavik Inc., Naniiligpita (Fall 2009), 9.



Table of Contents

Introduction
“Human Flagpoles” or Humanitarian Concern? Government of Canada Motives for the High
Arctic Relocations by P. Whitney Lackenbauer

Inuit Organizations’ Resolutions and Reports, 1985-1990

1-1. Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (ITC), “Resolution on Canadian Arctic Sovereignty and Inuit
Interests,” October 1985

1-2. Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, Resolution 86-5, “Relocation of Inuit from Inukjuak, Northern
Quebec and Pond Inlet, N.W.T. to the High Arctic,” April 1986

1.3. Zebedee Nungak, Makivik Corporation, to Pierre Cadieux, Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development, 23 March 1989

1-4. Makivik Corporation and Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, Submission Regarding Grise
Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit Relocation Issue to the House of Commons Standing Committee on
Aboriginal Affairs, March 1990

2. Hickling Corp., Assessment of the Factual Basis of Certain Allegations Made before the Standing
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs Concerning the Relocation of Inuit Families to the High Arctic in
the 1950s (“Hickling Report™)

3. D. Soberman, Report to the Canadian Human Rights Commission on the Complaints of the
Inuit People Relocated from Inukjuak and Pond Inlet, to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953 and
1955 (“Soberman Report”)

4. Magnus Gunther, The 1953 Relocations of the Inukjuak Inuit to the High Arctic: A
Documentary Analysis and Evaluation (“Gunther Report”)

5. Gordon W. Smith, The Relocation of Inuit from Hudson Bay and Baffin Island to the High
Arctic in 1953, and Subsequent Events, including Disputed Sovereignty Issues

Appendix A: Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples, The High Arctic Relocation: A Report on
the 1953-55 Relocation (excerpts)

Appendix B: Official Apology by the Government of Canada for the Inuit High Arctic Relocation
(2010)

Further Reading on the High Arctic Relocations
About the Editor

27

85

117

323

353

362

363
366



Acknowledgements

“This story needs to be told,” Inuit Tapirisat of Canada President and High Arctic exile John Amagoalik
told a parliamentary committee hearing into the High Arctic relocations in 1990. “It is a Canadian story; it
needs to be explained in Canadian history.”

This volume is intended as a companion piece to Shelagh Grant’s Errors Exposed (DCASS no. 8) published
in 2016. In her foreword, she wrote that “for present day scholars, the most important items are the
documents—some are still missing, but they are sufficient to provide inspiration and the basis for further
research [— which] ... offer critical insight into relationships between Ottawa-based administrators and
those in the field, and into how accuracy becomes lost or distorted in written reports and memos.” In the
interests of encouraging academic debate and making previous research on the High Arctic Relocations
more readily available, and inspired by many wonderful and illuminating conversations with Shelagh, I
initiated work on this volume immediately after Errors Exposed was released. I have had many students
over the years who had selected this topic for research papers, and who have arrived at very different
assessments based upon the oral histories, films, books, and reports that they have read. By bringing
together various perspectives, I hope that these volumes will encourage more work on and ongoing
discussion about this important subject.

I have discussed and debated the question of government motives behind the High Arctic relocations with
many students, colleagues and friends over the years, and thank all of them for their insights and shared
commitment to knowledge and justice. I have been fortunate to visit Inukjuak, Pond Inlet, and Resolute
Bay over the last fifteen years pursuant to my research with the Canadian Rangers, and these trips have
continuously rekindled my interest in the relocations and the implications they had, and continue to have,
on Inuit in these communities. My most recent travel to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in February 2020
was facilitated by 1* Canadian Ranger Patrol Group and the Canada Research Chair in the Study of the
Canadian North at Trent University, which further enrichment my understanding of these events and
their implications.

A Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC) Insight Grant on Canada-US
Relations in the Cold War Arctic funded research travel to Ottawa and Gatineau, as well as transcription
assistance, as did Canada Research Chair funding. Research assistants Jessica Heidt, Corah Hodgson, and
Heather Robinson assisted with transcribing the various reports contained herein. University of Calgary
doctoral candidate Ryan Dean lent his usual eagle-eye in helping to copy edit the final draft, and Jennifer
Arthur-Lackenbauer designed the covers. Colleagues Peter Kikkert and Mark Stoller offered valuable
feedback on the introduction and on the research project more broadly. To all of them I offer my deepest
gratitude.

! House of Commons Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs (HCSCAA), Proceedings, 19 March 1990, 22:16.



Acronym List

Acc.
A/Chief
ACND

ADM
AFHQ
AGM
a.i.

AS-C

Asst.

Accession

Acting Chief

Advisory Committee on Northern

Development

Assistant Deputy Minister
Air Force Headquarters
Annual General Meeting

ad interim

Administration Sub-Committee

(ACND)

Assistant

Asstd. / asst’d. Assorted

ATC

Ave.

BC

BNA

BRIA

ca

Can. B. Rev.
CANOL
CARC

CBC

C.C.

CCS-C

CGS
CHRC

9]
Col.
Const.
Cpl.

Air Transport Command
Average

British Columbia

British North America

Baffin Region Inuit Association
circa

Canadian Bar Review
Canadian Oil

Canadian Arctic Resources
Committee

Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation

carbon copy

Co-ordination of Construction
Sub-Committee (ACND)

Canadian Government Ship

Canadian Human Rights
Commission

Chief Justice
Colonel
Constable

Corporal

Cst.

CWS

Dept. / Dep’t
DEW Line
diam.
DIAND

Div.

DLR

DM /D/M
DNANR

DND
DOT
doz.
Dr.
EAP
esp.
Esq.
F

fn.
FOB
ft.
GCI
Gen.

Constable

Canadian Wildlife Service
Department

Distant Early Warning Line
diameter

Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development

Division

Dominion Law Reports

Deputy Minister

Department of Northern Affairs
and National Resources
Department of National Defence
Department of Transport

dozen

Doctor

Eastern Arctic Patrol

especially

Esquire

Fahrenheit

footnote

Freight on Board

feet

Ground-controlled interception

General

GLOBECOM Global Communications

HB
HBC
HCSCAA

Hon.
hp
IAND

Hudson Bay
Hudson’s Bay Company

House of Commons Standing
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs

Honourable
horsepower

Indian Affairs and Northern
Development



ICNI

Incl.
Info.
Insp.
Inst.
ITC

JBNQA

KC
KRG
Lat.
Ib(s)
Long.
Loran

M. Phil

Min.
MP

n.a.
NA&NR

NAC
Nat.
NATO

NCO
NCP
nd
NDNR

NE
Nfld

Inuit Committee on National
Issues

Including

Information

Inspector

Instant

Inuit Tapirisat of Canada
Justice

James Bay and Northern Quebec
Agreement

King’s Counsel
Kativik Regional Government
Latitude

pound(s)

Longitude

Long range navigation
Master of Philosophy
Master of Arts

Major

Maximum
Manuscript Group
Minimum

Member of Parliament
not available

Northern Affairs and National
Resources

National Archives of Canada
National

North Atlantic Treaty
Organization

Non-Commissioned Officer
Northern Careers Information
no date

Northern Development and
National Resources

Northeast
Newfoundland

No.
NQIA

NSO
NWT
0OC/0/C
oIC
Ont.
oz.
PC
PCO
PFR
PhD
PJBD

pkgs
pop.

PQ

prs.

Pt.

Qty.
Que.
RCAF
RCCS
RCM Police
RCMP
re

RG
RMS
RSC
RSQ

Rt. Hon.

SAE
Sask.
S/C

Number

Northern Quebec Inuit
Association

Northern Service Officer
Northwest Territories
Officer Commanding
Officer in Charge

Ontario

ounce

Privy Councillor

Privy Council Office
Prairie Farm Rehabilitation
Doctor of Philosophy

Permanent Joint Board on
Defence

packages

population

Province of Québec

pairs

Part

Quantity

Quebec

Royal Canadian Air Force

Royal Canadian Corps of Signals
Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Royal Canadian Mounted Police
regarding

Record Group

Royal Mail Ship

Revised Statutes of Canada
Revised Statutes of Québec
Right Honourable

section

Society of Automotive Engineers
Saskatchewan

Special Constable



SCR Supreme Court Reports UBC University of British Columbia

sec. section UK United Kingdom

Sgt. Sergeant UN United Nations

S/L Squadron Leader US United States

Supp. Supplement USA United States of America

Supt. / Sup’t Superintendent USAF United States Air Force

TB Tuberculosis USNA US National Archives

TS-C Transportation Sub-Committee VHF Very High Frequency
(ACND) Vol. Volume

v television W/C Wing Commander

Uof T University of Toronto yds. yards

Monument in Grise Fiord sculpted by Looty Pijamini “in memory of Inuit landed here in 1953 & 1955, and
those who came after.” The accompany plaque notes: “They came to these desolate shores to pursue the

Government’s promise of a more prosperous life. They endured and overcame great hardship, and dedicated
their lives to Canada’s sovereignty in these lands and waters.” Photo by P. Whitney Lackenbauer.




Inuit children observe the proper method of removing an Arctic fox from a trap at
Resolute Bay [Qausuittuq], N.W.T., 1956. Gar Lunney / National Film Board of Canada.
Photothéque / Library and Archives Canada / €002265667




Introduction

“Human Flagpoles” or Humanitarian Concern?
Government of Canada Motives for the High Arctic Relocations

P. Whitney Lackenbauer

On 18 August 2010 in Inukjuak, Nunavik, the Honourable John Duncan, PC, MP, Minister of Indian Affairs
and Northern Development and Federal Interlocutor for Métis and Non-Status Indians, apologized on behalf of the

Government of Canada for the relocation of Inuit to the High Arctic:

Over half a century has gone by since the relocation of Inuit from this community to the High
Arctic. ... On behalf of the Government of Canada and all Canadians, we would like to offer a full
and sincere apology to Inuit for the relocation of families from Inukjuak and Pond Inlet to Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay during the 1950s.

We would like to express our deepest sorrow for the extreme hardship and suffering caused by the
relocation. The families were separated from their home communities and extended families by
more than a thousand kilometres. They were not provided with adequate shelter and supplies. They
were not properly informed of how far away and how different from Inukjuak their new homes
would be, and they were not aware that they would be separated into two communities once they
arrived in the High Arctic. Moreover, the Government failed to act on its promise to return anyone
that did not wish to stay in the High Arctic to their old homes.

The Government of Canada deeply regrets the mistakes and broken promises of this dark chapter of
our history and apologizes for the High Arctic relocation having taken place. We would like to pay
tribute to the relocatees for their perseverance and courage. Despite the suffering and hardship, the
relocatees and their descendants were successful in building vibrant communities in Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay. The Government of Canada recognizes that these communities have contributed to a
strong Canadian presence in the High Arctic. [emphasis added]

The relocation of Inuit families to the High Arctic is a tragic chapter in Canada's history that we
should not forget, but that we must acknowledge, learn from and teach our children. Acknowledging
our shared history allows us to move forward in partnership and in a spirit of reconciliation. The
Government of Canada and Inuit have accomplished many great things together, and all Canadians
have benefitted from the contributions of Inuit to our culture and history. We must continue to
strengthen our connections and deepen our understanding and respect. We must jointly build a
stronger, healthier and more vibrant Inuit Nunangat and, in turn, build a stronger, healthier and
more vibrant Canada.

The Government of Canada hopes that this apology will help heal the wounds caused by events that
began nearly 60 years ago and turn the page on this sad chapter in Canada's history. May it
strengthen the foundation upon which the Government of Canada and Inuit can build and help

keep the True North Strong and Free.
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Duncan’s apology recognizes the trauma associated with the relocation of Inuit from northern Quebec and
Baffin Island to the High Arctic. This tragic story, which has attracted significant national attention over the last
three decades, has become a touchstone of Canada’s approach to addressing Arctic sovereignty and the state’s
relationship with Inuit. The 2010 apology, however, is strikingly silent on the common accusation that that the
Canadian government’s primary motivation for the relocations was sovereignty, instead offering simple recognition
that the communities of Resolute and Grise Fiord “have contributed to a strong Canadian presence in the High

Arctic.” The plaques on the memorials in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay adopt more direct language:

IN MEMORY OF INUIT LANDED HERE IN 1953 & 1955,
AND THOSE WHO CAME AFTER.

They came to these desolate shores to pursue the Government’s promise of a more prosperous
life. They endured and overcame great hardship, and dedicated their lives to Canada’s sovereignty
in these lands and waters.
Although the issuance of an official apology acknowledges that the Government of Canada erred in its failures to
prevent or alleviate hardship and suffering, it does not mean that all aspects of the historical debate about the High
Arctic relocations are settled. Vigorous debates about the motivations behind the relocation are concealed in the
government’s apology. Was sovereignty the driving force behind their relocation to the High Arctic in the 1950s?
Was there a government conspiracy to use Inuit from northern Quebec (Nunavik) and Baffin Island (Pond Inlet/
Mittimatalik) as “human flagpoles”™ to demonstrate Canadian occupation and thus sovereignty over the High

Arctic?

A recent textbook on Canada since 1945 exemplifies what has become the entrenched narrative on the High
Arctic relocations, highlighting state coercion, hidden agendas, and duplicity designed to advance Canadian
government interests at the expense of Indigenous peoples. Historian Dimitry Anastakis, citing the Dussault-
Erasmus Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples (RCAP) report (but taking his interpretation much further),
paints a picture of the forcible transplanting of Inuit to address anxieties about Canadian sovereignty in a Cold War

context. Having discussed the government of Canada’s poor treatment of First Nations, Anastakis suggests that:

Just as bad was the federal government’s treatment of the Inuit in the North during the Cold War.
Whole communities were torn apart as Inuit families were tricked into being moved to more
strategically important locales as Ottawa used Inuit populations and their relocation to shore up
claims of Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic during the Cold War chess match between the
Americans and Russians. The relocation of these families was devastating, forcing Inuit from Arctic
Quebec and Baffin Island who had built up generations of local, intimate knowledge of their
environments to relocate to completely foreign landscapes, sometimes thousands of kilometres from
their original home. The forced relocations, done ostensibly in the name of national security and
sovereignty and to support Canada’s Cold War commitment, reflected a callous indifference to these

people and their way of life, and led to severe deprivation and loss.>

This straightforward narrative serves as an apt summary of recent secondary literature on government motivations
for the relocations and much of the historiography on Canadian Arctic sovereignty practices during the Cold War. A

recent article by political scientist Mark Salter (a newcomer to Arctic studies) also exemplifies the proclivity to use
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the High Arctic relocations as a “case [that] demonstrates clearly that the Canadian state messily uses whatever
governmental tools are in its grasp to manage the Inuit and claim territorial sovereignty over the High North.” Salter
quotes only those sources which support his argument (particularly Grant) and ignores any voices that do not,
concluding that “the sovereign modality of territorial occupation, the security logic of legitimating certain circuits of
mobility and avoiding governing too much, and the biopolitical management of populations are all evident in the

relocations.”?

As the assessments in this DCASS volume make clear, a careful reading of the archival record yields nothing as
tidy or certain as the historical summaries by Anastakis or Salter might suggest. The part of the history with which
this volume deals is the question of government motives. It is intended as a companion piece to Shelagh Grant’s
Errors Exposed: Inuit Relocations to the High Arctic, 1953-1960 (DCASS no. 8), a compendium of her arguments and
archival research on the subject published in 2016. In her work, Grant makes a strenuous case for sovereignty as the
primary motive for the High Arctic relocations, insisting that the relocations represented a deliberate attempt by
officials in Ottawa to create the “illusion” of Canadian occupancy in the High Arctic which, she asserts, they believed
was necessary to protect Canadian sovereignty.* By contrast, several of the researchers’ whose reports appear in this
volume argue that Grant’s case is based on circumstantial evidence and highly selective or distortive readings of the
archival record. These competing arguments, generated in the contentious context of Inuit representatives seeking
an official apology and compensation for alleged government wrongdoing, are grounded in in-depth readings of the

archival record and differing interpretations of historical context.

The studies and reports reproduced in this volume serve as a reminder that historical arguments are rooted in
interpretation — that different people can read the same documents in different ways. While some readers may
consider the RCAP Final Report on the relocations to be the “definitive” word on the subject (although they seldom
acknowledge that the authors of that report did not identify sovereignty as the primary motive for the relocations),’
historians usually eschew such certainty, seeing representations of the past as something that benefits from ongoing
reappraisal and debate. Through processes of selection, prioritization, and interpretation, historians bring inevitable
bias (with varying degrees of intentionality) when crafting their narratives. In jargony terms, historians are
“sophisticated constructionists” who “work from the balance of evidence reflecting the intersubjectivity of truth and
they acknowledge the problematic nature of inferring agent intentionality and the difficulties in equating this with
‘what it means.”® If so-called “objective knowledge arises,” historian Mark Bevir suggests, it is “from a human
practice in which we criticise and compare rival webs of theories in terms of agreed facts.”” Despite history’s
narrative and imaginative constraints, historians do not claim to be “making it up.” They use evidence to seek to
discern human actions/agent intentionality and then equate it with meaning. Consistent with this practice, the
participants in the historical (and political) debate about government motives to relocate Inuit from Northern
Quebec and Baffin Island to the High Arctic point to (or at least suggest the existence of) verifiable and falsifiable
evidence, rather than offering assertions of “beliefs” about government intentionality, in building their respective

cases.

Whatever evidence and arguments that readers find most compelling in terms of government intentions
behind the relocations, however, should not be misconstrued as making them any more or less “pro-Inuit” in their
assessment. The question is one of government motives, and the question of whether Canadian Arctic sovereignty

considerations were a primary driver should be considered distinct from the debate about what Inuit were promised
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and actually experienced during and after the relocations themselves. Few readers in the twenty-first century will
contest that the experiences of Inuit relocated to the High Arctic are best understood through their own voices. Inuit
oral histories reveal how the High Arctic relocations became a source of trauma for relocatees and their descendants.
The “voluntary” nature of the relocations is highly contested, given power asymmetries between Inuit and
government representatives (including police) at the time. Furthermore, Inuit oral histories contradict the archival
record and suggest that the first years in the High Arctic were difficult for the relocatees. The stories of plenty that
convinced families to relocate were not easily reconciled with the poor variety of game and other foods in the High
Arctic, where Inuit faced extreme environmental conditions, colder temperatures, lack of wood, and three months of

complete darkness.®

These oral histories contrast with the testimonies of government officials, including the RCMP constables who
accompanied both the Resolute and Craig Harbour groups to supervise their welfare and to report back to Ottawa on
progress, challenges, and general developments. Reports from field officials at the time suggested that Inuit obtained
both sufficient food through hunting and income from trapping, “and were so happy in their new surroundings that
they were already talking of having some of the relatives from Port Harrison” join them in February 1954.” Based on
highly encouraging field reports, the Committee on Eskimo Affairs Committee considered the Resolute experiment a
success,'’ prompting the second phase of relocations in which another 34 people moved from Inukjuak to Resolute
in 1955." Indeed, civil servants touted Resolute as a model for Inuit relocation programs - in contrast to the Craig

Harbour/Grise Fiord experiment, which they decided should not be replicated.'

Discerning and debating the motives, rationales, and actions of government officials, alongside efforts to share
the stories of those Canadians actually displaced by state action, remain important. In her recent book Moved by the
State, historian Tina Loo explained her decision to “focus much more on the people who did the moving than those
who were moved,” so that she could “attach faces and names ‘to the state,” to render a picture of its agents that is as
textured and emphatic as the one we have of the victims or relocation.” Loo identifies the postwar period as a “time
of hope ... when people believed governments could and, more importantly, should intervene to improve the lives of
citizens.” During this era, “social scientists and planners ‘rendered society technical’ through resource surveys,
isolation indices, ethnographies, and estimates of overcrowding.” When their studies yielded “an apparent mismatch
of resources and population, an obsolete settlement pattern, or blight,” government officials sought innovative

“development” solutions."

Listening to the Inuit talk about [the Department of Northern Affairs] you also get the
sense that it was a massive, faceless, impenetrable and malevolent bureaucracy,” an Ottawa magazine article observed
during the 1993 RCAP hearings. “The bureaucrats were, for the most part, well educated, they were honest (there
isn't a hint of corruption), they were dedicated and they really did believe that they were acting in the public
interest.... But some of them were also jealous little empire builders, ... insensitive to the concerns of the Inuit and
inexcusably slow in responding to the demonstrable needs of the families that had been moved.”" Even if readers
decide that humanitarian and economic motives, rather than Arctic sovereignty, served as the Government of
Canada’s primary motives for the High Arctic relocations, the broader history of these relocations shows the

unintended consequences of modern projects and the ensuing human trauma that resulted.

The absence of Inuit voices in the relocation decision, and thus in the debate about government motives, is
both revealing and telling. Inuit were not involved in the high-level government deliberations that led to the

relocations — which is arguably the key reason why poor decisions were made and the government found it necessary
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to apologize for “mistakes and broken promises.” During the 1940s and 1950s, Inuit were objects of government
policy, not co-creators of it. Not until 1959 were Inuit invited to attend meetings of Eskimo Affairs Committee, and
decision-making remained firmly in the hands of federal officials. The spirit that animates the Inuit-Crown
Partnership today- captured in the Inuit insistence that there should be “nothing about us without us” - was

conspicuously absent from policy-making in the early postwar period.

Some readers may feel that this volume focuses on the wrong question; that we should focus on the human
impacts that High Arctic relocations had on Inuit families, and that a debate over government motives encourages
arcane academic arguments that perpetuate a fixation on the colonizers’ history. While I am sensitive to these
arguments, the simple fact that this issue is so central to political narratives makes it important to analyze seriously.
Peter Kulchyski and Frank Tester noted in 1994 that:

The question is a critical one. The claim that sovereignty was the central and perhaps the sole reason for

the move was the basis upon which the relocated Inuit and their descendants developed their claim

against the federal government in the 1980s. They argued that ‘there is overwhelming evidence to

suggest that the central, if not the sole, reasons for the relocation of Inuit to the High Arctic was the

desire by Canada to asserts its sovereignty over the Arctic islands and surrounding area.’"”
Furthermore, Inuit political leaders, the Government of Canada, and scholars continue to place deliberate emphasis
on the government’s alleged use of Inuit as “human flagpoles” to demonstrate Canadian sovereignty — either as a
primary or secondary motive - in building the case for a renewed Inuit-Crown partnership in the twenty-first
century. In short, the linkage between the High Arctic relocations and sovereignty has taken on significant political
salience for more than three decades. Ongoing efforts by the High Arctic “exiles” (as many relocatees self-identify)
and their families to record and share their experiences and their many contributions as Inuit to Canadian
sovereignty are vitally important. They do not, however, provide verifiable insight into what officials in Ottawa were

thinking when they planned the High Arctic relocations in the 1950s.

The question of what the federal government intended when conceiving the relocations is best addressed
through the archival record and the statements of civil servants involved in decision making at the time. The reports
reproduced herein seek to understand and explain the logic of government actors who grappled with complex
dilemmas and developed “experiments” based on limited experience in delivering government services into remote
regions in a state of major socio-cultural and economic flux.'® While Grant suggests that senior officials deliberately
conspired to conceal their “real” sovereignty motives and therefore cast the relocations in humanitarian and
economic terms,'” other DCASS volumes - particularly those reproducing key documents on Arctic sovereignty, the
minutes of the federal Advisory Committee on Northern Development (DCASS no. 4), and the Eskimo Affairs
Committee (DCASS no. 14) - suggest that officials regularly highlighted sovereignty considerations when
deliberating behind closed doors in Ottawa and with the security afforded by “secret” stamps on correspondence,
reports, and meeting minutes.'® Accordingly, non-evidence cannot serve as a credible basis upon which to build
historical arguments about government motives. Canadian public servants’ ongoing debate about what Ottawa
should do to safeguard or bolster Arctic sovereignty, which often differed along departmental lines, has left ample
archival material to interpret and debate government rationales without resorting to unsubstantiated and inherently

speculative conspiracy theories.
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Response to Humanitarian Crisis or Government Conspiracy?

The federal government’s decision to relocate starving Inuit populations to areas where resources apparently
existed in abundance represented the most direct intrusion of the increasingly interventionist state in the lives of
Northern Indigenous peoples in the early Cold War period. “A hunter’s life is always precarious and sometimes
disaster strikes his family as well,” Minister of Northern Affairs and National Development Jean Lesage noted in a
landmark 1955 article laying out the Liberal government’s Eskimo policy. “As a rule, even other Eskimos are without
knowledge of such tragedies until after the event.”"” By the early 1950s, Canadians had more access to information,
and reports that hundreds of Inuit were starving in the Keewatin Barrens and Ungava sparked a popular and
political reaction. “In another time, the plight of the aboriginals might have gone unnoticed, but this was the right
period for humanitarian action,” author John David Hamilton later noted.”” Canadians would not tolerate having
their government stand back and allow fellow citizens to starve to death. Was the solution to make people, in
desperate situations where local resources could no longer sustain, dependents on the state, or to create

opportunities to move them to other areas where they might enjoy a better quality of life?

In the early 1950s officials faced this dilemma when confronted with reports of Caribou Inuit in the
Keewatin District facing starvation after the caribou migration failed to arrive, and a growing Inuit population facing
starvation around Inukjuak (Port Harrison) along the eastern coast of Hudson Bay. Farley Mowat’s publication of
The People of the Deer (1952), whose account of famine and epidemics plaguing the Ihalmiut and strong
denunciation of government neglect and inaction, raised this as an unavoidable political question.”" Decisions to
relocate Inuit to other locations have since generated intense criticism and debate. Historian Alan Marcus posed the
basic question: were Inuit relocatees “pawns of history,” moved by officials for state sovereignty reasons or “social

reformist ideologies,” or “did they become victims of a humanitarian effort gone wrong”??

The answer to this question of government motivations is hardly uniform, and different interpretations
represent a significant - if often overlooked - debate in modern Canadian Arctic history.® The basic narrative on the
High Arctic relocations is well covered in Grant’s volume, various books and previously published reports, and the
reports in this volume. In 1953, the Government of Canada announced plans to resettle Inuit from areas of
dwindling food resources in northern Quebec to the High Arctic where game and fur animals were reported in
abundant supply. Aware the conditions in the High Arctic were different than in Quebec, planners recruited three
Inuit families from Pond Inlet (Mittimatalik), a more northerly settlement, to help the Inukjuammiut adjust to life in
their new communities. In August of that year, seven families (32 people) from the Inukjuak area and three families
from Baffin Island were resettled in communities at Resolute Bay on Cornwallis Island and at Grise Fiord near the
Craig Harbour police post on Ellesmere Island. Ten more families from Inukjuak joined the settlements over the

next three years.*

The overwhelming preponderance of archival records from the time suggest that the government’s primary
intent for the relocations was to relieve the pressures on Northern Quebec game and provide Inuit with a means to
continue their hunting and trapping lifestyle. The plan was also partly “an experiment to determine how well
Eskimos from southern areas could adapt themselves to conditions in the High Arctic.”* In theory, this logic seemed
appropriate to the complex context that federal officials grappled with at the time. If Inuit faced the prospect of

starvation around Inukjuak because local resources could not sustain a growing population, the government could
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not simply let them die or move them to adjacent areas in Quebec where they would simply overwhelm the resources
of their neighbours. “Game resources do not adequately and reliably support the present population in many places,”
Lesage observed in 1955. “Game tends to decrease in abundance while population is increasing, and under the health
and welfare programs which are being extended every year, the rate of increase may become greater.” This was one
of the ironies that confronted policymakers: Inuit populations would no longer be allowed to fluctuate according to
cycles of prosperity and famine, with “the responsibility of the modern state” precluding it from leaving Inuit to
succumb to the “balance of nature” as had traditionally been the case. Consequently, a growing population would
increasingly stress wildlife resources, forcing even more government involvement.”® There was no simple answer that
would allow these Inuit to remain in their traditional homeland without giving up their traditional hunting and
gathering lifestyle. Facing complexity, “known unknowns,” and “unknown unknowns,” the federal government

embraced the realm of experimentation.

The whole notion that Canadian federal officials looked at the relocations as “experiments” has generated
intense scrutiny and even vilification. As the reports in this volume note, several commentators have cited the very
language of “experimentation” as clear evidence of government malfeasance, even drawing analogies with “human
experimentation” by the Nazis during the Second World War. Such irresponsible hyperbole should not overwhelm
reasonable debate over how far governments should go in placing citizens in experimental conditions to test
potential opportunities. Grant conceded that “for the most part, the term ‘experiment’ was employed in the context

>

of a ‘pilot study’” to see if Inuit from Northern Quebec would thrive in the High Arctic, in which case the relocations
might be “considered relatively benign if the Inuit had fully understood the terms, if there had been no undue risk of
injury or death, if they were free to return whenever they wished, and if the project was planned for the benefit of the
Inuit.” In her assessment, however, humanitarian concerns did not drive the scheme. “The concern for maintaining
sovereignty determined the time and place,” she insists. “Without that motive, there would be no perceived benefit to
relocate southern Inuit to such a distant and alien environment. There would have been no experiment, no hardship,

and no expensive costs in returning the Inuit to their traditional homelands.””

By contrast, Magnus Gunther’s assessment of the government archival record (document 4) concluded that
the St. Laurent government’s resettlement policy was primarily driven by welfare and economic concerns. The
minutes of the ACND and Committee on Eskimo Affairs,” internal policy-shaping bodies where participants had no
incentive to conceal a substantive motivation like sovereignty, seem to confirm the absence of a primary sovereignty
motive. Gunther observed that the only two accounts mentioning the relocations in the 1953 ACND documents
justify the sole reason for the moves as taking people from “areas where conditions are difficult to places where they
can find employment or good hunting.” Furthermore, the existing Canadian presence at the weather station and
airfield in Resolute Bay did not require Inuit to bolster sovereignty in that particular area.”” In the end, Gunther
chastised historians who cast government officials as architects of a grand conspiracy designed to bolster Canadian

sovereignty in the High Arctic at Inuit expense, violate human rights, and relocate people against their will:

The people writing at the time had no idea they would be the subjects of such intense examination forty
years later. They had no idea they would be accused forty years later of human rights violations, sexual
and financial misdemeanours, bad faith, incompetence and a conspiracy to conceal their true motives
from the Canadian public. In fact, they would probably have been astonished at the very thought that
this might happen in the future. The documents show that the public servants involved believed they
were doing the best they could and, in the case of the two settlements, had achieved a success story well
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beyond their initial expectations. From the perspectives of the 1990s, these successes were modest, from
the perspectives of the 1950s they seemed very considerable. All this reminds us that the situation of the
Eastern Arctic Inuit in the 1950s was quite appalling and even modest “successes” could assume, at least
in the short term, considerable significance. Given the conviction by the officials of the day that they
were ameliorating, even if only in a small way, a rapidly deteriorating situation, there was little or no
impulse to distort documents.”

This Volume

The intent of this volume is to facilitate access to research reports that frame various sides of the debate on
government intentions leading to the relocation of Inuit from Inukjuak (Port Harrison) and Pond Inlet
(Mittimatalik) to the High Arctic communities of Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord. The perspectives in this volume,
which are intended to both complement and serve as counterpoints to Grant’s interpretation, offer different

interpretations, often on the basis of the same archival evidence.

The chronology of developments in the 1980s and 1990s related to the claim of government malfeasance is
laid out in various documents reproduced in this volume, and in the RCAP report on the relocations. Initial
discussions focused on the Inuit claim that relocatees had been promised that they could return to their original
communities, which the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND) denied. In response,
the Makivik Research Department published a paper by consultant William B. Kemp on the relocations which
suggested that “certain aspects of relocation imply that sovereignty was considered but not as a central issue.”
Subsequent federal papers released in 1983 and 1985, however, suggested that the High Arctic relocations were
designed “to further entrench [Canada’s] sovereignty claim” and that “the federal government strengthened
Canadian sovereignty by moving several hundred Inuit from northern Quebec to Ellesmere and Cornwallis islands”

(see documents 1-1, 1-2, and 1-3).

On 19 March 1990, the House of Commons Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs (HCSCAA) heard
from seven Inuit relocatees and representatives of Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (ITC, now Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami), the
Canadian Inuit national advocacy organization, and Makivik Corporation, which legally represents Quebec’s Inuit,

1«

about Inuit perspectives on the relocation issue.” “It is an issue we have been pursuing for 36 years and we have been
pursuing it at different levels of government,” ITC President and Resolute Bay resident John Amagoalik told the
committee. “Every government agency and department has of course denied responsibility. It is only in the last
couple of years that we have started to make progress, because we have finally been able to convince some political
leaders that this is a story that needs to be told.”** Their testimonies suggested that they had not consented to the
relocations, faced undue hardships and exploitation, and suffered from broken promises. This trauma was
compounded by research indicating that the government had sent Inuit north under false pretences, Markoosie

Patsauq explained:

We have since found out in the following years that plentiful wildlife was not the only reason we were
shipped up there. We have since discerned that Canada needed to hold title to those islands in the High
Arctic, and that is why we were sent up there. We have found this out only after having spent our time
there. ... [O]ur freedom was violated by the Government, who lied in part to get us to move. Canada's
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need to have title to those particular islands was the biggest reason for moving us up there, we have
found out since reading various papers related to this.

... It is all the more infuriating for us to find out since our time there that the reason why we were sent
there was for us to make sovereignty over the land there possible. We were sent there to hold the land.
We only found this out much later and it makes us angry.”

At the meeting, ITC and Makivik submitted a position paper (reproduced as document 1-4) that outlined their
claim against the federal government. It stated that “there is overwhelming evidence to suggest that the central, if not
the sole, reason for the relocation of Inuit to the High Arctic was the desire by Canada to assert its sovereignty over

the Arctic islands and surrounding area.”**

DIAND responded on 15 May 1990, submitting a ten-page paper insisting that government officials had
displayed no malice or wrongdoing in relocating Inuit to the High Arctic and insisted that the core motive was
humanitarian (ensuring that Inuit had access to a stable food supply as was not the case in Inukjuak) and to provide
new employment opportunities to the relocatees. “It is 37 years since the first people moved from Inukjuak to
Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord,” the deputy minister’s statement suggested. “With the passage of time, the facts
surrounding the project have become altered in the memories of the people concerned. It is important to examine
the beliefs of the present, which are undoubtedly sincere, in the light of observations made at the time.” The letter
also emphasized that “feelings are not facts, no matter how fervently held. They should not be allowed to obscure the

historical record.”?

The House of Commons Standing Committee remained unconvinced of the government’s position. On 19

June 1990, it recommended to Parliament:

That the Government acknowledge the role played by the Inuit people who were relocated to Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay in the protection of Canadian sovereignty in the North;

That the Government issue an apology for the wrongdoings carried out against the people of Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay;

That the said apology be carried out in an official ceremony of due solemnity and respect;

That the said apology be accompanied by some form of official recognition of the contribution of the
Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Canadian sovereignty—for example by the erection of an
historic monument or marker and by the issuing of certificates recognizing this important and valuable
contribution, to those relocatees still living or[,] if deceased, their surviving family;

That the Government consider compensation to the Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay for their
service to Canada and for the wrongdoings that have been inflicted upon them.*
The Committee called upon the Government of Canada to produce a comprehensive response to these
recommendations, and DIAND contracted the Hickling Corporation, a research firm in Ottawa, to conduct an
“Assessment of the Factual Basis of Certain Allegations Made before the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs

Concerning the Relocation of Inuit Families to the High Arctic in the 1950s.”

The Hickling Report (reproduced as document 2), submitted in September 1990, suggested that the federal
government had not done anything wrong with respect to the High Arctic relocations. The consulting firm had

undertaken a detailed survey of “official government files, documents, published and unpublished reports, and
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learned papers in the possession of the National Archives of Canada, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development, various libraries in other Government departments, public libraries and sources within Makivik
Corporation,” as well as interviews with various “key informants, including some members of the Inuit groups that

were involved in the relocations that are the subject of our study.” Based on this research, it concluded:

We found that the decision by the Government to actively encourage the relocation of Inuit families to
the High Arctic in 1953, and in the two or three years subsequent to that, was not motivated by a
concern to strengthen Canadian sovereignty over the Arctic Islands at that time.

... The evidence that we examined does not support the allegation that the Government committed
wrongdoing in the planning and conduct of this project. The material we examined leads us to a
different conclusion, namely that the project was conscientiously planned, was carried out in a
reasonably effective manner and that the Inuit participated in it voluntarily, in their own search for a
better life, and benefited from the experience.

We do not see the grounds for an apology by the Government for the manner in which the relocation
project was conceived, planned and carried out. In our view, to apologize for a wrongdoing it did not
commit would constitute deception on the part of the Government. It would also imply that the project
had not been reasonably successful whereas this is not the case.”

Given the sensitivity of the subject, emotions ran high. While the records of ITC (now Inuit Tapiriit
Kanatami) and Makivik Corporation are not public, the records of the Canadian Arctic Resources Committee
(CARC),” housed at Wilfrid Laurier University Archives, provide some insight into the strong reactions that the
conflicting DIAND and ITC/Makivik/HCSCAA reports inspired. Shelagh Grant and CARC executive director
Stephen Hazell published a damning indictment of the Government of Canada’s role in conceiving and
implementing the High Arctic relocation plans in the Spring 1991 edition of Northern Perspectives, making a fervent

case for why the government should apologize to the relocatees. A 25 June 1991 CARC press release asserted:

“Concern for sovereignty was a major influence and the primary motive in determining when and
where,” writes Grant of the resettlement scheme. “The failure of the current government to recognize
that fact seems inconceivable—an attempt to rewrite history.”

“Grant says a 1990 consultant’s report used to support the government’s decision not to recognize Inuit
claims for compensation contains numerous errors and is highly selective in its use of archival records.

“When considered separately, the problems related to methodology, limited research,
misrepresentations,” and errors in interpretation may not appear serious, but in total they support
conclusions which are grievously inaccurate,” says Grant. “Any injustice caused by apparent
misadventures in 1953 should not be multiplied by a greater injustice in 1990.”

CARC Executive Director Stephen Hazell said the serious questions raised by the Northern Perspectives

article call into question the government’s reluctance to officially acknowledge the Inuit contribution to
Canadian sovereignty in the North.

“Mr. Siddon should disown the report and accept the unanimous recommendations of a parliamentary

committee last year to apologize to the resettled Inuit and their families,” he said. “As for the

consultants involved, they should be ashamed of themselves.”*

In response, the Hickling Corporation solicited a lawyer who demanded that CARC retract the

“defamatory” statements made in its press release, which accused the research consultants of misrepresenting the



Introduction xi

historical record - an accusation to which they fundamentally disagreed.* In a letter to his organization’s lawyer,
Hazell refused to offer any apology, suggesting that he and Grant had articulated a strong “factual basis for our

criticism of the Hickling Report.” Justifications for their harsh verdict included:

"Problems related to methodology" - ... Two obvious problems are the failure to consult the Inuit who
were relocated, except in a single group interview, and the failure to interview acknowledged scholars.
The methodological problems likely stemmed from the fact that the consultants had less than six weeks
to complete the report following execution of the contract

"..limited research" - Numerous categories of government records containing material important for
arctic sovereignty were not referred to. ...

' ... misrepresentations” - One misrepresentation referred to is that the Hickling Report incorrectly
refers to an ad hoc interdepartmental meeting as a meeting of the Advisory Committee on Northern
Development (ACND).

[

" ... and errors in interpretation” - Such errors include the mischaracterization of sovereignty as a land
ownership issue ... and the mistaken emphasis placed by Hickling on the 1930 exchange of notes
between Norway and Canada. ...

“contains numerous errors” - Factual errors include the misidentification of the department that
initiated the relocation project, and the ad hoc interdepartmental committee as ACND.

"... is highly selective in its use of archival records" - This is related to the similar concerns relating to
limited research. One example is that the Hickling Report reproduces minutes of a meeting that it
falsely identified as an ACND meeting, but fails to refer to a crucial ACND meeting earlier in 1953 that
indicates strong government concern about arctic sovereignty.*
Hickling Corp. declined an offer from CARC to reply to the latter’s statements in Northern Perspectives, instead
communicating through their lawyer that they would drop any legal action “in return for a statement which
withdrew any implied criticism of the motives of our client or its good faith in the matter.”* CARC did not do so,
believing (correctly) that Hickling would not proceed and that, if it did, nominal damages awarded would be small
given the publication’s limited circulation. “The issue involved a fundamental question of public policy in which free
and open debate should be encouraged and not stifled,” CARC’s lawyer noted; “and consequently, it would be

contrary to public policy to throttle or gag people from speaking out as vigorously as possible.”*

The research in the Hickling Report proved persuasive in official circles, and the Government of Canada’s
response to the House of Commons Standing Committee recommendations largely echoed its findings. Inuit were
not relocated to the High Arctic “in order to protect or affirm Canadian sovereignty in the north,” the response
insisted. “The motive was to assist them in continuing to follow their traditional livelihood through greater access to
game resources.” While Inuit moved to Grise Fiord helped the RCMP in enforcing territorial game regulations, the
government suggested that “this type of activity cannot be interpreted as the protection of Arctic sovereignty.” While
refusing to concede that officials had failed in their obligations to Inuit when designing and implementing the
relocation project, the government accepted that it had a “moral obligation” to honour its promise to relocatees that

they could return to Inukjuak or Pond Inlet if they were unhappy.*

The debate continued. In November 1990, Makivik Corporation and ITC asked Prime Minister Brian

Mulroney to intervene on the basis of their previous claims. The following March, the Minister of Indian Affairs and
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Northern Development replied that “there still is no evidence to indicate that the sovereignty factor was any more
significant than the conclusion reached in [Makivik’s] own 1982 Position Paper (i.e., that sovereignty concerns
played at best a secondary role and that there was no linkage of sovereignty concerns to the project prior to 1960,
long after the last of the Inukjuak people had been relocated).” The archival record did not, in the government’s
assessment, support the accusations made before the Standing Committee, and “no responsible government would or
should make public apologies and compensation based solely on memories or recollection of events which had
occurred so long ago.” Makivik was furious, accusing the government of “a systematic cover up or ignoring of facts
relevant to a fair resolution of the issue.” Inuit spokespersons found the Hickling Report particularly offensive in its
avoidance of key allegations which had been made before the Standing Committee about the relocation, such as
“inadequate and negligent medical services; use of slave labour; illegal interference with and theft of Inuit mail; sexual
abuse of Inuit women by the RCMP; hunger and inadequate diets; lack of government services including education
and health services; physical, emotional and psychological suffering and abuse; lack of basic shelter.” The Makivik
letter suggested that whether sovereignty “was a primary reason or a secondary reason for relocating Inuit to the
High Arctic in the 1950s, evidence of Inuit suffering and serious lack of planning... are ignored or seriously

minimised.”*¢

Similarly unsatistied with the Government of Canada’s responses, the ITC appealed its case to the Canadian
Human Rights Commission (CHRC). In January 1991, the Commission noted that its statutory procedures for
investigating complaints did not apply to the case, given that the events occurred long before the Canadian Human
Rights Act was enacted, but it entered into an informal arrangement with the ITC and DIAND to review the
complaints. Queen’s University law professor Daniel Soberman was contracted as a Special Reporter to the CHRC to
investigate the allegations, provide an opinion on the Inuit claims, and “determine, if feasible, to explore the
possibility of arriving at a conclusion mutually acceptable to the Inuit and DIAND.” He began his work in August
1991, supplementing archival research with travel to Grise Fiord, Resolute Bay, Pond Inlet, and Inukjuak to interview
Inuit involved in the relocations during the 1950s, as well as civil servants and RCMP.*” On the sovereignty issue, his
report (reproduced as document 3) concluded that “in the early 1950s, the Government of Canada had concerns
about effective occupation of the Canadian Arctic,” which likely “influenced the planned location of two settlements
on Ellesmere Island.” Nevertheless, he noted that the decision to quickly abandon plans to settle Inuit at the location
where Greenlanders crossed over to Ellesmere Island “suggests that sovereignty was not a primary concern.
Nevertheless, the establishment of two permanent Inuit settlements in the High Arctic was viewed by the
Government of Canada as reinforcing and contributing in a material way to Canada's claims of sovereignty over its
Arctic territories.” His other conclusions found that the Government of Canada had “failed to meet its fiduciary
duties of care and diligence in planning and carrying out the relocation, and in not taking steps in the first few years
to honour its promise of return,” and that inadequate planning and implementation of the project brought

“unnecessary hardship” to Inuit. Accordingly, he recommended an apology for its shortcomings, noting that:

Based on the documentary evidence between 1953 and 1960, the Government of Canada should accept
that its predecessor Government of those years considered the presence of new Inuit communities in
the High Arctic to be helpful in supporting Canadian claims to territorial sovereignty in the region. I
recommend that the Government formally acknowledge the contribution of the Inuit relocatees at Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay to Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic and publicly thank them.*
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Grant, who had authored a damning indictment of the Hickling report and the High Arctic relocations,* was elated
with the Soberman report released in December 1991. “I did not realize how completely it vindicated the
conclusions of my report” (which asserted that sovereignty was the primary reason for government action), she

wrote on 30 January 1992.%

Although DIAND was generally satisfied with Soberman’s report,® it had contracted Magnus Gunther, a
Professor of Political Science at Trent University (the same university with which Grant was affiliated), to conduct
more extensive research in the official archives about claims that the government had relocated Inuit to the High
Arctic for sovereignty reasons and had acted irresponsibly in planning and executing the moves. After reading
nearly ten thousand official documents related to the relocations, Gunther observed that only a miniscule number
mentioned sovereignty. “The origins of the settlement policy of the early 1950s is to be found not in a concern
about effective occupation of the High Arctic but in the collapse of the ‘Eskimo Economy,” he concluded in his

report submitted in June 1992 (reproduced as document 4). His main conclusions suggested that:

The main reason for the relocation projects to the High Arctic was a concern to improve the living
conditions of the overpopulated and over-concentrated Inuit population of Northern Quebec.

There was no de facto or de jure threat to Canadian sovereignty on Ellesmere Island. There was a
concern about controlling illegal hunting which the two police detachments established in 1951 and
1953 were quite easily able to control. They did not need the assistance of the Inuit from Northern
Quebec to do this. The relocation projects were added to the establishment of these posts as a way of

easing population and game pressures around Inukjuak. Nor was fear of a U.S. radar station at Resolute
the reason for moving people there.

The Canadian government put considerable resources, in terms of RCMP personnel, into these projects,
especially given the scanty resources available for activities in the Arctic at that time.

The documentary evidence suggests that a great deal of concern and dedicated, responsible action by
government officials was undertaken to ensure the projects survived and prospered. This is not to say
that some of the planning and implementation could not have been better, nor that mistakes were not
made. But the care and diligence used in carrying out the projects was reasonable given the public
philosophy of the importance of self-sufficiency and thrift which pervaded government at the time, and
given the resources available to the Department.>

Opverall, Gunther’s report offered as strong an exoneration of the government’s overall motives and actions as

Grant’s had been an indemnification.

The lines were deeply drawn. In February 1994, Grant wrote to Terry Fenge, the executive director of the

Canadian Arctic Resources Committee, explaining her view that:

The problems with the Gunther report were so serious and so many, that I believed that the best route
would be to give my report [to the RCAP] as a scholarly evaluation, but include the documents cited
there and in other reports.”® This would avoid a ‘critique’ yet at the same time let the documents
themselves show the serious flaws in the governments reports. ... Hopefully we can put this one to bed
(the Gunther Report), and get on with finding an appropriate solution. Frankly, I admit initially being
quite intimidated by the magnitude of the problems in the Gunther report — large and small - all of
which supported inaccurate conclusions and many unfounded assumptions. ... “Critiques” do not allow
for objective scholarly analysis or help in finding appropriate solutions.>*
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Ironically, the allegation of a selective reading of the archival record, unfounded assumptions, and inaccurate
conclusions shaped more by bias than a solid evidentiary base are exactly what Gunther had levelled at Grant in his

critique of her 1992 study.

Inuit organizations also dismissed Gunther’s report as offensive, owing to the weighting that it gave to
government officials’ perspectives on the “success” of the relocations rather than on Inuit recollections of direct and
indirect coercion, hardship, and trauma.” For example, ITC considered Gunther’s report “an insult” given his
apparent dismissal of Inuit oral histories describing hardships experienced by Inuit relocatees after the arrived in the
High Arctic. In its submission to the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples in 1994, ITC recommended fervently
that:

e The important contribution made by the High Arctic Exiles to Canada’s assertion of sovereignty in the
High Arctic must be acknowledged by the Government of Canada.

e The Government of Canada should make an immediate and sincere apology to the High Arctic Exiles
acknowledging the hardships, pain and suffering they endured as a result of the relocation, and for the
delay and reluctance in honouring the government’s commitment to return the relocatees to their
homelands if so desired.

o The federal government should compensate the High Arctic Exiles for the hardships, pain and suffering
they endured, for the personal possessions which were lost, and for their contribution to the assertion of
Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic. All possible support should be provided to the families and

communities involved in the relocation as they continue their healing process.

ITC also lamented the way that “the federal government has dealt with the High Arctic Exiles issue over the past
decade,” citing “its refusal to accept the High Arctic Exiles’ stories of their experiences as accurate; the
commissioning of a high-profile political apologia from an individual with no appreciable background in the issues
requiring investigation; and, the statements of the former minister which were grounded in denial and justified by

fundamentally flawed research.”*

The purpose of this volume is not to question or undermine the High Arctic exiles’ stories of hardship or to
suggest that government records represent an appropriate way to study Inuit experiences. Inuit are best positioned to
explain what they lived through, promises made and broken, and hardships endured on the ground. Instead, this
volume adopts a narrower lens, limiting its coverage to those sections of Gunther’s report dealing with government
motivations for conceiving and executing the High Arctic relocations in the first place — a topic that is naturally
rooted in government archives and testimonies. Grant and other researchers who accuse the Government of Canada
of deliberate perfidy in moving Inuit on the hidden pretext of bolstering Canadian sovereignty do not build their
case on Inuit oral histories but from government archival records, circumstantial evidence, and comments made by

civil servants (both at the time of the relocations and after their retirement).

In their detailed study Tammarniit (Mistakes), Kulchyski and Tester note that “by late 1992, the historical
records on the Arctic relocations had been thoroughly combed by a number of researchers. No edicts or directives
from Privy Council, the Prime Minister’s Office, or from the Department of External Affairs, supporting the notion
that the Inuit were relocated as part of a deliberate, high-level scheme to strengthen Canadian sovereignty in the

Arctic had been found.”” With no “smoking gun” of clear evidence, proponents of the “human flagpoles” argument
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resort to circumstantial evidence. Accordingly, the various reports on the relocations devote significant attention to
Canadian officials’ perceptions of Arctic sovereignty and “effective occupation” in the late 1940s and early 1950s.
This intersects with a vigorous debate about whether Canada faced existential Arctic sovereignty challenges from its
American allies during this period (and ultimately sacrificed sovereignty in the interests of continental defence),”® or
whether bilateral cooperation, diplomacy, and sufficient displays of “effective occupation” managed to balance (and
even strengthen) Canada’s sovereignty and security interests.” Although most government officials acknowledged
that neither the United States nor any other foreign country questioned Canada’s de jure (legal) sovereignty by the
early 1950s, concerns persisted about de facto sovereignty — a key theme in both Grant’s volume and this one.
Accordingly, reports on the High Arctic relocations offer different, even competing, perspectives on historical
context, offering important insights into perceptions of sovereignty and “effective occupation” at the time. Debates
about the perceived imperative, in some government circles, to bolster Canadian presence — and whether an Inuit
presence in the High Arctic even registered in official minds as a means to enhance “effective occupation” in the

1950s - point to the contentious and inherently contested nature of this topic.

Recognizing the longstanding and ongoing contribution of Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord to
Canada’s sovereignty in the High Arctic — a theme that I, and many others, have developed in previous books and
articles® - does not require a government conspiracy that Inuit were used as “human flagpoles” in the 1950s.
Instead, it is rooted in an acknowledgement - overlooked in the 1950s but embraced today - that Canada’s
sovereignty in the Arctic rests most firmly on ongoing Inuit use and occupancy and the shared sovereignty embodied
in land claim agreements.’ In response to former Prime Minister Stephen Harper’s declaration that Arctic
sovereignty was a matter of “use it or lose it,” John Amagoalik - who had been relocated to the High Arctic as a
young boy - explained that “the relocation was and remains very painful,” and that Harper’s statements did “little to
acknowledge the contribution Inuit have made and continue to make in the High Arctic.”®* Mary Simon was more
damning:

Luckily for Canada, the Inuit are always here. Without the Inuit, could we really claim to be masters of
the Arctic house? Probably not. Ultimately, the Arctic sovereignty issue will depend on people, not
ports or training facilities or military exercises. If Canada is to secure a long-standing and
unimpeachable claim to the Arctic, it must be grounded in the daily realities of the Inuit and other

Canadians who make this region their home. Why does Canada seem to forget that we are there each
time a crisis looms?

Canada’s mistreatment of the Inuit in using them as human flagpoles to assert sovereignty was laid out
with excruciating honesty during hearings convened by the Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples
in the early 1990s. A settlement was finally achieved and a semi-apology delivered. How ironic now for
Canada to brandish the fact that Canadian citizens — Inuit — live in the Arctic in order to add
legitimacy to its sovereignty claims.®

The ironic frame that Simon adopts only fits if one accepts the narrative that the government intended to use
Inuit as “human flagpoles” - an assertion that, while politically mainstream today, is not beyond meaningful
historical debate. Looking back over the research assessments conducted in the late 1980s and early 1990s about the
High Arctic relocations, author Gerard Kenney observed: “five researchers, five reports. Conclusions ranged from
one extreme of sovereignty, yes; hardship and wrongdoing, yes, to the other extreme of sovereignty, no; hardship and

wrongdoing, no - and various combinations in between.”** When historian Gordon W. Smith - who devoted his
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professional life to assessing the Government of Canada’s positions on Arctic sovereignty® — undertook his own
research assessment in the mid-1990s (reproduced as document 5), he observed that the various reports and books
on the relocations “contain factual information of verifiable authenticity and undoubted value; but all of them are to
some degree subjective and reveal attitudes and opinions that reflect personal views. It thus becomes necessary to try
to distinguish between fact and opinion, and in the case of opinion, to make some judgment about its reliability.” In
categorizing the various schools of thought, Smith notes that “Gunther and [Gerard] Kenney tend to downgrade the
validity of the native case; [Frank] Tester and [Peter] Kulchyski, [Alan] Marcus, and Grant tend to uphold it; and
Soberman, although clearly anxious to present an impartial view and to give the whites who were involved credit
where this is due, nevertheless leans strongly in favour of the Inuit case. The Royal Commission Report and
Summaries also tend to favour the Inuit case.”® Subsequent scholarship and commentary has fallen along similar

lines, with most scholars adopting the latter “case.”

Although scholars may continue to debate the successes and shortcomings of the High Arctic “experiments,”
the federal government’s 2010 apology for the High Arctic relocations and unfulfilled promises associated therewith
has officially embedded this history as one of government failure. “The Government of Canada deeply regrets the
mistakes and broken promises of this dark chapter of our history and apologizes for the High Arctic relocation
having taken place,” Minister Duncan offered.”” This did not go as far as the Royal Commission on Aboriginal
Peoples, which saw the relocation experiment as “a scheme that was inherently coercive in its objective and coercive
in the means chosen to achieve that objective,” with failed planning, implementation, and broken promises to return

the relocatees to their original communities when requested compounding the hardships that Inuit endured.*®

While the Government’s apology was silent about sovereignty as a catalyst for the relocations, the idea that
Inuit were dispatched to the far north as “human flagpoles” has become firmly entrenched.® Publishing research
which offers dissenting opinions on what has become a canonical narrative of postwar government perfidy in the
High Arctic in the name of Canadian sovereignty is not intended to dilute or detract from Inuit perspectives on what
they experienced or their longstanding efforts to secure an apology from the Government of Canada. Instead, it is
animated by the belief that a plurality of voices and perspectives are important to understanding histories of the

North from various viewpoints, on different levels, and in different places.

Written in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, Nunavut
February 2020

Notes
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Inuit Organizations’ Resolutions and Reports,
1985-1990

1-1. Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (ITC), “Resolution on Canadian Arctic Sovereignty and
Inuit Interests,” October 19851

INUIT TAPIRISAT OF CANADA

Resolution on Canadian Arctic Sovereignty and Inuit Interests

Whereas, this past summer, the American ship the Polar Sea, went through the North West Passage without seeking

permission from the Canadian government,

Whereas, in 1953, some Inuit were moved to Resolute Bay and Grise Fjord by the Canadian government and the
presence of these Inuit have been used to support the claim of the Canadian government of the High Arctic Islands,

Whereas, the Inuit lands and the Inuit living there should not be ignored by any government,

Whereas, the statement made by the Rt. Hon. Joe Clark, Minister for External Affairs in the House of Commons, as
to what Canada will do with regard to protecting Canadian Sovereignty in the Arctic includes legislation, military
activity, marine transport and cooperation with the Americans; but does not include cooperation with Inuit,
settlement of Inuit claims including the offshore; or the recognition that Inuit rights and environmental concerns are
the root of Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic;

Therefore be it resolved that, ITC call on the Canadian government to recognize the relationship between Inuit and
Canadian Sovereignty; to fully disclose to Inuit the nature and scope of Canadian and American military activity;
and to enter into a working relationship with Canadian Inuit with respect to the development of comprehensive
Arctic policy which will take into account Inuit concerns for survival and for the protection of the Arctic

environment.

Moved by: Amos Maggo
Seconded by:  Jonny Peter
Carried

ITC Board meeting - Oct. 7 - 11, 1985
OTTAWA, ONT.

! Annex "1" to HCSCAA, 19 March 1990, 22A: 82.
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1-2. Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, Resolution 86-5, “Relocation of Inuit from Inukjuak,
Northern Quebec and Pond Inlet, N.W.T. to the High Arctic,” April 19862

86-5 RELOCATION OF INUIT FROM INUKJUAK,

NORTHERN QUEBEC AND POND INLET, N.-W.T. TO THE HIGH ARCTIC

Whereas, Inuit from the Inukjuak area of Northern Quebec were relocated to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord areas of
the High Arctic in 1953 and 1955, under the sponsorship of the Government of Canada, supposedly to improve the

living conditions of the people involved.

The original move in 1953 also involved the recruitment of three Inuit families from the Pond Inlet, N.-W.T. area to

assist the Inukjuak Inuit adjust to the High Arctic climate and conditions.

Whereas, the relocated families accepted the move on the basis of being assured by the Government of Canada that
they could return to their homeland after two years, if they so wished,

Whereas, these people have suffered and endured many injustices as a consequence of this relocation, specifically;
among others

- social suffering resulting from separation of families and lack of communication with relatives.

- lack of material support in the initial years (food, clothing, shelter)

- loss of property and equipment by returnees, accompanied by readjustment problems

- absence of Government of Canada funding and assistance for exiles who wish to return to their homeland,

including transportation costs

- non-payment for services by the exiles to the [Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP)] and other agencies
who engaged the Inuit exiles to work for them

Whereas, fulfillment of commitments and support by the Government of Canada to the Inuit exiles has been dismal

and non-existent in most instances.
The Government of Canada has abandoned or ignored the circumstances and problems caused by the relocation.

The Government of Canada has failed to live up to its original assurances to provide returning families with the

means to return, including appropriate facilities and infrastructure individually and at the community level.

Whereas, this issue has been outstanding for 33 years and deserves urgent attention, action and practical solutions by
the Government of Canada,

Therefore be it hereby resolved that the delegates and representatives of the ITC Annual General Assembly support
the efforts of the Inuit exiles, Makivik Corporation, ITC, and [Inuit Committee on National Issues (ICNI)] in
pursuing appropriate Government action and remedies to this issue, specifically among other:

- formal request to DIAND Standing Committee for the Inuit exiles to appear to give testimony

- provision of financial and other resources to conduct negotiations on the issue with the Government of

Canada

% Annex "1" to HCSCAA, 19 March 1990, 22A: 81.
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- Pursuit of remedies and compensation for individual and collective claims for inconveniences, pain and
suffering and loss of property and transportation provision related to returning exiles as well as to those still
situated in the High Arctic

- pursuit of a formal acknowledgement by the Government of Canada of the Inuit exiles” contribution to

Canada’s sovereignty in the High Arctic

- provision of housing and all related infrastructure in the communities where Inuit exiles are situated.

Moved by: Zebedee Nungak
Seconded by:  Samwillie Elyasialuk
APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY

ITC - AGM, April 14 - 18, 1986 - INUKJUAK, QUEBEC

1.3. Zebedee Nungak, Makivik Corporation, to Pierre Cadieux, Minister of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, 23 March 19893

VIA PUROLATOR COURRIER
March 23, 1989
The Honourable Pierre Cadieux

Minister of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development
D.ILANN.D.

Les Terrasses de la Chaudiére
10 Wellington Street

Hull (Québec)

K1A OH4

Re: Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit relocation

issue: Remedial and Compensatory Measures

Dear Mr. Minister:

The present letter is in regard to Inuit families of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay who were relocated by the

federal government from Inukjuak, Québec in the 1950s.

Makivik Corporation, as the body in northern Quebec representing Inuit beneficiaries under the James Bay
and Northern Quebec Agreement, represents Inuit families of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay in these matters. Moreover,
Makivik acts on behalf of the coalition of regional and national organizations responsible for resolving this long-
standing injustice, namely, the Kativik Regional Government, the Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak, the
Inuit Committee on National Issues (I.C.N.I.) and Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (I.T.C.).

> HCSCAA, 19 March 1990, 22A: 111-18.
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It is now well documented that in July 1953, a number of Inuit residents of Inukjuak (Port Harrison) were
moved out of northern Québec by the federal government to communities of Resolute Bay (Cornwallis Island) and
Grise Fiord (Ellesmere Island) in the High Arctic. This first relocation of Inuit from Québec by Canada was followed
by subsequent relocations in 1953, 1955 and 1957. Such relocations were primarily effected by the Government of
Canada at that time in order to assist Canada in asserting Canadian sovereignty and not to promote the well-
being of Québec Inuit. [emphasis added]

Northern Québec Inuit went along with the federal relocation “experiment” since they had been told that the
hunting and quality of life would be better in the far North. These Inuit were assured that if conditions were not to

their liking, the federal government would return them to Inukjuak.

Since 1956, Québec Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord have repeatedly made requests to both the federal
and N.W.T. governments to be moved back to Inukjuak, as promised. Much of this situation is confirmed by the
findings of the study dated August 3, 1984 commissioned by the federal government. The few Inuit who have
managed to make their own way back to their home in northern Québec did so at great expense and were forced to

abandon substantial personal property in the Northwest Territories in so doing.

Over the last six years, Makivik, I.T.C. and I.C.N.I. have met with several federal [Department of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development (D.I.A.N.D.)] Ministers in an effort to secure a federal commitment to a fully
financed relocation back to Inukjuak, without further delays, as well as a series of compensatory measures for all
damages and expenses suffered by the people to date. All of these former Ministers have over the years acknowledged
the manifest injustice suffered by these Inuit, but, until 1988, none have taken any concrete action to rectify the

situation.

Makivik, the Kativik Regional Government and Inuit Tapirisat of Canada submitted to the D.LA.N.D.
Minister in January 1987 a document entitled “Position Paper Regarding Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Relocation Issue”.
This “Position Paper” detailed a set of remedial and compensatory measures seen as necessary to fully address the

past and current situation of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit.

On September 20, 1987, former D.I.A.N.D. Minister William McKnight, agreed by letter to fund construction
of ten housing units in the summer of 1988 in Inukjuak for Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay desiring to
relocate. In addition, the former Minister agreed to provide a small amount of funds to defray removal costs
incurred in the past as well as the 1988 relocation moves back to Inukjuak. The monies provided for by D.I.LA.N.D. in
this regard totaled $200,000 for the period 1988-89 and were the subject of a Contribution Agreement dated March
4, 1988, between D.I.A.N.D. and Makivik Corporation.

The ten housing units were constructed during the summer of 1988 and Inuit families from Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay wishing to return to Inukjuak were relocated by Charter aircraft during the summer and fall of 1988,

the whole pursuant to the Contribution Agreement.

The January 1987 “Position Paper” called for a series of eleven (11) remedial and compensatory measures. The
housing units provided and the relocation monies allocated by D.I.A.N.D. during 1988 fulfill only two (2) of these
eleven (11) measures called for. A fair and comprehensive settlement of this long-standing issue requires that the
remaining nine (9) measures requested be fully addressed by your Department.

More particularly, the compensatory and remedial measures outstanding include the following:
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Compensation for personal property losses incurred by those Inuit from Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay who

relocated back to Inukjuak at their own expense since 1970:

Total personal property losses associated with Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit who have already relocated
on their own back to Inukjuak in the 1970s and early 1980s amounts to a total in current dollars of
$245,584.50. This amount represents replacement costs of various items F.O.B. Inukjuak in 1988 prices.
This personal property was lost or left behind in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay when the six (6) families
moved back to Inukjuak during the 1970s and early 1980s. Some of this amount represents personal
property abandoned in Inukjuak in 1953 when some families were moved to Grise Fiord and Resolute
Bay by the federal government. Detailed lists of specific items with associated current replacement cost

values and affidavits are available to support the above amount.

Heritage Trust Fund:

The request remains unfulfilled for a Heritage Trust Fund of $10 Million as compensation to the original
nineteen (19) families relocated by the Government of Canada to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay from
Inukjuak (and Pond Inlet). This Fund is intended to compensate Inuit of Grise Fiord, Resolute Bay (and
Pond Inlet, where relevant), in addition to the other measures referred to in the present letter on a once
and for all basis, for the suffering and injustice which they were compelled to undergo. As already
proposed in the January 1987 “Position Paper” referred to above, this Fund would be administered by a
Board of Trustees made up of representatives drawn from the original nineteen (19) families as well as
Makivik representatives. The terms and conditions of the administration of the Fund would include
restrictions limiting withdrawals from the Fund to only income. The $10 Million would be payable into
the Fund by Canada in one lump sum upon signature of an agreement providing for all the remedial and
compensatory measures mentioned herein. Such a Fund would be in the nature similar to the symbolic
redress payments presently being made by the Government of Canada to Japanese Canadians who were
subjected to internment, relocation, deportation, loss of property or otherwise deprived of the full
enjoyment of fundamental rights and freedoms based solely on the fact that they were of Japanese

ancestry, the whole during the period of World War II and thereafter.

Makivik, in conjunction with Inuit of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay, have prepared detailed lists of the
original families relocated to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953, 1955 and 1957 by the Government of

Canada.

Housing and transportation costs for future moves:

Though the Government of Canada has, pursuant to the Contribution Agreement of March 4, 1988,
arranged for the construction of ten housing units in Inukjuak for Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit
returning as well as related transportation costs of these people, there remains the question of other Inuit
of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay or their children or descendants who may, in future, decide to move
back to Inukjuak. We are requesting that Canada undertake to build housing units and defray all

transportation costs of any such future moves.

Moreover, we are prepared to consider a limited time period during which such an offer of housing and

transportation costs by Canada would be available to those Inuit entitled. Presently, we would consider a
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three (3) year period following the date of the final comprehensive remedial and compensatory

agreement with Canada concerning this issue as being an appropriate time delay.

Travel costs for vearly visits:

Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit presently living in Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay or Inukjuak want to be
able to visit their families and relatives at regular intervals annually. Current scheduled air flights from
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Inukjuak and vice-versa are extremely limited in number and high in
cost, making such visits virtually impossible. A request has been made for Canada to create a
compensation fund for travel in the amount of $2 Million to cover all current and future travel needs as
above-described of the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit, namely, the original families, their children and
descendants wishing to make such visits. This would be a one-time payment for such purposes and the
Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit would be free to spend either capital or interest for such travel visit
purposes. With respect to the amount, it should be noted that our experience with chartering aircraft for
round-trips (Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay return) during 1988 has demonstrated that such
aircraft charters cost between $60,000 and 75,000.

Official recognition of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit:

Some form of special and formal recognition must be undertaken by the Government of Canada for the
original Inuit families relocated from Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay and for their special
contribution to Canada in assisting in establishing Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic. The former
D.ILAN.D. Minister William McKnight confirmed in his letter of September 30, 1987 to Makivik that
D.I.LAN.D. is prepared to support some form of special recognition in this regard. Grise Fiord/Resolute
Bay Inuit have already indicated that such special recognition would only be acceptable if it formed part

of a comprehensive remedial and compensatory agreement and that, in itself, would be inadequate.

Economic and social assistance support:

Many of those who have relocated during 1988 from Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay to Inukjuak are presently
without employment in Inukjuak. This situation was predictable and this is precisely why the January
1987 “Position Paper” to your Department requested special economic and social support systems be
provided to the community of Inukjuak in order to facilitate the adjustment and incorporation of
families relocating from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Inukjuak during 1988. It was suggested that
additional social support systems should including provision of additional social workers and
psychologists to work with individual families within the community to provide for a smoother
integration of the relocating families to Inukjuak. With respect to economic support programs, these we
requested because of the additional burden that Inuit relocating to Inukjuak would place upon the
already high unemployment situation there. It was suggested that such economic assistance take the
form of additional funds and job stimulation programs for Inukjuak not only in the year in which the
individuals and families actually moved back to Inukjuak, but for an extended period of perhaps 3 to 5

years thereafter.

This special economic and social assistance has not been provided and we again request that Canada

devise such special programs and bear the cost of same.
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Municipal and Educational Infrastructure support:

A review is currently in progress with the Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak and the Kativik
Regional Government to determine whether measures are necessary to augment municipal and
educational infrastructure of Inukjuak in order to accommodate the additional population and housing
created by the relocation of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit back to Inukjuak.

Funding for future meetings:

To date, Makivik Corporation has been bearing the full costs of any discussions, consultations and
negotiations undertaken in regard to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay relocation issue. As far back as 1986,
Makivik submitted a detailed funding request to the former D.I.A.N.D. Minister, William McKnight, in
the amount of $91,162.00. Such monies were intended for use by Makivik and Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay
Inuit for travel, consultation and negotiation purposes. Because no response had been made to that
request, this request for funding was again repeated in the January 20, 1987 “Position Paper” which was
submitted to the same Minister. We have received no specific response to either of these requests for
funding. Consequently, we are again requesting that such funding be made available to Makivik so that
we can effectively carry out our work with respect to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit relocation issue.

Reimbursement of negotiation costs:

There has still been no response to our request in the Position Paper for reimbursement by Canada to
Makivik of all expenses and costs incurred by Makivik since 1980 to date with respect to the Grise
Fiord/Resolute Bay relocation issue. Total amounts of money spent to date remain to be tabulated but
are estimated minimally to be $100,000. Such amounts are in addition to the funding requested for

continued work above.

We would appreciate a timely response to the request contained in the present letter. For this purpose, we

are suggesting a meeting between yourself and your officials and Makivik and representatives of Grise

Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit as soon as possible. Please advise us as to your availability in this regard.

Yours truly,

<signed>
Zebedee Nungak

1% Vice-President

C.C..

Markoosie Patsuagq, representative of Inukjuak

Larry Audlaluk, representative of Grise Fiord

Simeonie Amagoalik, representative of Resolute Bay

John Amagoalik, Inuit Tapirisat of Canada

Tikile Kleist, Chairman, Kativik Regional Government

Jobie Epoo, Mayor, Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak
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1-4. Makivik Corporation and Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, Submission Regarding Grise
Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit Relocation Issue to the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs, March 1990*
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GRISE FIORD/RESOLUTE BAY INUIT RELOCATION ISSUE
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THE HOUSE OF COMMONS STANDING COMMITTEE ON

ABORIGINAL AFFAIRS
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MAKIVIK CORPORATION
INUIT TAPIRISAT OF CANADA
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E. COMPENSATORY AND REMEDIAL MEASURES
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* Appendix “ABOR-9,” HCSCAA, 18 June 1990, 40A: 1-45.
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Housing and Transportation Costs for Future Moves
Travel Costs for Yearly Visits
10. Official Recognition of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit

11. Funding of Current and Future Meetings
12. Reimbursement of Negotiation Costs
ANNEXES

Map

A. BACKGROUND TO ISSUE

During the 1950’s, in particular, in the years 1953, 1955 and 1957, a number of Inuit of Inukjuak (Port
Harrison), Québec were relocated by the federal government to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord in the High Arctic. The
primary stated purpose by the Government of Canada for this relocation was to reduce the hunting pressure on the
resource base of Inukjuak. The High Arctic was said by government to be rich in resources. Additional stated
justifications for the relocation were the potential for employment, especially at Resolute Bay as well as the need for a
Canadian “presence”, especially in Grise Fiord. It should be noted that prior to the 1950’s, R.C.M.P. detachments on
Ellesmere Island were supported not by Canadian Inuit but by Inuit from Greenland. Canada attempted to facilitate
the adaptation of northern Québec Inuit from Inukjuak to the High Arctic by a concurrent relocation of Inuit

families from Pond Inlet to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953.

Inukjuak is characteristic of many Arctic communities in that it was originally used by Inuit as a large seasonal
village. Later, it became the site of a Hudson[’s] Bay Company post that served the outlying villages. Activity slowly
increased and new agencies began to establish themselves in Inukjuak. By the early 1960’s, it had become a central
community site and represented a consolidation of the previously disbursed regional population. Throughout the
1970’s, the growth of Inukjuak continued and by the 1980’s, this community had become a major centre of the

region and of all of northern Québec.

Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord, on the other hand, were not the creations of Inuit community life but instead
were artificially created by government. Although the areas which these two communities serve and even the sites
themselves have been used by Inuit for centuries, there was not the same development sequence related to Inuit
population as there was in Inukjuak and other northern Québec villages. Resolute Bay was formed in 1947 as a
meteorological station for a joint Canadian-American expedition known as Arctops. In fact, a different site was

intended for this base but bad ice conditions and a late arrival of ships made Resolute Bay the only alternative site.

With respect to Grise Fiord, it was selected as the site of a new community by the federal government and was
created in 1953. It was located close to an R.C.M.P. post that served as a source of trade goods. The relocation of
northern Québec Inuit families to Grise Fiord enabled the R.C.M.P. detachment to use Canadian Inuit as guides and

hunters rather than to have to hire Inuit families from Greenland.

At the time of the relocations in the 1950’s, Inuit involved had been told by federal officials that the moves
were “experimental” and that Inuit would be moved back to Inukjuak if they did not like the new conditions in the
High Arctic. The relocation process began in July 1953. Seven families were moved to Grise Fiord and four families
were moved to Resolute Bay. In 1955, six more families were transported to Resolute Bay by ship and one family was

moved to Grise Fiord.
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However, as early as 1954, many of the relocated Inuit were asking the federal government to be moved back
to Inukjuak. In 1966, several of the original families that had been relocated from Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay requested permission to the federal government to return to Inukjuak but this request, like many
others, was ignored and evenly actively discouraged by Canada. In the late 1970’s, two families returned to Inukjuak
and another family to the Hudson Bay area, all at their own initiative and at their own expense without any
cooperation, understanding or assistance from the federal government. Indeed, until very recently, the federal
government has virtually ignored all requests of Inuit in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord to move back to Inukjuak.

The relocation of Inuit from Inukjuak to the High Arctic was ostensibly based on three primary
considerations: the first involved an assumption about the need to move people from areas considered as “resource
poor” to those areas thought to be “resource rich” in exploitable natural food resources; second, was the assumption
about the need to improve economic conditions by shifting Inuit from areas that did not have a potential for wage
labour to those areas which appeared to have such a potential; third, was Canada’s post World War II concern with
an increased Canadian presence in the High Arctic. The first and second of the above reasons were those used by

government to encourage Inuit to relocate.

There is overwhelming evidence to suggest that the central, if not the sole, reason for the relocation of Inuit to
the High Arctic was the desire by Canada to assert its sovereignty over the Arctic islands and surrounding area.
Indeed, there is little factual evidence to explain why some areas of the Arctic were determined by the government to
be “resource poor” and other areas to be “resource rich”. In fact, none of the archival data is specific on this point,
but it does appear from this material as though the assessment by the government of resource potential in the Arctic
was based primarily upon observations set out in the reports submitted to the Federal Department of Resources and
Development (Northern Administration and Lands Branch) during the late 1940’s and early 1950’s. Moreover, there
is no evidence to support the federal government’s assumption in the early 1950’s of the severe depletion of game
resources in the Inukjuak region of Québec. However, it should be noted that in the early 1950’s economic and
health conditions in the north were bad almost everywhere due mainly to the failure of the government to establish
policies or programs to significantly improve either the economic system of the north (fur trading) or the health
delivery system. The Inukjuak region was certainly subjected to poor economic and health conditions at the time,
but probably no more so than any other areas in the Arctic. Consequently, justification for the relocation to Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay based upon poor economic conditions or a poor natural resource base did not hold up under

closer scrutiny.

Archival material from the 1950’s supports the view that the primary reason of the Government of Canada for
moving Inuit from Inukjuak to the High Arctic was to establish Canadian occupation there and confirm Canadian
sovereignty. Further, in 1983 Canada confirmed that this relocation of Inuit was undertaken in order to entrench
Canadian sovereignty claims to the High Arctic. The former Honourable John Munro, Minister of D.I.ANN.D.,,

presented a discussion paper prepared by Environment Canada entitled “Environment Canada and the North” at the
third General Assembly of the Inuit Circumpolar Conference held in Frobisher Bay in July, 1983 (see Annex 1 to the
present submission). This federal paper, in discussing the evolution of resource-use policy in Canada’s north,
provides as follows (page 59):

“It is worth noting that before World War II, priority was given to traditional forms of northern occupancy
in large areas of the North. However, the prime reasons for this were not entirely due to concern for Native

welfare and northern environmental quality. Issues of Canadian sovereignty were the principal concerns.
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Both the Native people and the environment were used as important elements in formulating strategies to

advance Canada’s jurisdictional claims in the Arctic.

For example, at the turn of the century Otto Sverdrup discovered Axel Heiberg and Ellef Ringnes Islands and
claimed them for Norway. In response, Canada reasserted her claim to the islands of the High Arctic. To
confirm this claim, Canada created a game preserve in the Arctic Islands in 1926, and stated that the hunting
grounds of the Arctic should be preserved for the Native Eskimos (Inuit). Various additions were made to
the preserve up until 1945, at which time over 1.3 million square kilometres (over one-half a million square
miles) were set aside covering all the Arctic Islands and a large part of the rest of the Northwest Territories.

To further entrench the sovereignty claim, the government relocated Inuit people from northern Quebec to
the Arctic Islands in the mid-1950’s.

Again, in December 1985, D.I.LAN.D. confirmed that Canadian sovereignty was the basis of the Inuit

relocation in its Report of the Task Force to Review Comprehensive Claims Policy entitled “Living Treaties: Lasting

Agreements”. This Report provides at page 60 as follows in this regard: (see Annex 2 to present submission)

“For a number of years Canada has been concerned about possible challenges to its sovereignty in the waters
of the Arctic archipelago. The voyage of the American icebreaker Polar Sea last summer drew attention to

the issue once again. Thirty years ago, the federal government strengthened Canadian sovereignty by
moving several hundred Inuit from northern Quebec to Ellesmere and Cornwallis islands in the High Arctic,

where they established the communities of Grise Fiord and Resolute.”

Similarly, in 1985 the Research Branch of D.I.A.N.D. published a report entitled “The Government of Canada and
the Inuit, 1900-1967” in which the following statement appears at pages 119-120 in regard to relocations of Inuit in

the North during the 1950s.

“The police in particular had been proposing some type of relocation since at least 1950, and believed the
High Arctic Islands would have sufficient resources to support one or two communities.” It should be
noted, too, that the police were anxious to relocate their Craig Harbour post to Cape Sabine and to employ
Canadian Inuit as hunters and guides instead of Greenland Eskimos, who had heretofore been used by
Ellesmere Island detachments.”’ Government officials admitted they were taking a risk, as no proper
resource survey had been done in the Resolute area, but plans and preparations went ahead because all

thought it a worthy and noble experiment. Fundamental, also, was the issue of Arctic sovereignty. “The

Canadian Government is anxious to have Canadians occupying as much of the north as possible and it
appeared in many cases the Eskimo were the only people capable of doing this.”

(The last footnote in the above quotation is an excerpt from minutes of a meeting held on August 10, 1953 in

Ottawa by the then federal Department of Resources and Development concerning the relocation of Inuit families

from northern Quebec to Cornwallis and Ellesmere Islands in the High Arctic).

Further, as recent as September 30, 1987 and February 5, 1988, former D.I.A.N.D. Minister, Bill McKnight

confirmed in letters to Makivik Corporation (see Annex 3 of this submission) that Canadian sovereignty was the

basis for the Inuit relocation of the 1950s.

Since the 1950’s, the Inuit involved have made repeated requests to the Government of Canada to be returned

to their homes in Inukjuak. Since 1978, Makivik Corporation as well as Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (I.T.C.), at the

insistence of their respective memberships as expressed through Annual General Assembly meetings (See Annex 1),

have made representations to various D.I.LANN.D. Ministers and Deputy-Ministers concerning the plight of Grise
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Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit and the need for the Government of Canada to act to rectify its negligent and inhuman
treatment of those Inuit it relocated in the 1950’s. The more Makivik and I.T.C. called for action by the federal
government on this issue, the more D.I.LANN.D. made promises of housing and other remedial and compensatory
measures for Inuit of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay but never followed through on any of such commitments. Makivik
and I.T.C. repeatedly referred the federal government to the fact that it had made promises to Inuit who had been
relocated that if they did not like Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay that they could be returned to their homes of origin in
Inukjuak. Because of Makivik and I.T.C. repeated demands for action from D.LLA.N.D., D.I.AN.D. finally gave a
contract to an independent consultant (Mark M. Hammond) and commissioned this consultant to determine
whether there had in fact been a promise by the Government of Canada to the relocated Inuit to finance their return

to their original homes in Inukjuak and Pond Inlet.

This Report, entitled “Report of Findings on an Alleged Promise of Government to Finance the Return of
Inuit at Resolute and Grise Fiord to their Original Homes at Port Harrison (Inukjuak) and Pond Inlet” (D.I.A.N.D.
Contract No: 84-099) was submitted to D..LA.N.D. on August 3, 1984 (see Annex 4 to the present submission). The

> <«

Report indicated that Inuit who were moved to the High Arctic in the 1950’s “quite likely received a promise from

government that they could return after two years, if they so desired”. The Report emphasized that if such Inuit did

not receive a specific promise in this regard, it is clear that they were not discouraged from thinking that they did.

The Report also raises serious doubts as to the “resource richness” of the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay area in that
documents from the 1950’s suggest that the Canadian Wildlife Service advised against adding to the number of
hunters in the Resolute Bay area and also in the High Arctic until it could conduct systematic faunal surveys to

determine what hunting pressure the land and water could in fact sustain.
The Report (at page 1) concludes as follows:
“Briefly my findings are:
1) Pond Inlet Inuit moving in 1953 received such a promise in no uncertain terms;

2) Port Harrison Inuit moving in 1953 quite likely received such a promise, but if they did not, it is clear that

they were not discouraged from thinking that they did; and

(3) Pond Inlet and Port Harrison Inuit moving in 1955 probably moved with the same understanding as
Inuit moving in 1953... Inuit at both Resolute and Grise Fiord were asking government as early as 1956 to

facilitate reunion with relatives and friends left behind at Port Harrison and Pond Inlet.”

Several meetings took place between Makivik, I.T.C. and D.I.LANN.D Deputy-Ministers since 1982, but until
1988 none of these resulted in any actions by D.I.A.N.D. to rectify the situation of Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute
Bay.

In particular, on February 26, 1985 and again on April 3, 1985, Inuit representatives from Resolute Bay and
Grise Fiord along with the Inuit Committee on National Issues (I.C.N.I.) and Makivik, as well as the Mayor of
Inukjuak, met with D.LAN.D. Minister [David] Crombie to discuss a proposed relocation of Inuit of Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay back to Inukjuak. At that time, Inuit concerns were described to the Minister as encompassing
three main areas: (1) matters relating to carrying out a complete relocation to Inukjuak financed by the federal
government; (2) social disruption which families involved have suffered and continue to suffer and the

compensation which Inuit seek as a result; and (3) the contribution the relocated families have made in assisting
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Canada to assert its sovereignty in the High Arctic and the recognition which should be bestowed by the government

to those Inuit involved.

At the April 3, 1985 meeting the then Honourable Minister Crombie confirmed that he was taking action to
secure additional housing for Inukjuak in connection with the proposed relocation and that it might be possible to
obtain a letter from the Prime Minister giving appropriate recognition to the contribution of Inuit to Canadian
sovereignty. Unfortunately no concrete action by the federal government resulted from either of these meetings and
consequently, on May 7, 1984, a telex drafted in clear terms calling for federal government to act on the Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay issue was sent to the then D.I.LA.N.D. Minister, John Munro; the then Minister of Justice, Mark
MacGuigan; the then Commissioner of N.W.T., John H. Parker and the then Minister of Justice for N.-W.T., Richard
Nerysoo.

On February 12-15, 1986, many of the complaints and demands of. Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay were
reviewed in a major meeting in Frobisher Bay between I.T.C., I.C.N.I,, Makivik Corporation, the Kativik Regional
Government, the Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak and Inuit representatives of the families affected by the
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay relocations of the 1950’s. Aside from the twenty representatives of the concerned
communities, present also were Mark R. Gordon, President of Makivik Corporation; Rhoda Inuksuk, President of
LT.C.; Zebedee Nungak, Co-Chairperson of I.C.N.L; John Amagoalik, Co-Chairperson of I.C.N.L; Sam Omik, Vice-
President of B.R.LA., and Simeonie Nalaturuk, Chairman of the Kativik Regional Government. This meeting
resulted in a telex being sent on February 14, 1986, to the then D.I.A.N.D. Minister, David E. Crombie, the then
Minister of Labour, Bill McKnight and the then Québec Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, Andre
Bourbeau, calling for a minimum of ten (10) new housing units to be built in Inukjuak in the summer of 1986 to
alleviate housing shortages caused by those Inuit who have already moved from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay back
to Inukjuak and also for those Inuit currently in the process of relocating. Secondly, the telex indicated that a detailed
list of compensatory and other measures all directly related to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay relocation issue would be

submitted to the Minister of D.I.A.N.D. in the near future for attention and action.

This telex was signed by the leadership of I.C.N.IL, I.T.C., the Kativik Regional Government, Makivik
Corporation, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit, as well as the Vice-President of the Baffin Region Inuit Association
(B.R.ILA.) and the Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak. No immediate action by either government resulted
from this telex and no housing units were constructed for Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit in Inukjuak in either

the 1986 or 1987 construction seasons.

As a result, several field trips to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay and meetings with community representatives
were undertaken by Makivik during 1986 and 1987 to determine with more precision the concerns and demands of
the Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit in light of the obvious reticence of Canada to act. The results of these trips
and meetings resulted in preparation by Makivik, I.T.C., and the Kativik Regional Government (K.R.G.) of a
Position Paper dated January 20, 1987 and entitled “Position Paper Regarding Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Relocation
Issue”. This Position Paper (see Annex 5 of this Submission) was submitted to the then D.I.LA.N.D. Minister Bill
McKnight along with a formal request for structured discussions and negotiations between Makivik, I.T.C., KR.G.
and D.I.LA.N.D. on all matters raised by the Position Paper.

Briefly, the Position Paper set forth the following minimum remedial and compensatory measures requested

at that time by Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay:

1- Thirteen (13) housing units to be built in Inukjuak;
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2- Moving expenses reimbursement for families already relocated to Inukjuak between 1970 and 1985;

3- Personal property losses for families already relocated to Inukjuak between 1970 and 1985 (approximately
$80,000);

4- Heritage Trust Fund of $10 Million for original families relocated to the High Arctic;

5- Municipal and education infrastructure supplements for Inukjuak;

6- Economic and social assistance supplementary support for Inukjuak;

7- Housing and transportation costs for future moves of Inuit to Inukjuak;

8- Travel costs for yearly visits by aircraft;

9- Official recognition of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit contribution to Canadian history;

10- Consultation budget request from Makivik (approximately $100,000);

11- Reimbursement to Makivik of negotiation costs (approximately $100,000).

B. DEVELOPMENTS SINCE 1987 CONCERNING GRISE FIORD/RESOLUTE BAY INUIT

Since submission of the above-mentioned January 20, 1987 Position Paper, D.I.A.N.D. undertook by letter
dated September 30, 1987 to Makivik (see Annex 6 of the present Submission) to fund construction of ten (10) new
housing units in Inukjuak and to reimburse and cover all moving costs of past and current relocations of Inuit from
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Inukjuak. Makivik accepted the above D.I.A.N.D. offer by letter to D.I.A.N.D. dated
November 11, 1987 (see Annex 7 of the present Submission) but only subject to certain reservations, namely, that the
D.LAN.D. offer was only “a step forward towards remedying the current situation of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay
Inuit” and that the D.I.LAN.D. offer addresses “only some of the requests made” in the January 20, 1987 Position
Paper. More specifically, Makivik clearly stated in its November 11, 1987 letter to D.I.LA.N.D.:

“Since the measures you outline in your September 30 letter address only some of the requests made to you
on January 20, 1987 in the Makivik - I.T.C. - K.R.G. “Position Paper regarding Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay

Relocation Issue, we intend to continue discussions with your Department concerning other remedial and

compensatory measures outlined in our Position Paper.”

Following from the above D.I.LA.N.D. offer, D.I.A.N.D. and Makivik executed a Contribution Agreement on
March 4, 1988 in the amount of $200,000: $50,000 of this amount to reimburse moving expenses of Inuit who
relocated at their own expense to Inukjuak between 1970 and 1985; $150,000 of this amount to defray moving costs
of Inuit relocating to Inukjuak during 1988-89. Further, Canada funded construction of ten (10) housing units in
Inukjuak in the summer of 1988. As a result, during the summer and fall of 1988, six (6) families (approximately

thirty-five persons) relocated to Inukjuak from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay.

More recently, Makivik communicated by letter dated March 23, 1989 with the D.I.A.N.D. Minister Pierre
Cadieux concerning the remaining and outstanding remedial and compensatory measures necessary to fairly resolve
this issue (see Annex 7 of this Submission). The Makivik letter also specifically requested a meeting with the
D.I.LANN.D. Minister in this regard. The D.I.A.N.D. Minister Pierre Cadieux responded to this Makivik request by
letter dated May 12, 1989 (see Annex 8 of this Submission) indicating that Canada had fulfilled all its commitments
in this regard and that a meeting was not necessary.
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Consequently, given the above negative response of the D.I.A.N.D. Minister to what we feel are reasonable
requests, Makivik felt it had no alternative but to come before the present Standing Committee to set forth our

concerns, our requests and the overall history of this issue.

C. NATURE OF SUFFERING, INCONVENIENCE, SOCIAL DISRUPTION AND PREJUDICE

The August 3, 1984 Report (Hammond Report) discussed above, contains a number of archival extracts from
R.C.M.P. reports and material of the then Federal Department of Resources and Development (Northern
Administration and Lands Branch) which only begin to shed some light on the motivations and actions of the federal
government at the time of these relocations in the 1950’s. This documentation also tends to confirm the complete
lack of consultation and information with the Inuit concerned at the time and the purposeful refusal by the federal
government to comprehend the fundamental social, economic, physical and psychological changes Inuit from
Inukjuak had to undergo in these relocations. Some of the R.C.M.P. reports drawn from the archival material of the
1950’s even raises certain social and environmental concerns which might result from the relocations and affect the

Inuit but fails to address them in any meaningful way.

For example, concerns were expressed with regard to insufficiency of land-based wildlife in the Resolute Bay
area and Grise Fiord area. In addition, some concern was expressed with respect to the unfamiliarity of the
environment, in particular, the long periods of darkness on Ellesmere Island, in contrast to the Inukjuak area and
that this might cause some “discontentment” amongst Inuit being relocated and might even [affect] their “morale”.
Some concern was mentioned in this documentation of the lack of availability of a sufficient pool of potential
spouses for those who had relocated to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord and the inability of Inuit relocating to be able to
find suitable candidates for marriage in order to maintain the productive and reproductive potential of their

population.

The archival material merely touches upon the possibility of individual family and community life disruption.
However, a fuller description and impact of the suffering and abuse encountered by the original relocated families
and many of their descendants is more fully appreciated from descriptions provided by the people themselves during

our meetings during 1986, most of which have been recorded for historical and other purposes.

From these discussions the following types of suffering, social disruption and damage generated by the initial
relocations in the 1950’s have become apparent. These sources and types of suffering, disruption and damage are by

no means exhaustive.
(1) Climate:

Unlike Inukjuak where the summer is approximately three and one-half (3 1/2) months in duration,
summer in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay is no more than a period of six (6) weeks. Unlike Inukjuak, in
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay there is no daylight from the month of October through to the month of
February inclusive. As well, there is no darkness there from April to October. Unlike Inukjuak, there is no
snow on the ground with which to build igloos until January whereas in Inukjuak such snow is available for
construction by November. Temperatures and weather conditions generally are much colder and more

severe in Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord and are of greater duration than in Inukjuak.

In regard to ice conditions, ice formations remain throughout the spring and summer in Grise Fiord and

Resolute Bay whereas in Inukjuak the ice disappears in late spring. This has serious consequences for the
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use of boats and canoes in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay because use of water craft is only possible in the
months of August and September whereas in Inukjuak, such activities can take place for at least five or six
months. The people also expressed great concern over the fact that there is very little rain in Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay in comparison to Inukjuak.

Overall, Inuit described the difference in climatic conditions between Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay and
Inukjuak as “very different”.

(2) Hunting Strategy, Availability of Renewable Resources and Dietary Changes:

The relocation from Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay represented a fundamental change in the
diet of Inuit involved. Representatives of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay continually remark on the balanced
diet they enjoyed in Inukjuak (i.e., a balance of land, game and marine game) whereas in Grise Fiord and
Resolute, the diet consisted mainly of sea mammals. This represented a major change in diet and in
hunting patterns for these Inuit. More particularly, in Inukjuak there was an abundance of berries, birds,
eggs, fish, caribou, seal, walrus and whale. In contrast, in Grise Fiord and Resolute, there were no berries,
few birds, no mussels, very rarely caribou and for the most part, the food sources were derived from
whales, seals, walrus (i.e., sea mammals). Representatives remarked repeatedly on the limited selection of
birds in the High Arctic in contrast to the great abundance and variety of birds in Inukjuak. There
appeared to only be eider ducks but no geese in the High Arctic. Not only was there a major change in diet
for those relocated, but the season available for using the water for hunting and fishing was also extremely
limited, as above-described. Consequently, Inuit who had been relocated had to adjust to a different diet
with limited means and seasons in which to obtain food. Long periods of darkness also complicated the

search for food in Grise Fiord and Resolute.

In addition, the new residents of Grise Fiord and Resolute were required to completely relearn a hunting
strategy suitable to the environment and resources of the region. While game was present, it was
inaccessible until the hunters developed knowledge of the land required to hunt effectively. This caused a
great degree of stress both personally for the hunters involved and affected the level of food availability for

the group.

(3) Employment and cash income:

Employment was easier to find in Inukjuak than it was in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay during the 1950’s
to the 1970’s. This made cash much less available which in turn meant that Inuit in Grise Fiord and
Resolute were much more dependent on the R.C.M.P. detachment and military activities in Resolute Bay.
In Inukjuak cash could also be obtained through the sale by Inuit of country food to non-Natives. This was
not possible in either Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay. In fact, most Inuit who did perform services for the
R.C.M.P. detachment in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, such as hunting or acting as guides, received no
payment whatsoever for their work over several years despite the fact that federal minimum government
wage policy as of 1948 for Inuit was Sixty Dollars ($60.00) per month. One example that many Inuit
remember in particular is the dismantling and removal of the RCMP buildings in Craig Harbour. These
dismantled buildings were moved over forty miles with Inuit assistance by dog teams and these Inuit were
paid absolutely nothing for their efforts. Even though it was often the government policy at that time for
such minimum salary to be paid as a credit note at the local Hudson[’s] Bay store in addition to food

supplies and segregated housing, these wages were not paid in whatsoever form to Inuit relocated to Grise
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Fiord and Resolute Bay. Indeed, no Hudson[’s] Bay store even existed at Grise Fiord. Many Inuit have

asked for an investigation into what they refer to as “forced labour” or “slave labour” during that period.

(4) Population size:

The difference in population size also generated severe stress and anxiety for those Inuit relocated from
Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and Resolute. Whereas there was a larger population of individuals in Inukjuak
(several hundreds), in Grise Fiord and Resolute there was only a very small population of Inuit (less than
100 persons in both Resolute and Grise Fiord). Even the population today suggests strong differences
between Grise Fiord (180 persons, including Inuit and non-Inuit) and Resolute Bay (225 persons,
including Inuit and non-Inuit) and Inukjuak (850 persons, including Inuit and non-Inuit). As discussed
earlier, the population size greatly affected the ability of young Inuit in Grise Fiord and Resolute to find
spouses since the biological pool was extremely small.

Indeed, there are accounts of Inuit in Grise Fiord having to go forth many years in search of a spouse in
other communities such as Resolute and Frobisher Bay before finding someone to marry. Such severe

social deprivation did not exist in southern Inuit communities such as Inukjuak.

(5) Religious practices:

The spiritual needs of the people were also negatively affected by the relocations. In Inukjuak in the 1950’s
there was a church and a permanent Minister to serve the spiritual needs of the population. In Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay there were no such religious facilities or Ministers until the beginning of the 1960’s. Inuit
of Grise Fiord and Resolute who had been relocated from Inukjuak received no spiritual guidance for
several years and thus were lacking in a basic support system at a time of extreme change and stress in their

lives.

(6) Community and family life:

The relocation to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay disrupted both the community and the “sense of
community” that existed in Inukjuak: it separated and divided families. From a cohesive community with
intense family ties in Inukjuak, Inuit were moved to an uncertain new existence in an alien environment
without the availability and proximity and support of family relatives and friends. Many of the Inuit
involved in relating their experiences to fieldworkers have likened these relocations of the 1950’s to the
plight of refugees in Europe during and after World War II: people without a land, without a home and
without a family.

Like the lack of spiritual support in the early years in Grise Fiord and Resolute, there was also lack of yet
other important support systems (community, family ties and friends) to help these people during the most

traumatic changes in their lives.

From a cohesive community in Inukjuak these people were moved to a place of no community. From
many friends and family ties in Inukjuak, these people were moved to an area of no family ties and no
friends. Such was the lack of complete community in Grise Fiord and Resolute that an individual could not
even find a spouse: he or she had to travel to other communities where there existed cultural differences
and language differences in order to try and make contact with another human being to marry and to

create a family and to hence carry on life.
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Children and other descendants of the original families relocated to Grise Fiord and Resolute have lost
their social and cultural roots and ties. They also have foregone much of the knowledge, teachings and
customs that they would have gained in Inukjuak had their families never been relocated to the High Arctic
(for example, hunting skills; carving skills; and general knowledge of the lay of the country). Many of the
children of the families originally relocated now feel homeless: they do not feel they belong in Grise Fiord

or Resolute and they do not feel they belong in Inukjuak.

So profound are the impacts of these relocations of the 1950’s that the social and cultural consequences are

felt, and will be felt, by many generations of descendants of the original relocated families.

(7) Government, Medical and other services:

Unlike Inukjuak in the 1950’s, Grise Fiord and Resolute had no Hudson[’s] Bay store or other supply store
and no governmental services. Governmental services did not appear in Grise Fiord and Resolute until
1962. Instead of a Hudson Bay store, there was simply a government trading store in Grise Fiord. This lack
of a store was highly significant for the Inuit because such a store back in Inukjuak and other Inuit
communities further south provided credit to Inuit which enabled them to purchase the staples they
needed to hunt and fish and generally carry on their traditional activities. There was no credit provided to
Inuit in either Grise Fiord or Resolute. This made traditional life extremely difficult and stressful.
Moreover, instead of the presence of various government services as existed in Inukjuak, in Grise Fiord
there was only the R.C.M.P. detachment which was also responsible for dispensing all services normally

handled by other government departments including medical services, welfare, postal services and so on.

There are documented cases of relocated Inuit having received welfare-type payments in Inukjuak and
such payments abruptly coming to an end when these individuals were relocated to Grise Fiord. Numerous
potential retroactive claims exist amongst Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit involved in these relocations.
More particularly, in the early 1950s in Inukjuak, Inuit who were entitled, were receiving up to Forty
Dollars ($40.00) per month as federal Old Age Pension, Family Allowance payments of approximately Six
to Eight Dollars ($6.00 - $8.00) per month, often paid in the form of food and clothing by missionaries or
medical officers; federal disability allowances for individuals aged 18-69 up to a maximum of Forty Dollars
($40.00) per month.

In regard to medical services, though there was a medical nursing station in Inukjuak in the 1950’s, there
were no permanent medical facilities in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay except for a R.C.A.F. nurse in
Resolute Bay. Even this nurse had no authority to send Inuit south for treatment. Many original family
members of the original families relocated who are deceased would still be living today if there had been

medical facilities available to them in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in the 1950’s.

With respect to education facilities and services, though these existed in Inukjuak, there were no schools in
Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay until 1962.

(8) Food Staples, Fuel, Clothing and Basic Supplies

A special note is required in regard to staple foods such as tea, sugar and flour as well as clothing material
and simple utensils, fuel and supplies. Strong evidence has been collected from Inuit of Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay that while Inuit men were being used for various jobs by non-Natives, the Inuit women were

forced to forage for scraps of food, wood, clothing scraps and broken utensils in the garbage dump of those



Inuit Organizations’ Resolutions and Reports, 1985-1990 19

communities; in the garbage of the R.C.M.P. detachment. Accounts exist of Inuit huts in Grise Fiord being
heated by sparse scraps of wood from old crates found in the garbage dump. This resulted in Inuit huts
frequently having no heat during the period of extreme cold. The R.C.M.P. detachment houses, on the
other hand, were heated with coal-fired furnaces with ample coal supplies brought yearly by sea-lift and

unloaded by unpaid Inuit labour.

In addition, there is evidence that many government supplies from the south destined for Inuit in Grise
Ford and Resolute Bay (rifles, duffle cloth) never arrived. F.J.G. Cunningham, Director of the Department
of Resources and Development, in a letter dated December 15, 1953 to the Secretary of the Advisory

Committee on Northern Development, stated as follows in this regard:

“It seems particularly unfortunate that all the shortage should be made up of those items which are
the most necessary for the Eskimo, and I understand that the lack of such items such as rifles and
duffle cloth will make their life more difficult than it need have been this winter. What happened to

the $1,124.00 worth of goods no one appears to know, but the fact remains that the Eskimos, during
the most difficult period of the year, will have to do without some of the necessities of life.”

Recorded discussions with Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute who had been relocated in the 1950’s reveal
extreme suffering, depression, anxiety and physical and mental deprivation both during the initial relocations and in
the 30-35 years subsequent thereto. In discussions with the original families and their descendants, the picture
becomes clear that these Inuit were plummeted into a hostile, unfamiliar environment with little consultation or
explanation concerning the reason for what was transpiring; inadequate equipment; a violent break with family and
friends; an elimination of all spiritual support; a radical change in diet and availability of food: all for the purpose of

enabling the federal government to assert and establish its claims of sovereignty in the High Arctic.

More recently (since 1975), these individuals have also been deprived of enjoyment of their rights and benefits
under the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement executed in 1975 of which these Inuit are acknowledged
beneficiaries. They have been prevented from using their traditional hunting and fishing areas and from taking part
in the various governmental and other entities provided for in the Agreement. The James Bay and Northern Québec
Agreement is an aboriginal treaty recognized and protected under section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982. It does

not appear, however, that they were ever considered in the original computation of the overall compensation monies
provided to northern Québec Inuit under the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreement. It is significant, however,
that despite the relocation to N.W.T. in the 1950s, the Government of Québec has formally recognized that these
Inuit have never ceased being Québec citizens and beneficiaries of the James Bay and Northern Québec Agreements

(see Annex 9 of this submission).

D. GRISE FIORD/RESOLUTE BAY RELOCATIONS AS VIOLATION OF CIVIL, ECONOMIC, SOCIAL
AND CULTURAL RIGHTS

The history of the Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay relocated from Inukjuak in the 1950’s and federal
government inaction to rectify such tragedy constitute violations of almost every relevant provincial, national and

international Convention, Charter, Covenant, Resolution or law dealing with human rights and freedoms.

More particularly, and by way of example only, the following provisions of human rights documents may have

particular relevance to this issue:



20 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

1. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights provides in part as follows:
“Article 5
No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.”
“Article 12

No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his privacy, family, home or correspondents,
nor to a tax upon his honour and reputation. Everyone has the right to the protection of the law
against such interference or attacks.”

“Article 17

1) Everyone has the right to own property alone or as well as in association with others.
2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property.”

“Article 23

1) Everyone has the right to work, to free choice of employment, to just and favourable conditions of
work and to protection against unemployment.

2) Everyone, without any discrimination, has the right to equal pay for equal work.

3) Everyone who works has the right to just and favourable remuneration ensuring for himself
and his family an existence worthy of human dignity, and supplemented, if necessary, by
other means of social protection.

4) Everyone has the right to form and to join trade unions for the protection of his interests.”
“Article 25
1) Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of

himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary
social services, and the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability,
widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his control ...”

“Article 27

1) Everyone has the right freely to participate in the cultural life of the community, to enjoy the
arts and to share in the scientific advancement and its benefits ...-

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights was adopted and proclaimed by the General Assembly in 1948.
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights has been accepted by Canada.

2. The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights provides in part as follows:

“Article 10
The States Parties to the present Covenant recognized that:

1) The widest possible protection and assistance should be accorded to the family, which is the
natural and fundamental group unit of society, particularly for its establishment and while it
is responsible for the care and education of dependant children. Marriage must be entered
into with the free consent of the intending spouses ...”
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“Article 11

1) The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of everyone to an adequate
standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate food, clothing and housing,
and to the continuous improvement of living conditions ...”

“Article 12

1) The States Parties to the present Covenant recognize the right of everyone to the enjoyment
of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health ...”

The International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights was adopted by the General Assembly of

the United Nations in December 1966 and entered into force in January 1976. The International Covenant on

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has been accepted by Canada.

3. The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights provides in part as follows:
“Article 7

No one shall be subject to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. In
particular, no one shall be subjected without his free consent to medical or scientific
experimentation.”

“Article 12

1) Everyone lawfully within the territory of a State shall, within that territory, have the right to
liberty of movement and freedom to choose his residence ...

4) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of the right to enter his own country.”
“Article 17

1) No one shall be subject to arbitrary or unlawful interference with his privacy, family, home
or correspondence, nor to unlawful attacks on his honour and reputation.

2) Everyone has the right to the protection of the law against such interference or attacks.”

The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights was adopted by the General Assembly of the United
Nations in December 1966 and entered into force in March 1976. The International Covenant on Civil and Political

Rights has been accepted by Canada.

4. The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms contained in the Constitution Act, 1982 provides in part as

follows:
“Life, liberty and security of the person

7) Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of the person and the right not to be
deprived thereof except in accordance with the principles of fundamental justice.”

“Treatment or punishment

12) Everyone has the right not to be subjected to any cruel and unusual treatment or
punishment.”

The Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms has become part of the Constitution of Canada by virtue of the
enactment of the Canada Act, 1982 by the Parliament of the United Kingdom.
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5. The Québec Charter of Human Rights and Freedoms (R.S.Q., c.C-12) provides in part as follows:

“5. Every person has a right to respect for his private life.”

“6. Every person has a right to the peaceful enjoyment and free disposition of his property,
except to the extent provided by law.”

“7. A person’s home is inviolable.”

“8. No one may enter upon the property of another or take anything therefrom without his
express or implied consent.”

“43.  Persons belonging to ethnic minorities have a right to maintain and develop their own
cultural interests with the other members of their group.”

Application of these provincial, national and international statements of human rights and freedoms to the
facts relating to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay relocations of the 1950’s set forth earlier in this Statement demonstrate
a clear division between what the Government of Canada promises to do and what in fact it has done and continues
to do to some of its citizens. Indeed, Canada’s treatment of Inuit relocated to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay constitute

violations of human rights guarantees at every level of government and jurisdiction.

Though the Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay have not to date chosen to pursue their claims through the
established human rights bodies either within the United Nations or under the Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms itself, they clearly have justification for so doing should federal inaction continue with respect to their
demands for remedial and compensatory measures to assist in alleviating some of the hardship they have suffered
and continue to suffer.

E. COMPENSATORY AND REMEDIAL MEASURES

The following constitute compensatory and remedial measures necessary to equitably and effectively attempt
to redress their losses, inconvenience, pain and suffering as a result of the relocations of the 1950’s effected by the
Government of Canada. These measures are intended to apply to the original seventeen (17) families relocated to
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay from Inukjuak and Pond Inlet during the 1950’s as well as to their children and other
descendants.

In demanding these measures Inuit of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay recognize that no amount of
compensatory and remedial measures can possibly ever fully rectify the suffering and loss brought about by these
relocations. However, these Inuit feel that the following measures are the minimum ones that the Government of
Canada must now carry out in order to compensate them and recognize their significant contribution to Canadian

sovereignty and Canadian history.

1. Housing:

Thirteen (13) housing units are required to be built in Inukjuak in order to accommodate families
wishing to move from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay and some families which have already
undertaken such a move at their own initiative. Canada funded construction of ten (10) housing
units in the summer of 1988 but three (3) housing units remain to be built to meet the needs of Inuit
relocating to Inukjuak both during and since 1988.
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Moving expenses:

Moving expenses relate to those individuals and families who have already relocated to Inukjuak
from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay over the last fifteen (15) years (six (6) families) and those moving
expenses related to individuals and families who still intend to move back to Inukjuak.

These moving expenses must include airfare from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Inukjuak for all
family members as well as cargo and freight expenses for the movement off all their household and
other property and equipment. With respect to the former of these costs, Canada has reimbursed
approximately $50,000 in moving expenses to the six (6) families who relocated to Inukjuak at their
own expense between 1970 and 1987. However, with respect to moving costs incurred between
March 1988 and October 1989, these costs amounted to approximately $204,000, and Canada to
date has reimbursed to Makivik $150,000 of this amount.

Personal Property Losses for those Inuit already moved back to Inukjuak between 1970 and 1987

Total personal property losses and moving costs associated with Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit who
have already relocated back to Inukjuak since 1970 amounts to a total of $94,485.00.

This amount represents replacement costs of various items F.O.B. Inukjuak in 1989 prices. This
personal property was lost or left behind in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay when the six (6) families
moved back to Inukjuak. Annex 10 of this Submission contains a detailed break-down of personal
property losses by family with a list of specific items lost and their current replacement cost values.
All such losses can be substantiated by duly executed affidavits.

Property Losses of Inuit relocated to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1950s

Aside from the personal property lost when Inuit moved hack on their own to Inukjuak between
1970 and 1987, some property was lost or destroyed in the relocation to Grise Fiord and Resolute
Bay in the 1950s. Those property losses amount to approximately $150,000 in present dollars and
relate to a Peterhead boat belonging to Mr. Simeonie Amagoalik and used by the community of

Inukjuak at that time. A photograph of this boat is contained in Annex 11 of the present Submission.

Heritage Trust Fund

Canada should establish and fund a Heritage Trust Fund of $10 Million as compensation to the
original seventeen (17) families relocated by Canada to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay from Inukjuak
(and Pond Inlet). This Fund would be administered by a Board of Trustees made up of
representatives drawn from the original seventeen (17) families as well as Makivik representatives.
Terms and conditions of administration of the Fund would include restrictions on use of capital and
income of the Fund. The capital of the Fund could be conserved so as to provide a perpetual fund
producing revenues for the seventeen (17) original families and their descendants. These specific
terms and conditions would be discussed with and established by the original seventeen (17) families
in consultation with Makivik and L.T.C.

The $10 Million would be payable into the Fund by Canada in one sum upon the signature of an
agreement providing for all the remedial and compensatory measures set out in the present

Submission.
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The Heritage Trust Fund would compensate Inuit of Grise Fiord, Resolute Bay (and Pond Inlet
where relevant) on a once and for all basis, in addition to the other measures provided for here, for

the suffering and injustice which they underwent due to Canada’s “experiment” of the 1950’s.

Annex 12 of the present Submission contains a list of the original families relocated by Canada to
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953, 1955 and 1957. This list does not enumerate all descendants of
these original families but merely the original families and immediate family members thereof. An
asterisk next to a name indicates that the individual is deceased.

Municipal and Education Infrastructure Support:

A review will have to be made with the Northern Village Corporation of Inukjuak in conjunction
with the Kativik Regional Government to determine the precise measures which must be taken to
augment the municipal and educational infrastructure of Inukjuak so as to accommodate the ten
(10) additional housing units built in 1988 and the remaining three (3) housing units to be built and

the additional population represented by same.

For example, Inukjuak may require an additional water truck and sewage truck as a result of these
additional housing units and the Kativik School Board facilities Inukjuak may require additional

space and facilities as a result thereof.

Precise determination of actual needs will have to be done by the Northern Village Corporation of
Inukjuak and the Kativik Regional Government themselves.

Economic and Social Assistance:

Special economic and social support systems have to be provided to the community of Inukjuak in
order to facilitate the adjustment and incorporation of families relocating from Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay to Inukjuak in the coming summer and following.

More particularly, numerous social problems exist because of the differences between Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay Inuit and those in Inukjuak. Social integration into the community has been
difficult for those six (6) families that have already moved and similar problems are anticipated for

the other families currently relocating and those still intending to relocate.

Such additional social support systems should include provision of additional social workers and
psychologists to work with individual families within the community and with the community itself
in order to provide for a smoother integration of the relocating families to Inukjuak. A specific
program must be developed in this regard and such program should extend beyond simply the year
in which the actual return of these people takes place. Canada should defray all costs associated with

such special social programs and assistance.

With respect to economic support programs, these will be necessary because of the additional
burden that Inuit relocating to Inukjuak will place upon the already high unemployment situation in
Inukjuak. Such economic assistance should take the form of additional funds and job stimulation
programs for Inukjuak not only in the year in which the individuals and families actually move back
to Inukjuak but for an extended period of perhaps three to five years. Canada should bear the cost of

such a program.
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10.

11.

Housing and Transportation Costs for Future Moves

Canada must engage in an undertaking to build housing units and defray all transportation costs
(persons and freight) of any Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit (the original families) or their
children or descendants) who decide to move back in future to Inukjuak, namely, within the three
(3) years following the date of an agreement with Canada being signed including the remedial and

compensatory measures contained in the present Submission.

Travel Costs for Yearly Visits

Some Inuit originally relocated from Inukjuak but choosing to remain in Grise Fiord or Resolute
Bay want to be able to visit their family and relatives in Inukjuak and then return to Grise Fiord or
Resolute Bay at regular intervals during each year. Similarly, Inuit relocated back to Inukjuak may
wish to regularly visit relatives in Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay. Current air flights from Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay are extremely limited in number and high in cost, making such visits virtually
impossible for the concerned Inuit. Consequently, Canada should create a compensation fund in the
amount of $2 [million] to cover all current and future travel needs as above-described of the Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay Inuit, namely, members of the original families, their children and

descendants wishing to make such visits.

With respect to the amount of the above requested Fund, two points are to be noted. First, our
experience with chartering aircraft for round-trips (Inukjuak to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay
return) during 1988 has demonstrated that such aircraft charters costs an average of $68,000 for each
trip. Second, Canada’s actions in the 1950s with respect to these Inuit has been a direct cause of the
original community being split into the several geographic locales which now necessitate expensive

travel in order to re-establish or continue basic family and communal ties.

Official Recognition of Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit:

Some form of special and formal recognition must be undertaken for Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay
Inuit and for their special contribution to assisting Canada in establishing its sovereignty in the High
Arctic. It is suggested that such special recognition take the form of a specially minted silver or gold
medal to be given to each of the original families and each of their descendants in the context of a

special ceremony to be conducted by the Prime Minister of Canada.

Additional forms of recognition could involve installation of special bronze plaques in Resolute Bay,
Grise Fiord, Pond Inlet and Inukjuak to commemorate the contribution of these people to Canadian
history. An appropriate inscription for such plaques could easily be worked out between Canada and

these Inuit.

One other possible additional form of recognition in this regard could be the printing of a special

Canadian stamp or coin recognizing the importance and contribution historically of these Inuit.

Funding of Current and Future Meetings

To date, Makivik Corporation has been bearing the full costs of any discussions, consultations and
negotiations undertaken in regard to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay relocation issue. As far back as
1986, Makivik submitted a detailed funding request to the former D.I.LA.N.D. Minister, William
McKnight, in the amount of $91,162.00. Such monies were intended for use by Makivik and Grise
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Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit for travel, consultation and negotiation purposes. Because no response had
been made to that request, this request for funding was again repeated in the January 20, 1987
“Position Paper” which was submitted to the same Minister. We have received no specific response
to either of these requests for funding. Consequently, we are again requesting that such funding be
made available to Makivik so that we can effectively carry out our work with respect to the Grise
Fiord/Resolute Bay Inuit relocation issue.
12. Reimbursement of Negotiation Costs

Canada must reimburse to Makivik all expenses and costs incurred by Makivik since 1980 to date
with respect to the Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay relocation issue. Total amounts of monies spent to date
for meetings, travel, discussions, negotiations, research and consultations with community
representatives remain to be fully tabulated but are minimally estimated to be $175,000.

ANNEXES *

1. Discussion Paper prepared by Environment Canada entitled “Environment Canada and the North”, dated
July 1983.

2. Report of the Task Force to Review Comprehensive Claims Policy entitled “Living Treaties: Lasting
Agreements”, dated December 1985.

3. Letters addressed to Makivik Corporation from former D.I.A.N.D. Minister Bill McKnight, dated September
30, 1987 and February 5, 1988.

4. Report entitled “Report of Findings on an Alleged Promise of Government to Finance the Return of Inuit at
Resolute and Grise Fiord to their Original Homes at Port Harrison (Inukjuak) and Pond Inlet” (D.I.A.N.D.
Contract No. 84-099) submitted to D.I.LA.N.D. on August 3, 1984.

5. Position Paper submitted by Makivik, I.T.C. and the Kativik Regional Government entitled “Position Paper
Regarding Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Relocation Issue”, dated January 2, 1987.

6. Letter addressed to Makivik Corporation from former D.I.A.N.D. Minister Bill McKnight, dated September
30, 1987.

7. Letter addressed to D.I.A.N.D. Minister, Pierre Cadieux from Makivik Corporation, dated March 23, 1989.

8. Letter addressed to Makivik Corporation from D.I.A.N.D. Minister, Pierre Cadieux, dated May 12, 1989.

9. Letter addressed to Makivik Corporation from former Minister of Municipal Affairs, Andre Bourbeau, dated
March 6, 1986.

10. List of Personal Property Losses for Inuit already moved back to Inukjuak between 1970 and 1987.

11. Photograph of Peterhead boat belonging to Simeonie Amagoalik.

12. List of original families relocated by Canada to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953, 1955 and 1959.

*NOTE: These Annexes can be found under separate cover.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At its meeting on March 19, 1990, the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs heard Inuit
witnesses and received written evidence from them, alleging that the federal government actively promoted the
relocation of Inuit families from the community of Port Harrison, now called Inukjuak, in Arctic Quebec, to Craig
Harbour, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in the Northwest Territories, in the 1950s, primarily out of concern for the
protection of Canadian sovereignty.

The Inuit claim that the Government kept this concern hidden from those who were relocated and lead [sic] them to
believe, instead, that they were being moved from the depressed conditions existing in Arctic Quebec at that time, to
areas further north, offering better hunting, trapping and wage employment opportunities. The Inuit assert that
these predictions of abundance did not materialize in the High Arctic. They say, in fact, game was in short supply
and they were often hungry.

They also allege that the Federal Government lead [sic] them to understand that they would be moved back to Port
Harrison, if they were unhappy in their new environment, and that this promise was not kept.

On June 19, 1990, the Committee also heard an oral presentation on this subject by Mr. Robert Pilot, a former
member of the R.C.M.P. and later Assistant Commissioner of the Government of the Northwest Territories. Mr.
Pilot, now retired from public service, initiated his own appearance before the Standing Committee because of his
personal wish to respond to certain allegations made by the Inuit concerning the conduct of the police in the
relocation project.

After reviewing the information presented to it on this matter, the Standing Committee, in its Third Report to
Parliament, made five recommendations which would require the Government to:

e acknowledge the role played by the Inuit relocated to the High Arctic in the protection of Canadian
sovereignty in the North;

e make an apology for the wrongdoing which the government inflicted on the people of Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay, at that time, a result of these concerns about northern sovereignty;

e carry out such an apology with due solemnity;

e accompany the apology with some form of recognition of the contribution to Canadian sovereignty made by
the Inuit people of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay; and

e consider compensation to the people of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay for their service to Canada and the
wrongdoing inflicted upon them.

In preparing its report, the Standing Committee took into account the oral and written evidence presented to it at
the meeting of March 19, 1990, by some Inuit members of the original groups who had been relocated from Inukjuak
in Arctic Quebec, to Craig Harbour, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in the Northwest Territories, in the 1950s. The
written evidence included a joint submission, prepared by Makivik Corporation of Quebec and Inuit Tapirisat of
Canada, dated March, 1990, containing various reports, correspondence, a position paper and other documents
dealing with the claim; and, an interim response to the Committee, submitted by the Deputy Minister of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, dated May 15, 1990.

Pursuant to the Standing Committee’s request, the Government of Canada is required to table a formal,
comprehensive response to the Committee’s report within 150 days (i.e., by November 16, 1990), in accordance with
Standing Order 109.
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The HICKLING report, which follows, responds to a request by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern
Development for a study by an independent, outside consultant, mutually acceptable to Makivik Corporation of
Quebec and the Department, to assess the factual basis of the allegations mentioned above, as they relate to the
Department. It was understood that the contractor would not be expected to deal with allegations that might be
considered to fall under the Criminal Code.

Our assessment of the factual basis of the allegations included in our study is based on an extensive survey of official
government files, documents, published and unpublished reports, and learned papers in the possession of the
National Archives of Canada, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, various libraries in
other Government departments, public libraries and sources within Makivik Corporation. We also interviewed a
number of key informants, including some members of the Inuit groups that were involved in the relocations that
are the subject of our study.

We found that the decision by the Government to actively encourage the relocation of Inuit families to the High
Arctic in 1953, and in the two or three years subsequent to that, was not motivated by a concern to strengthen
Canadian sovereignty over the Arctic Islands at that time. Canada felt secure in her claim of ownership of the Islands
at that time, as a result of an exchange of Notes between Canada and Norway in 1930, and because the Canadian
Government had consistently displayed its sovereignty in that area for so long and in so many ways as to firmly
establish its title to all of the Arctic Islands in a manner consistent with International Law.

The R.C.M.P. participated in the exercise of Canadian sovereignty in the North by their very presence in those areas
and in the various roles they were called upon to carry out on their own, and on behalf of other federal departments.
They were required from time to time to deal with the illegal hunting of polar bear and muskoxen by Greenlanders,
which was prohibited under the NWT Game Ordinance. In carrying our this function, they did indeed assist in
asserting Canadian sovereignty.

The Inuit families in question were not relocated to the High Arctic to assist the RCMP in the administration of the
NWT Game Ordinance, although, in fact, they did so on occasion.

They also asserted Canadian Arctic sovereignty by the very fact of living there but that was not the purpose of their
relocation.

Our study reveals that the main reason for the decision by the Government to encourage some Inuit families to
relocate to the High Arctic at that time was a concern to improve the living conditions of Inuit, particularly in the
Hudson Bay region. Relocation from those depressed areas was seen, by both Government officials and the Inuit
themselves, as a way of breaking out of a growing pattern of welfare dependency, and as a means of providing the
Inuit with new and better economic opportunities through improved hunting: trapping and wage employment.

Reasonable steps were taken by the Government officials to establish and apply suitable criteria for the selection of
families, so as to ensure the success of the project and the security of the participants. These criteria were developed
over a period of several years, with input from a number of sources. Those who were transported to the new location
by the “C.D. Howe” were x-rayed before their departure and appear to have been found to be free of serious
infectious diseases. Some of the participants who were included were quite aged and at least one was physically
disabled, but their participation in the relocation project was not out of line with Inuit cultural values nor with the
realities of life in the Arctic in those years. The difficulties of life in the High Arctic were recognized and explored
beforehand by the officials and a reasonable plan was articulated to ensure that those who were relocated were well
supported by experienced R.C.M.P. officers who knew the families personally and who were knowledgeable of Inuit
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ways and language. Experienced Inuit families from the most northern settlements at the time were approached to
assist with the project. They agreed to do so and to transfer their hunting and trapping skills to the Inuit participants
from Arctic Quebec. The first group of Inuit relocated were not as well equipped as they might have been, but
apparently this was dealt with after their arrival.

Reasonable efforts seem to have been made to explain the project to both of the Inuit groups involved before their
departure, and to communicate the fact that participation in it was voluntary. It is more than likely that some of the
Inuit could not completely envisage what conditions in the High Arctic would be like because these things were
outside the range of personal experience at the time. While this is truly regrettable, it should not imply a deliberate
attempt by the Government officials to deceive or mislead the Inuit participants.

A number of the Inuit families in the project stated in letters written to the Department in the period 1956 to 1963
that game and fur were plentiful in the vicinity of both Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord, and that hunger was not a
problem. The frequency of letter-writing from Inuit at Resolute Bay dropped off considerably after 1963 and nearly
completely, after 1966, with the transfer of responsibility for most aspects of Inuit affairs to the Government of the
NWT. It is not possible, therefore, to say whether game and fur continued to be plentiful after the letters stopped
coming but on the other hand, there is no reason to believe otherwise.

We believe that the Department gave the Inuit an understanding that they would be returned to their original
communities after one, two, or three years, if this was requested. There is no evidence to suggest that the Department
intended this undertaking to remain in force indefinitely.

The files show that some of the Inuit families living in Resolute Bay wrote to Ottawa, asking to return to Port
Harrison for a visit. The earliest example of such a request, that we could find, occurred around 1960. The
determination of the length of the proposed visits quite often required several exchanges of letters. On one known
occasion, in 1961, Ottawa responded to such proposals by seeming to suggest that those wishing to visit Port
Harrison should collaborate in chartering an aircraft for this purpose, at their own expense. The files would indicate
that one group did this in 1962, but no further details are provided. It is uncertain if there was an official policy on
the matter at that time. Our speculation is that the Department took this position because it considered the
individuals involved to be economically self-sufficient. This was the practice followed with respect to Fort Chimo
Inuit working at Churchill and wishing to visit their home community.

Early in the 1970s, however, the Government of the Northwest Territories arranged and paid for the transportation
of several groups of Inuit, from both Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, to Port Harrison, to visit relatives and to assess
whether they wished to be returned to that community on a permanent basis. Several families subsequently
requested relocation and this was done. The Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development reimbursed
the Territorial Government for the costs of both the visits and relocation.

On one occasion, the R.C.M.P. used their own aircraft to permit several families living at Grise Fiord to visit relatives
in Port Harrison and subsequently relocated them. The R.C.M.P. apparently absorbed these costs.

An additional number of Inuit families living at Resolute Bay were relocated to Port Harrison in 1988, initially at
their own expense or with assistance from the Makivik Corporation of Quebec. The Department agreed to re-
imburse the transportation costs for those families who had already moved back to Inukjuak. This offer was
subsequently extended to include the costs of transporting a number of other families who had not yet moved but
who had indicated that they intended to do so. These re-imbursements, totalling approximately $ 250,000.00, were
paid out of the Department’s 1988-1989 appropriations. In 1988, the Department also undertook to provide the
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Government of Quebec with funds, amounting to approximately $700,000, to permit Quebec to add ten houses to
the pool of housing identified for Port Harrison, in recognition of the impact that this inflow of people would have
on the 1989 housing plans for that community.

The evidence that we examined does not support the allegation that the Government committed wrongdoing in the
planning and conduct of this project. The material we examined leads us to a different conclusion, namely that the
project was conscientiously planned, was carried out in a reasonably effective manner and that the Inuit participated
in it voluntarily, in their own search for a better life, and benefited from the experience.

We do not see the grounds for an apology by the Government for the manner in which the relocation project was
conceived, planned and carried out. In our view, to apologize for a wrongdoing it did not commit would constitute
deception on the part of the Government. It would also imply that the project had not been reasonably successful
whereas this is not the case.

In our opinion, the delay in settling the matter of the return of the remaining original families still at Resolute Bay
and Grise Fiord is the only real basis for criticism of the Department, as far as this project is concerned. The
circumstances that caused this delay, however, have already been explained by several Deputy Ministers and
Ministers since the claim was first formally raised with the Department in 1982. At this point, therefore, a concrete
and definitive statement on what action the Department now intends to take on this matter would be most
meaningful.

We would suggest that the Department consider extending for a further one or so years the offer previously made to
the Inuit families who have already returned to Inukjuak and Pond Inlet from Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord. This
would permit any of the remaining families at Resolute and Grise Fiord to undertake an exploratory visit to their
original communities and to relocate on a permanent basis if they so choose.

Also, we suggest that the Department agree to support any proposal to note the contribution which Inuit throughout
the Arctic have made over the years to the social, political and economic development of the High Arctic.

Also, we suggest that the Department agree to support any proposal to note the contribution which Inuit throughout
the Arctic have made over the years to the social, political and economic development of the High Arctic.
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CHAPTER ONE

1.1 INTRODUCTION

This is the report of the study conducted to assess the factual basis of allegations made before the Standing
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs on March 19, 1990, concerning the motivation behind, and the conduct of, a
project initiated by the then Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources to relocate Inuit families to the
High Arctic in the 1950s. The results of our study are required to permit the current Department to table a
comprehensive and official government response to the allegations in question and to the Committee’s

recommendations.

CHAPTER TWO

2.1 BACKGROUND

At its meeting on March 19, 1990, the Parliamentary Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs heard Inuit
witnesses and received written evidence from them, alleging that the federal government actively promoted the
relocation of Inuit families from the community of Port Harrison, now called Inukjuak, in Arctic Quebec, to Craig
Harbour, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in the Northwest Territories, in the 1950s, primarily out of concern for the
protection of Canadian sovereignty.

The Inuit claim that the Government kept this concern hidden from those who were relocated and lead [sic] them to
believe, instead, that they were being moved from the depressed conditions existing in Arctic Quebec at that time, to
areas further north, offering better hunting, trapping and wage employment opportunities. The Inuit assert that
these predictions of abundance did not materialize in the High Arctic. They say, in fact, game was in short supply
and they were often hungry.
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They also allege that the Federal Government lead [sic] them to understand that they would be moved back to Port
Harrison if they were unhappy in their new environment, and that this promise was not kept.

On June 19, 1990, the Committee also heard an oral presentation on this subject by Mr. Robert Pilot, a former
member of the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (R.C.M.P.) and later Assistant Commissioner of the Government of
the Northwest Territories. Mr. Pilot, now retired from public service, initiated his own appearance before the
Standing Committee because of his personal wish to respond to certain allegations made by the Inuit concerning the
conduct of the Police in the relocation project.

After reviewing the information presented to it on this matter, the Standing Committee, in its Third Report to
Parliament, made five recommendations which would require the Government to:

» acknowledge the role played by the Inuit relocated to the High Arctic in the protection of Canadian
sovereignty in the North;

* make an apology for the wrongdoing which the government inflicted on the people of Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay, at that time, as a result of these concerns about northern sovereignty;

* carry out such an apology with due solemnity;

* accompany the apology with some form of recognition of the contribution to Canadian sovereignty made by
the Inuit people of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay; and

» consider compensation to the people of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay for their service to Canada and the
wrongdoing inflicted upon them.

In preparing its report, the Standing Committee took into account oral and written evidence presented to it at the
meeting of March 19, 1990, by Inuit members of the original groups who had been relocated from Inukjuak. The
written evidence included a joint submission, prepared by Makivik Corporation of Quebec and Inuit Tapirisat of
Canada, dated March, 1990 containing various reports, correspondence, a position paper and other documents
dealing with the claim; and, an interim response to the Committee, submitted by the Deputy Minister of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, dated May 15, 1990.

Pursuant to the Standing Committee’s request, the Government of Canada is required to table a formal,
comprehensive response to the Committee’s report within 150 days (i.e., by November 16, 1990), in accordance with
Standing Order 109.

Our report, which follows, responds to a request by the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development for
a study, by an independent, outside consultant, mutually acceptable to Makivik Corporation of Quebec and the
Department, to assess the factual basis of the allegations made by the witnesses before the Standing Committee on
March 19, 1990, as they relate to the Department.

CHAPTER THREE

3.1 SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

3.1.1 Scope

The study is confined to an examination of allegations made by Inuit witnesses before the Standing Committee on
Aboriginal Affairs, and later repeated to us by some of the witnesses in a meeting held at Inukjuak on August 29,
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1990, and which concern only the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development in its several earlier
manifestations. To expand on this later point, certain of these allegations relate to the conduct of members of the
R.C.M.P.,, while acting on behalf of the then Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources, in the
administration of Inuit affairs and in the planning and implementation of the relocation project. Since the R.C.M.P.
have indicated to the Department that they also intend to review those allegations that touch upon the conduct of
their members at that time, we endeavoured, as much as possible, to scope out the latter from our study. In spite of
our best efforts, we may not have been entirely successful in this endeavour, because of the overlapping nature of the
roles carried out by the police in these circumstances.

3.1.2 Methodology

a) Launching the Study

To initiate the study, the HICKLING Project Manager met first with Departmental officials to review the history of
this claim, including, in particular, previous approaches to the Department by Inuit Tapirisat of Canada and by
Makivik Corporation, requesting settlement of the claim and the responses by the Department on those occasions.
The events leading up to the appearance of the Inuit before the Standing Committee on March 19 of this year to
discuss the claim, the published proceedings of the Committee meeting of that date and the ensuing interim
response by the Department, were also examined.

The initial meeting was also used to identify the specific allegations that the study would address and the means by
which information on these issues would be gathered and assessed. We also dealt with a range of practical research
considerations, including the identification of information sources and confirmation of the level of security clearance
required to permit HICKLING team members to access files and documents in the possession of the Department
and the National Archives of Canada.

b) Grouping and Prioritizing of Allegations

Members of the HICKLING team then met together to determine the best way of grouping and prioritizing the
allegations that would be examined, many of which overlap one another, to ensure that they would be dealt with
thoroughly and within the tight rime frame set for completion of the study. These discussions resulted in a decision
to group the allegations under three broad headings:

*  The Sovereignty Issue
* Planning and Implementation of the Project
* Promises made by the Department to the Inuit participants

The following is a summary of the various allegations under each of these headings:

THE SOVEREIGNTY ISSUE - to include all allegations to the effect that Canadian sovereignty over the Arctic
Islands was the main reason behind the Government’s plan to relocate Inuit families to Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord
and Resolute Bay in the 1950s; the purported withholding of this information by the Department from Inuit project
participants; and, the reasons given by the Government for the project;

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT - to include all allegations to the effect that the project
was poorly conceived and executed; that it was based on faulty assumptions about economic conditions in Arctic
Quebec and game resources in the High Arctic, with the result that the Inuit families involved suffered unnecessarily;
and that the Inuit agreed to participate in the project because they feared the Government representatives and did
not believe themselves to be free to refuse;
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PROMISES MADE TO THE INUIT PARTICIPANTS - to include all allegations to the effect that the government
promised to return these families to their original communities, at its expense, if they were not satisfied with life in
the High Arctic, but did not honour this commitment.

Excluded from the study were a number of allegations relating to problems encountered by Inuit wives, husbands or
children while they were patients in hospitals in southern Canada in the period under review. These exclusions were
made, not because the problems involved were considered to be of any less importance, but because they were
common to all Inuit patients or relatives of patients in those years and not just to the particular groups who were the
subject of our study.

We also excluded from our study, allegations involving non-payment of wages for work done by Inuit residents of
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay communities, theft of the contents of mail and other acts purportedly committed by
government representatives during the life of the relocation project, that might be considered as offences under the
Criminal Code.

c) Identification of Information Sources

The Project Team subsequently drew up and requisitioned an initial list of files and other documents for review.
These were in the possession of both the Department and the National Archives of Canada. It was decided, in this
connection, that in exploring the issue of sovereignty, we would focus on those files most likely to contain official
policy statements on the development of the North and its people in the years immediately prior to 1953 and
running through to 1963. Files of Meetings of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND), held
during those years, were considered to be the most likely and authoritative source of this information. More recent
files on this subject were also identified and searched for ministerial and senior official-level speeches containing
historical references to the sovereignty question and to the relocation project in general.

Staff of the Constitutional Development and Aboriginal Affairs Directorate in the Department’s Northern Affairs
Program, the Departmental Library and the Circumpolar and Scientific Affairs Directorate were also contacted and
their assistance sought in identifying relevant documents, publications and unpublished articles that might provide
further insights into our subject. We also sought the assistance of the Government of the Northwest Territories in
searching out possible references to the relocation project in the files that had been sent to them in the course of the
transfer of federal responsibilities to the Government of the NWT in the years 1966 to 1970.

A complete bibliography for the study can be found in Appendix One of this report.

d) Weighting of Evidence

One of the problems presented by a study of this nature, is to decide what validity is to be assigned to the various
types of evidence that one must deal with in establishing the factual validity of the allegations in question. Are oral
statements made today by those who participated in the project 35 years ago, whether Inuit or Government official,
to be assigned the same, or greater or less validity than recorded statements made by these same people at the time
the project was actually taking place? Is the recorded information on the files to be taken as objective truth? Are the
files and other materials to be examined likely to contain highly confidential concerns and confessions of
wrongdoings by public servants, or admissions of non-truths by Inuit or officials who participated in the project?
Can the researcher be sure that he or she has seen all of the relevant evidence? There are no simple answers to most
of these questions. In circumstances such as these, the researchers can only resolve to bring as much common sense
and professional objectivity as possible to the manner in which the material is handled and conclusions are reached.
These are limitations to the study, and we draw the readers’ attention to them.
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In keeping with sound acceptable practice, we attributed the highest validity to recorded statements made, in situ, by
the project participants themselves-both Inuit and Government officials, that is, at the very point in time when the
project was taking place. We felt that this type of evidence should be assigned higher marks, if one can put it that
way, than that based on the recollection of events, thirty or more years later. We were very fortunate in this regard.
The Department was able to make available to us exchanges of correspondence between some of the Inuit project
participants and Inuit-speaking welfare workers in Ottawa, during the years 1953 through to about 1963, which bear
directly upon some of the allegations under the claim.

To insure that this latter material was handled with the utmost confidentiality and objectivity, a panel of four persons
was established to sort through approximately 400 such letters in search of those relevant to one or another of the
allegations in question. The panel was composed of four persons, namely, Mr. G. W. Rowley, an internationally
known expert on northern affairs, whose personal and professional credibility is acknowledged by both the Inuit
community and the Government, two members of the Constitutional Development and Aboriginal Affairs
Directorate in the Department and the HICKLING Project Leader. The panel convened on August 23, 1990, and
selected approximately 40 pieces of correspondence for use in the assessment exercise. Some of these letters contain
confidential information, not directly related to the subject of the study. This material was excised from the letters
that are quoted in our report and their authors are referred to only by the disc numbers that were used to identify
them at that time.

e) Interviews

After reviewing the 1984 report by Mr. Marc Hammond, which was one of several documents included in the
published proceedings of the March 19, 1990 Meeting of the Standing Committee, we decided that there would be no
need to re-interview all of the informants whose names appear in that document. However, we thought it would be
instructive to interview a number of other officials or former officials whose knowledge of the major northern
development policies of the period were widely recognized and respected or who had actually participated in the
Eastern Arctic Patrol in the 1950s. A list of the names of such persons was drawn up and arrangements made to
interview them. Their names appear as part of Appendix II of this report.

Our review of the oral and written evidence presented to the Standing Committee by the Inuit on March 19, and by
Mr. Robert Pilot three months later, left unanswered, at least for us, a number of important questions concerning the
matter of the alleged promise made by the Government to the Inuit participants in the project. We decided,
therefore, to request interviews with Mr. Pilot and with as many of the Inuit participants as time would permit. Mr.
Pilot was interviewed twice, once by telephone from Ottawa and, on the second occasion, in his home in Pembroke.
The interviews with the Inuit participants, whose names also appear as part of Appendix II, took place in Inukjuak,
Arctic Quebec, in August. The interview guide used on that occasion can be found in Appendix III of this report.

f) Assessment Criteria

From the outset of the study, it was evident that while the Inuit claimants considered all of the allegations to be
important, they attached particular significance to the sovereignty issue. Indeed, it seemed to us that the Department
would be of the same view, since the charge involved is a most serious one - implying, as it does, that the
Government had deliberately misled and manipulated the Inuit people in its trust. The Team decided, therefore, to
pay particular attention to this issue and to establish a set of criteria that would ensure that the evidence gathered
would be assessed with as much objectivity as possible.
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This is standard practice in the field of evaluation and is the procedure routinely followed by HICKLING in such
circumstances. The details of the criteria that were applied in this instance can be found under the section dealing
with the sovereignty issue, later in this report.

g) Analytic Framework

An analytic framework was developed, based essentially on the grouping of allegations shown in b), above, and on
the weighting and assessment criteria described in d) and f), above.

h) Conclusions

It was not possible for us to reach conclusions as to the factual basis of each and every one of the allegations raised by
the Inuit, because of a lack of hard information in some of these areas. An example in point, was the problem of
establishing the factual basis of the purported fear which the Inuit felt towards the Government officials in the 1950s,
and which is given by them as the reason for agreeing to participate in the relocation project. We uncovered no
direct evidence that would support this assertion. Where we encountered an assertion of this order, and where it was
thought to be important enough, we resorted to logical argument in reaching a conclusion. Where we adopted this
approach, we were careful to identify it as such.

j) Government Response to the Claim to Date

We reviewed all of the official correspondence on the claim between officials of the Department and between the
Department and representatives of the Inuit, since it was first raised formally with the Department, in 1982. This was
done to gain as thorough an appreciation as possible of the evolution of the claim over time, the developments that
impacted on its resolution and the positions of the parties with respect to the various elements of the claim. In the
span of the study, we also assessed the significance of the actions taken by the Department to date towards settlement
of the claim.

j) Suggestions for Responding to the Standing Committee

We searched for information on other aboriginal claims of a similar nature, involving the Department, to assist in
formulating suggestions which the Department might wish to consider in responding to the recommendations of the
Standing Committee.

CHAPTER FOUR

4.1 THE SOVEREIGNTY ISSUE

The essence of the allegation on this subject is:

* The Government was primarily motivated by a concern to strengthen its claim of sovereignty over the Arctic
Islands when it actively encouraged Inuit families to relocate to Resolute Bay and Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord
in the years 1953 to 1957.

* The Government deliberately withheld this motivation from the Inuit families who were contacted and
encouraged to move to these northern areas. Inuit families at Port Harrison were told that the reasons for
relocation were the depressed economic conditions in Arctic Quebec and the prospect of finding better
hunting, trapping and wage employment opportunities in the High Arctic.
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*  The Inuit families did not freely agree to relocation but consented to it out of fear of Government officials.

In support of this allegation before the Standing Committee on March 19, 1990, the claimants cited an impressive
number of references in files in the possession of the R.C.M.P. and the National Archives of Canada, including
correspondence between Makivik Corporation of Quebec and the Department; a report prepared by Marc M.
Hammond in 1984 for the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development; and a number of other
documents. Subsequently, Mr. Robert Pilot, who appeared before the Standing Committee at his own request on
June 19, 1990, also indicated that he believed that sovereignty was a consideration in the relocations, although not
the primary one.

We applied what is normally termed “the reasonable person’s argument” in establishing the factual basis of the
sovereignty question. This involved the creation of a set of hypothetical conditions that would have had to exist
before Arctic sovereignty could be said to be the primary motivation for the launching of the relocation project.
These conditions were:

* The Government was seriously concerned about its claim of ownership of the Arctic Islands at that time, as
revealed in Cabinet and other official documents and pronouncements made by persons mandated to
articulate the Government’s official views on this matter.

* The Government adopted a policy in 1953 of actively encouraging Inuit families to relocate to the High
Arctic, believing that this would strengthen its claim of sovereignty over the Islands. The concern about
sovereignty outweighed all other considerations in the decision to relocate Inuit people to the High Arctic at
that time.

* The Government purposefully hid this motivation from the Inuit families concerned, believing that it might
deter them from relocating or because of some other identifiable reason.

We reviewed a number of historical documents and learned papers, written by recognized authorities, dealing with
Canadian Arctic sovereignty in those years, for possible references to this purported concern. We also examined the
Minutes of the Meetings of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND) covering the period 1949
to 1963 in search of definitive policy statements and other similar pronouncements that would satisfy our criteria.
The ACND files were thought to be the most likely repository of information on any major federal government
policy pronouncements affecting the North and its people in those years, because of the immensely important role
that had been assigned to the Committee by Cabinet for coordinating the efforts of the ten or more constituent
departments with major responsibilities in that part of Canada.

Our search failed to turn up any hard evidence that would satisfy all our conditions. There was, of course, R.C.M.P.
Commissioner Nicholson’s letter, dated February 11, 1952, to General Young, Director, Northern Administration
and Lands Branch, Department of Resources and Development, to be considered. This piece of correspondence
includes a quotation from an earlier letter which the Commissioner had received from Inspector Larson referring to
the maintenance of sovereignty on Ellesmere Island. This reference was cited by the Inuit claimants in their
statement to the Standing Committee, on March 19, 1990, as proof of the R.C.M.P.’s concern about the maintenance
of sovereignty over the Islands at that time. The particular passage referred to by the Inuit runs as follows:

“The advantages of placing our Detachment directly across from Greenland would be that we then would have full
control and supervision of Greenland Eskimos and others travelling back and forth and over hunting activities they
may engage in. As you know we had a detachment established at Bache Peninsula in 1926, primarily for the
maintenance of sovereignty. This detachment was closed in 1933, owing to the difficulties of supplying same.”
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This passage is also cited by Marc Hammond in his report in 1984. It would appear, however, that Mr. Hammond
did not offer this reference as proof of government concern about Arctic sovereignty, but rather as proof that the
Government gave the relocated families an undertaking to return them to Inukjuak, if they were unhappy with life in
their new surroundings.

There is no doubt in our minds that the R.C.M.P. considered the exercise of sovereignty to be a reason for the police
presence on Ellesmere Island, opposite Greenland, in those years. As Pilot said in his statement before the
Committee on June 19, the members of “G” Division felt that they were there, in the High Arctic, “to show the flag
and to establish sovereignty”. Pilot goes on to add that he believed that the Inuit who were living and hunting there
on a permanent basis were also helping to maintain and establish sovereignty but that this was a secondary motive
for their relocation to those areas.

The R.C.M.P.’s concern about sovereignty over the Arctic Islands, however, can hardly be accepted as proof that this
was the primary reason for the decision by the federal government to encourage the relocation of Inuit families to
Resolute Bay and Craig Harbour/ Grise Fiord in 1953-57. Under ACND, the responsibility for initiating a policy of
this nature rested squarely with the then Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources. Responsibility for
international relations and sovereignty matters in the North was assigned to the Department of External Affairs.
Defence matters were the responsibility of the Department of National Defence. The R.C.M.P. were responsible for
the police function on the ground, including the administration of N.W.T. Game Ordinances, although, as the
records show, their members spent most of their time representing other departments and administering federal and
territorial welfare programs until the arrival on the scene of the Northern Service Officers and Social Workers of
NA&NR in the mid 1950s.

We found several documents and references in the ACND files that show quite conclusively that Canadian Arctic
sovereignty was not a serious concern and, therefore, could not likely have been the primary motive for the
relocations that took place in the 1950s. The first of these is an “Exchange of Notes” between Canada and Norway in
1930, which formally and officially recognized Canada’s ownership of the Sverdrup Islands. This document can be
read in its entirety in Appendix Four of this report.

Mr. R.G. Robertson who was Deputy Minister of the Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources from
1953 to 1963, and whose legal expertise and experience in international and northern affairs is widely known and
respected, was consulted on this matter. We asked him specifically for his assessment of the significance of the 1930
Exchange of Notes with Norway for Canadian sovereignty in the North. According to Robertson, this statement
effectively put to rest the earlier concern, (referred to by the Hon. John Monro in the latter’s address to the Third
Circumpolar Conference in July 1983) about Canada’s ownership of and sovereignty over the lands of the Arctic
Islands. The Note also served notice that it was the established policy of the Government of Canada to protect Arctic
areas as hunting and trapping preserves for the sole use of the aboriginal population of the Northwest Territories.

It is true that this Note did not remove concerns about Canadian sovereignty over the waters and ice between the
Arctic Islands. On the other hand, it seems highly improbable that the Government would have resorted to a very
modest sized relocation of about twelve Inuit families over three years as a means of solving that problem. In any
event, a second reference on this subject, uncovered in our review of the ACND files, indicates, beyond all reasonable
doubt, that the Government felt quite secure about its sovereignty over the North. The reference in question is part
of an ACND Annual Report, drafted by G. W. Rowley, in November, 1960, and destined for the information of
Cabinet. The operative section states:
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“Canada has asserted its claim to sovereignty over the Arctic Islands since the 1860s and published the
limits of its claim as early as 1895. No protest by other nations has been received apart from that of
Norway in 1930 and that was settled. Apart from such formal assertions of sovereignty, Canada has
made so many displays of effective sovereignty in so many respects and for so long a period as to
establish its title to all of the islands in the Archipelago upon the doctrine of effective occupation in
conformity with International Law.”

If Arctic sovereignty was thought to be a serious issue at that time, this report would have been the logical occasion
to raise it with Cabinet.

Finally, we considered the hypothetical question as to why the government would have felt that by disclosing its
concern about Arctic sovereignty, the Inuit would be less inclined to participate in the project, assuming that the
latter knew that they would still receive the material benefits envisaged in the relocation project. The files did not
answer this question and we could think of no logical reason why the Government would not have mentioned the
sovereignty aspect in those circumstances, if it were a concern.

These various references lead us to conclude that sovereignty could not have been the primary concern that
motivated the government to encourage Inuit families to move to the High Arctic in the early 1950s. But if that is so,
what was the concern or concerns that would have prompted this project?

An article written in 1988 by P.G. Nixon, entitled “Early Administrative Developments in the Fighting of
Tuberculosis among Canadian Inuit: Bringing State Institutions Back In”, which appeared in the Northern Review, A
Multidisciplinary Journal of the Arts and Social Sciences of the North (Yukon College), would seem to provide a
partial answer to this question. Referring to views expressed by General H. A. Young, then Director of the Northern
Administration and Lands Branch, Department of Resources and Development, in the latter’s opening statement to
the 1952 Conference on Northern Affairs, Nixon states:

“The position that Young and the pre-Lesage/Robertson northern administration in general were
expounding was one of minimal intervention into Inuit lives ... encourage them to continue in their
aboriginal ways of hunting in widely scattered small groups.”

We found many references in the NA&NR files that substantiate Nixon’s contention that the period immediately
after the Second World War through to the first years of the 1950s was a transitional one in terms of northern
development philosophy and policy. The North and the Inuit were at a cross-roads. The documents and file entries
of the period, including in particular, the Minutes of the Eskimo Affairs Advisory Committee, speak of the fact that
fur prices had plummeted, forcing greater numbers of Inuit to depend more and more on government hand-outs, of
one kind or another, and less and less on themselves. Inuit in the Hudson Bay area were particularly hard hit. Large-
scale economic development of the non-renewable resources of the North was still a distant dream. The Cold War
held promise of generating considerable joint Canada/U.S. defence activity in the Arctic and Sub Arctic, which might
provide wage employment opportunities for some Inuit. But these opportunities had not yet materialized to any
great extent in 1951 and 1952. Furthermore, the Churches in the North had mixed feelings about the impact that
wage employment would have on traditional Inuit lifestyle. The Department was clearly searching, at that time, for a
policy or set of policies that would allow Inuit to retain their economic and cultural independence as much as
possible, and at the same time, to participate in northern development in their own way and at their own pace.

The following excerpt from the Minutes of the August 10, 1953 ACND Meeting, which can also be read in full in
Appendix Five of this report, provides further insights into the set of policies that emerged from these ruminations
and which are perhaps the best explanation of the genesis of the relocation project:
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“1. In areas where the natural resources will support the Eskimo inhabitants it has been decided that
their basic way of life is to be maintained as far as possible.

2. In areas where permanent white settlements have grown up, the Eskimo will be educated to adapt
them to this new situation.

3. In areas of the north which cannot continue to support the present Eskimo population, attempts will
be made to move the Eskimos to areas with greater natural resources.”

The same document also contains a comment by B.G. Sivertz, who was, at the time, a member of the Northern
Administration and Lands Branch, Department of Resources and Development in which he is quoted by the
Secretary of the Committee as saying:

“The Canadian Government is anxious to have Canadians occupying as much of the North as possible
and it appeared that, in many cases, the Eskimos were -the only people capable of doing this.”

We interpret this comment as being a reference to Canada’s interest in exercising its sovereignty in the North. For
the reasons mentioned earlier however, we can only speculate that Sivertz was expressing a personal view on the
subject, perhaps to the effect that where ownership is in dispute, occupation is nine-tenths of the law.

A further reference to this evolving northern development policy is found in the report of the Arctic Division of the
then Department of Northern Affairs and National Development which formed part of the Annual Report to
Cabinet by the Advisory Committee on Northern Development, for the year 1954. In describing its responsibilities
and long term plans, the document states:

“Where primitive Eskimos in remote areas are relatively free from contact with the white civilization, it
is planned to leave their present economy as undisturbed as possible. In those areas where there is
already permanent contact, integration with the white economy will be encouraged. Between these two
extremes, employment of Eskimos will be encouraged provided it does not interfere unduly with their
normal life. It is also planned to diversify the Eskimo economy and to transfer families from
unproductive areas to regions where game is more abundant or employment is available.”

This report later goes on to summarize for Cabinet the extent and relative success of the various relocations that had
been carried out up to that time under this policy. The relevant portions of that summary is as follows:

“The fifteen families transferred from Port Harrison and Pond Inlet to Craig Harbour, Resolute Bay and
Alexandra Fiord were very successful in hunting and trapping and seemed very happy in their
surroundings. Advances of $15,000 under the Eskimo Loan Fund...were met satisfactorily.”

“Fifteen families wintered on Banks Island during the year.. They should be able to pay off their
indebtedness ...and

“Seventeen Eskimo men were employed on the civilian maintenance staff at Fort Churchill during the
year; fifteen from Fort Chimo and two from the Keewatin District.”

In our opinion, these passages are convincing evidence of the mindset of the Government of the day and of the
importance it attached to personal industry and self-sufficiency on the part of the Inuit, regardless of which of these
divergent paths were chosen by them.
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Conclusion

The Government was not primarily motivated by concern about Canadian ownership of and sovereignty over the
Arctic Islands when it actively encouraged about seventeen Inuit families to relocate to the High Arctic in the 1950s.
The R.C.M.P. participated in the exercise of sovereignty in the North through the various roles they were called upon
to carry out in their own name and on behalf of other federal departments. They certainly exercised sovereignty
when they were called upon, from time to time, to deal with the illegal hunting of polar bear and muskoxen by
Greenlanders which was prohibited under the NWT Game Ordinance. The Inuit families who were relocated to
Craig Harbour, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in the 1950s helped the RCMP with this work, on occasion, and in that
sense aided in the exercise of Canadian Arctic sovereignty. These families however were not encouraged to move
there for that purpose. Concern about pressure on limited game resources, a desire to improve the poor living
conditions of the Inuit of the Hudson Bay area and to break the growing pattern of welfare dependency by offering
them better opportunities for hunting, trapping and wage employment further north, were the primary
considerations behind this project.

CHAPTER FIVE

5.1 PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROJECT

The statements made by the Inuit before the Standing Committee contain a number of references to the effect that
the project was poorly conceived and executed and that, as a result, they suffered needlessly. The allegations involved
may be expressed in more specific terms as follows:

a) The criteria used to select families for relocation were faulty; many among the group were unhealthy and
unfit for the life they were subsequently exposed to.

b) The project was not well explained to the prospective participants and consequently they did not
understand what they were accepting to. The Inuit agreed to the move because they both trusted and feared
Government officials and did not believe that they had any real choice in the matter.

c) The families were poorly equipped to contend with the harsh conditions that confronted them at the end
of their journey and they suffered needlessly as a result.

d) The Government’s assumptions about economic conditions in Arctic Quebec and about the abundance of
game in the High Arctic were not founded on sound studies and, as a result, the Inuit who were relocated
were frequently hungry and without food in their new environment.

In reaching conclusions about the factual basis of these allegations, we examined a series of files in the possession of
the National Archives of Canada, reviewed several relevant published articles and personally interviewed a number
of the Inuit who participated in the relocation project We discovered no single document that could be called the
master blueprint of the relocation project, which could be used to address all of these concerns in their proper
chronological order. Our findings, therefore, may not always reflect the order in which things happened.
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a) Selection Criteria

Scattered through the files are many references that indicate that criteria for the selection of Inuit families to
participate in the relocation project were developed, with input from a number of sources, over a period of about 24
months prior to the departure of the first group in the summer of 1953. The earliest identified and the most
elementary of the criterion was frequently described as:

* Inuit families living in the most economically repressed and resource-poor areas.

Another criterion, which was perhaps simply a further elaboration of the first, was generally expressed in the
terminology of the day as being:

* demonstrated interest in the project and ability to follow the traditional Eskimo way of life, involving little
contact with or dependency on the whiteman.

Sometime towards the end of 1952, officials within the Department seem to have come to focus on still another
requirement of those who would participate in the project:

* ability to adjust to conditions in the High Arctic.

These three very broad criteria appear to capture all the characteristics which the Department and the Police felt
were necessary for the success of the project and were the ones that were applied when considering potential Inuit
candidates in the Eastern Arctic.

At one point, Inuit living in the Keewatin District were considered for the project, as mentioned in the following
excerpt from a letter (NAC, File 251-4, Part 1, Vol 1070) to J. J. Atherton, R.C.M.P., written by F.J.G. Cunningham,
NA&NR, on May 7, 1953:

“Our original intention had been to take only Eskimos who had been accustomed to living in snow
houses in the Barren Lands.”

We were unable to find the reason as to why Inuit from that area were finally not chosen for the project, except that
there seemed to be a consensus that conditions in Arctic Quebec were worse.

The same letter also mentions that the names of some Inuit families from Fort Chimo, who had heard about the
project through the R.C.M.P. detachment there and had expressed interest, had been sent to Ottawa for
consideration. These families were considered to meet the first of these criteria, but not the second. They had
become used to living in wooden houses and using wood for fuel, and it was recognized that they would expect to
have these things if they were to participate in the project. Their names therefore, were taken off this list and added
to another list of Inuit seeking wage employment at Churchill or elsewhere.

The Inuit of the Port Harrison area seem to have been identified as potential candidates for relocation, early in the
planning of the project. At one point in the planning phase some officials in the Department including, in particular,
Alex Stevenson, expressed misgivings as to whether these people could satisfy the last criterion. The group’s ability to
adjust to conditions in the High Arctic could make or break the project. Stevenson was obviously aware of and
concerned about this and felt that he should not only raise the issue, but actively propose a solution to it. In a
memorandum he wrote to James Cantley, Head of Arctic Services, (both of NA&NR), dated December 1952,
Stevenson states:
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“I understand that you are considering the transfer of about ten families from the Port Harrison area of
Northern Quebec to Ellesmere Island where they can be looked after by the present R.C.M.P.
Detachment at Craig Harbour and by the proposed detachment near Cape Hershel. As you are well
aware, the Port Harrison natives will have to contend with the dark period which they are not familiar
with and although the terrain is similar to the Quebec Coast, I know from past experience with the
Dorset natives that the dark period causes some discontentment. In connection with the above, I would
suggest that one or two families from Northern Baffin Island be moved with the Port Harrison group.
These natives would be familiar with conditions and could greatly assist the Port Harrison people and
would help sustain the morale.”

The families finally selected from Arctic Quebec for the project were apparently all “camp” Inuit, living within a
radius of about thirty miles of Port Harrison. The criteria used in selecting families from the Pond Inlet area were
rather different, since their circumstances and the role envisaged for them in the project were different. The criteria
applied to them could be fairly described, in our own words, as:

“demonstrated industry as hunters and trappers”; and

“willingness to participate in the project and to play a supporting and leadership role in transferring
hunting and trapping skills to the less experienced Port Harrison people”.

There is one further aspect of the issue around selection criteria that deserves comment. This concerns the
allegations made by the Inuit to the effect that the Government did not have any criteria at that time that would have
assured that only the healthy and able-bodied were selected for relocation. In support of this criticism, they cite the
fact that among the group sent to the High Arctic were aged and disabled persons, as well as those suffering from
infectious diseases. Tuberculosis was not specifically identified as the infectious disease in question, but it seems clear
that this was the illness they were referring to. They assert that, as a consequence, the entire group eventually
contracted the infectious disease, the disabled and elderly were subjected to greater risk and suffering and that the
life of the entire group was made more difficult.

We regarded these accusations also to be especially serious, and we therefore spent considerable time searching the
files and talking to sources whom we felt were most able to shed light onto them. We simply did not have time,
however, to engage National Health and Welfare in a search for the medical files of the members of these groups that
would have quickly settled the question as to whether one of their number was infected with tuberculosis on leaving
Port Harrison. We have no reason to doubt, however, that the X-Ray survey carried out at Port Harrison in the
summer of 1953 would have included all of those who were being selected for the project. Lack of time would not
have been a factor in that instance, since the entire group was aboard the “C. D. Howe”, which housed the X-Ray
team for the many weeks it took to reach Craig Harbour and Resolute Bay.

The Minutes of the August 10, 1953 Meeting of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development, cited earlier,
has this to say on the subject:

“A discussion of medical facilities available at Resolute followed. Mr. Cantley stated that all of the
families taking part in the experiment had been examined beforehand by a doctor and given a clean bill
of health.”

There is, however, some evidence on the files to support the Inuit claim that many of these people were subsequently
treated in sanatoriums in the south, within a year or two of their relocation. This is not surprising however,
considering that an alarming number of Inuit from all parts of the North were under treatment in southern
Canadian medical institutions for tuberculosis, as a result of inadequate housing and poor living conditions
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throughout the Arctic in those years. We consider it impossible to draw any firm conclusions as to whether these
people were put to particular risk by being relocated to the High Arctic or whether they would have contracted
tuberculosis in any event had they continued to live in the depressed conditions that were said to exist in their
camps, thirty or more miles from Port Harrison.

The issue of the inclusion of some very elderly and disabled persons in the groups relocated was also examined.
While we did not go to the extent of determining the age and able-bodiedness of each of the persons selected for the
project in the various groups that were moved, we did make some enquiries along these lines during our personal
interviews with some of the participants at Port Harrison. This questioning yielded the following information:

* at least one of the persons among those relocated to Craig Harbour was severely disabled, a victim of
poliomylitis, who had not had the use of her legs since the age of two. This woman, Annie, was about 35
years of age when she was relocated to Craig Harbour as a member of one of the families.

+ atleast two of the participants were over 70 years of age when relocated in 1953.

Our first reaction to this discovery was to conclude that the criteria established for selecting the participants for the
project were not as refined as it should have been, or else, they were not applied with sufficient rigour in this
instance. On second thought, however, this seemed too superficial an explanation. It did not account for the fact that
the families involved also had a role, and without doubt the greater one, in deciding whether their old and disabled
members would accompany them, or be left behind, or, indeed whether the entire family would opt out of the
project altogether, giving this problem as a reason. The answer we arrived at in this regard, was not derived from the
files, but from a discussion on the subject with Robert Pilot, and from our own lengthy experience in the Arctic in
those years. Inuit families did not regard aged and disabled members as burdens to be dumped on any pretext.
Family ties were strong and all members, particularly the aged, were revered and consulted on all important matters.
These members were certainly not economic burdens. In fact, as recipients of federal or provincial assistance
programs, they were often the only truly reliable source of income in many households, particularly when game was
scarce. Nor did families see these members as obstacles that would prevent them from moving from one place to
another. Life everywhere in the Arctic, including the camps in the Port Harrison area, was always a challenge.
Perhaps the most chilling proof of this is the fact that the average age at death for Inuit as a group in that period was
still only about 39 years of age. There was no housing as we understand it to-day in most communities; there were
still no institutions to care for the aged and the disabled in the North: there were no ramps or sturdy paths to ease the
way for the disabled. Paraplegics could be found living in isolated camps in many parts of the North. Life was
difficult at any time and was accepted on those terms. In our opinion, therefore, the inclusion of the aged and
disabled in the groups who were relocated, is not proof of Government ineptness in the planning of the relocation
program, but rather, a reflection of the harsh realities of Inuit life in the Arctic at that time. This is not to say, of
course, that removal of the aged and the disabled from other relatives, friends and generally from things familiar and
the need to adjust to quite a different set of circumstances in the High Arctic, did not add stress and discomfort to an
already demanding way of life. Indeed, the relocation experience must have been a difficult experience for them at
least in the initial months.

Conclusion

The Department developed and applied what appears to have been appropriate criteria in selecting Inuit families for
relocation to the High Arctic. Reasonable care seems to have been taken to ensure that those chosen were free of
tuberculosis and other serious infectious diseases, on leaving Port Harrison. Some of the members of the group
moved in 1953 were quite elderly, by any standards, and at least one of these people was paraplegic. However their
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families did no consider this to be a reason for leaving them behind, nor was it unusual to find disabled and very
elderly people living in isolated camp conditions throughout the Arctic in those days.

b) Explaining the Project

The Inuit have also alleged that those families who were approached about the project did not fully understand what
they were being asked to do, nor what life would be like in the High Arctic, but agreed to go along because they both
trusted and feared Government officials and did not believe they were free to refuse. We view these also as serious
allegations, implying, as they do, deliberate deception and possibly coercion on the part of the representatives of the

Government.

We found considerable evidence on the files that would suggest that significant efforts were made by the two
R.C.M.P. Officers, most directly involved in selecting the people for the project, to explain what it was about and to
convey to them that participation was voluntary. A number of the Police dispatches from both the Pond Inlet and
Port Harrison Detachments, (reporting progress, asking for further instructions, and reporting results), confirm this
point of view.

In addition, we came across several references in the NA&NR files that indicate that a number of other people,
including the Welfare Teacher and the Hudson’s Bay Company Post Manager at Port Harrison, made an effort to
explain the project to the group and to ensure that the perspective candidates understood that participation was
voluntary.

We found nothing on the files that could be regarded as direct confirmation by the Inuit themselves that they were
being told everything and understood everything about the project. Our evidence is limited, in large part, to
statements made by seemingly reliable persons who participated in the interpretation exercise at that time and by the
recollections of some Inuit participants, thirty years after the fact.

In his report on an interpretative session, held with two of the Port Harrison families before they boarded the “C. D.
Howe” en route to Craig Harbour and Resolute Bay in July 1953, Alex Stevenson, states:

“As the majority of the natives to be moved were camped some distance from Port Harrison, I only had
the opportunity to interview two of the men who happened to be at the post trading some handicrafts. I
discussed the whole project with them and they fully understood the plan for their movement.”

All of the major reports on the project, originating with NA&NR and destined for the information of Cabinet, always
referred to the project as being one that was agreed to voluntarily by the participants.

We also accept as deductive evidence of Inuit understanding and real interest in the project, the fact that those who
were relocated in 1953 communicated their experience to their relatives back at Port Harrison, by radio and letter,
and that as a result of this, the project continued to attract more families from that community, at least for the next
several years. In fact, the number of families seeking to relocate to the two new communities finally had to be
restricted, in about 1957, for fear of over-taxing the resources of those areas.

Alex Stevenson, in the report he prepared on January 13, 1983, for John Parker, Commissioner of the N.-W.T, on the
history of the relocation, also states:

“The people involved in the whole operation were experienced northerners with a good knowledge of
the Inuit and their language and that included me.”
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At another point in his report, however, Stevenson utters a realistic qualifier to the question of how completely the
Inuit understood the project, when he says: “That is not to say however that misunderstandings were not possible,
regardless of the precautions.”

We support this latter point of view, not only for its practical logic, but because of several statements made by the
Inuit in their presentation before the Standing Committee on March 19, 1990 and in the interviews we had with
some of them on August 29 in Inukjuak. In response to our question as to whether they knew if they would be going
to Craig Harbour or Resolute Bay on leaving Port Harrison, one of their members, Annie, probably summed it up
best, when she replied:

“We did not really know where we were going until we got there.”

We have no trouble accepting that statement as being descriptive of the level of understanding of where they were
going at that time, particularly when one considers that the Port Harrison people had no names in their dialect for
either of these new places, since they were both new communities, nor could they have had any idea of how far each
of them was from Port Harrison or how difficult it was going to be to return to their original community and their
friends once they were relocated. In our opinion, these things could not have been fully comprehensible because they
were beyond the range of their experience at that time. This was not as big a problem for the Pond Inlet people,
however, because they were quite accustomed to life in the High Arctic and could make their way back to their
original community, if they really wanted to do so.

As mentioned in the Methodology section of our report, we did not attempt to deal with the assertion that the Inuit
agreed to participate in the project because they both trusted and feared the whiteman and did not think they could
choose otherwise.

Conclusion

Reasonable steps appear to have been taken to explain the project to the prospective Inuit participants by the
representatives of the Government in 1953. The latter seem to have believed that the Inuit understood what was
being explained to them and that they volunteered to participate. More Inuit families from Port Harrison and Pond
Inlet requested to be relocated to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord in several subsequent years, after 1953, as a result of
feedback from their relatives, friends and Government representatives. It is reasonable to conclude from this, that
they understood and were interested in participating in the project. Nevertheless, it is very likely that some of the
original Inuit participants could not completely envisage what conditions in the High Arctic would be like nor the
distances that would separate them from their relatives and friends back in Port Harrison because these things were
outside the range of their personal experience. While this is indeed unfortunate, it should not imply a deliberate
attempt by the Government officials to deceive or mislead the Inuit participants.

¢) Conditions on Arrival

The Inuit claimants dwelt at some length on the hardships that awaited them on their arrival at their respective
destinations, because of lack of adequate equipment.

We found several references in the files that confirm the assertion that those relocated were not as well equipped as
they might have been and that until new canvas could be unpacked from the supplies brought ashore with them and
new tents had been sewn or old ones patched, the group must have suffered considerable discomfort. The Police,
themselves, refer to this in some of their correspondence with their headquarters and with the Department. Marc



48 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

Hammond also cites a comment made by Inspector Larsen of the R.C.M.P., on visiting the Grise Fiord community
in 1956, which would indicate that the Inuit were not well equipped when they arrived there in 1953:

“All told, thanks to the assistance and effort made by our men, the native settlement has prospered and
it was hard for me to realize that they were the same people that I saw landed there in 1953, all in rags
and with little or no equipment of any kind.”

With respect to the group that were landed at Resolute Bay, in the summer of 1953 a report made shortly thereafter
by C. Marshall, who, at the time, was Secretary to the Advisory Committee on Northern Development, is particularly
critical of the conditions facing this group on their arrival at their destination. He mentions that the group arrived
with tents and canoes in poor condition and lists shortages of various kinds of supplies for the small cooperative
store that was to be set up at Resolute Bay for the benefit of the group. Marshall’s criticisms were largely turned aside
by some officials in Ottawa, who argued that he lacked Arctic experience and did not realize that the supplies in the
store were simply supplemental to the equipment they brought with them.

We are unable to come down on one side or other of this argument but, considering the amount of time allowed for
the final planning stage of the project, we are inclined to conclude that there may well have been some oversights
which caused this group some discomfort at the end of their journey. This criticism has to be off-set, to some extent,
however, by the frequent references in the files to the interminable problems associated with Arctic shipping in those
years, which seemed to plague all northern projects.

Conclusions

The Inuit participants were not as well equipped as they should have been to embark on a journey as difficult as this.
The reasons for this are not clear but it would appear that more time should have been provided to look after such
matters before the Inuit embarked. This criticism has to be off-set, to some extent, by the interminable problems
associated with all Arctic shipping and which continue to plague all northern projects down to the present day.

d) Assumptions about Economic Conditions in Arctic Quebec and Game Resources in the High Arctic

The Inuit have queried the basis for the Government’s assumption that Arctic Quebec was economically worse off
than other communities in the Arctic. In our examination of this issue we came across several references and articles
referring to the depressed economic conditions among Inuit trappers throughout the entire Hudson’s Bay area.
Writing on this subject in his authoritative work “Eskimo Administration, Vol.2-Canada,” (Chapter 9), in 1966,
Diamond Jenness notes:

“Hardest hit, perhaps, were the Eskimos of the Hudson’s Bay region ... when furs plummeted in 1948/9
to only half of their earlier value, the situation of the natives became desperate. Trapping now brought
in virtually no return and even the most energetic hunter could rarely avoid depending on relief. In
1950, an official investigator estimated that from their own earnings the Hudson Bay Eskimos were
defraying only about 40% of their purchases at the trading stores and that the federal government was
contributing up to 60% through various hand-outs.”

While this reference conveys something of the Government’s concern about the poverty of the Inuit of the Hudson
Bay region, it does not explain why Arctic Quebec was singled out for special attention, over communities in the
Keewatin District on the other side of the Bay.

We checked with Statistics Canada for statistical data that might permit us to compare living conditions among Inuit
living in communities on the east and west sides of Hudson Bay in the early 1950s, as reflected in infant mortality
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rates, incidence of hospital admissions for tuberculosis and other indicators. Statistics Canada was most helpful with
this part of the work, but unfortunately the data available did not break down to that level and hence we could not
pursue this line of enquiry.

The prevailing view on this subject within the Department at that time was that Arctic Quebec’s increasing Inuit and
Indian populations were putting severe stress on the region’s already limited game resources, more so than in other
areas. It seemed to be this concern that tipped the balance in favour of Arctic Quebec.

The files also confirmed the related Inuit allegation that no large-scale and truly scientific studies of game resources
preceded the choice of Craig Harbour and Resolute Bay as the two sites for the project. The desirability of
conducting such studies was recognized early in the planning of these projects, but not acted upon. Definite plans to
proceed with a full scale study of terrestrial and marine resources in the entire area, between Dundas Harbour and
Pond Inlet, as part of the information required in planning new communities in the High Arctic, were discussed as
early as 1954, but this study also never got off the ground due, primarily, to a decision by the Department of
Northern Affairs and National Resources, in 1956, to suspend plans for the development of additional new
communities in the High Arctic.

It is evident from a reading of the files for that period, that this decision was not the result of any assessment of the
success or failure of the Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord relocation projects. One receives very much the impression
that both projects were regarded by the Department, the Police and the Inuit participants, as being quite successful.
In fact, Resolute Bay, in particular, was often viewed in those years, as a kind of “model community” in that it
provided a balanced mix of wage employment, hunting and trapping to the participants. It was one of the few
communities in the North where wage employed Inuit could still enjoy a diet of traditional country food and retain
their hunting and trapping skills.

The explanation for the suspension of plans for the development of new communities in the High Arctic was made
by the Department in order to respond effectively to new, rapidly emerging and relatively large-scale wage
employment opportunities for Inuit, generated by increased defence and resource exploration activity throughout
the North. The Mid Canada and Early Warning Defence Systems, the start-up of a mine at Rankin Inlet, and
resource exploration in many areas of the Arctic all burst upon the scene almost simultaneously, in 1956, dictating a
dramatic shift in Departmental priorities and resource allocations.

The absence of such studies, however, does not appear to us to mean that the Department and the Police did not
have a reasonable sense of the relative abundance of game resources in the areas chosen for relocation, before the
decision to develop those communities was taken. The historical records of extensive police patrols over large
sections of Ellesmere Island, dating as far back as the 1920s, and more recent visits by Canadian wildlife scientists,
albeit periodic, to Cornwallis and other of the Arctic Islands, would certainly seem to have established at least
baseline data on the relative abundance of terrestrial and marine wildlife in those areas. What was not yet known in
1953 was the rate at which wildlife in those areas could replenish themselves and exactly how many families could
safely be introduced to harvest these resources on a sustainable yield basis. This absence of knowledge, however,
seemed to have been taken into account in planning the relocation project, in that it was decided to introduce only a
few families each year.

The information sources we consulted tend to lead us to the conclusion that these assumptions about game in those
areas were basically sound and that the participants in the project fared quite well in the hunt. In his presentation to
the Standing Committee on March 19, one of the Inuit, Samwillie Eliasialuk, who was among those relocated to
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Craig Harbour in 1953, quotes a Greenland hunter whom he encountered on a hunting trip at that time, as saying to
him:

“Why do you carry so much dog food when animals are plentiful over here.”

This would suggest that game was plentiful enough in that area, at that time. The following excerpts from an article
in the Royal Canadian Mounted Police Quarterly, dated October 1954, contributed by Constable A. C. Fryer, who
was stationed at Craig Harbour when the Port Harrison group arrived the previous year, would also seem to support
this point of view:

“After the natives were temporarily encamped close to the detachment, the men were taken on a
hunting trip.... For the majority of the natives, it was the first time they had ever shot a walrus.... Three
walruses were killed and at least 50 others were counted. We returned to Craig Harbour with a spirited
group of natives, who were enthusiastic about the abundance of game.”

“Following the walrus hunt, the younger Eskimos were taken on a caribou hunting trip in Fram Fiord.
Ten caribou were taken, mainly for the purpose of supplying natives with skins with which to make
clothing.”

Later, in the same article, the author, in referring to the relocation of the Craig Harbour Detachment and the Inuit
encampment to Grise Fiord, states:

“The new site is on the south-eastern tip of Linstrom Peninsula, approximately 40 miles from the Craig
Harbour Detachment. This location was chosen because of the known abundance of sea game,
especially the harp seal.... In three trips with the Police power boat, all the natives and their belongings
were transported to Grise Fiord. During these trips, six walruses, two bearded seals and several common
seals were contributed to the natives caches of meat.... All the Eskimos, except one old character from
Port Harrison, were delighted with their camp location.”

There were many more references to the abundance of game and the general satisfaction with living conditions in
the Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay areas in that and other sources we reviewed. Perhaps the strongest
evidence of this, however, is not to be found in published articles and government documents, but in letters written
by the Inuit residents, themselves, to the Social Workers in Ottawa during the years 1953 to 1963, a sampling of
which follows:

E9-1635 Resolute Bay, N.W.T. 11 March 21, 1960.

J. is writing to Bobby. I want you to tell me what you think. Esa, E9-706 wrote to me and saying that he wants to
come here to live in the High Arctic. If it is possible for him to come I would like to have him and he also wants
to come. He also said in his letter that he was not happy last winter at Port Harrison, because he finds it very
difficult to get the dog food. He has been hunting and trapping (but) there is nothing. At this place (there are)
lots of walrus and plenty of seals and it has more foxes than Port Harrison and lots of square flipper seals, lots of
whales. He can get more dog food here than at Port Harrison. It is a good place to live. No wonder Isa is

. »
wanting to come.

Translator - Mary Panegoosho

E9-1762 Resolute Bay, N.W.T. October 26, 1959
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L. is writing to Bobby. I hail from Port Harrison but now, at present, I am living where there is no daylight.
Resolute Bay is my new land. It was in 1955 when I came to this land. I want my mother-in-law and my brother
who are at Port Harrison to come...to stay with us by next year. Maggie’s disc number is E9-709. Kilopak’s
number is E9-711.

I want them to come here next year. This is why I am writing to Ottawa; also do write to Port Harrison and if
they say yes, please write to me and let me know. I do need them in the worse way. Maggie and Kilopak with his
children. I want them to come and stay with me if this could be done. I really do need someone to help me
because this place of darkness has white foxes. It is a good place. Also people never go hungry here, because
there is plenty of animals to hunt. Write to me.

Translator - Abraham Okpik

E5-766
Resolute Bay, N.W.T.
March 20, 1957

I. writes to Leo. Thanks very much for your letter. It was understandable. No, Leo, I do not want to live any
other place than here. I only wish to visit Spence Bay someday on account of my son P, to try to get him to live
with us here. I do not think I can make it this spring though.

I want you to know that I do not intend to go back to Pond Inlet because I think Resolute Bay is a better place
for game. There are many more seals here than at Pond Inlet and also caribou close by at Bathurst Island which
is at the point of Bedford. There are still some remaining caribou at Resolute itself too.

I am happy to tell you that the ex-Port Harrison men are more keen in hunting seals by seal holes now. Better
than they were last year. There is good food for more than a hundred people if there were that many here.

I think I may go to Spence Bay in the spring to trade my fox skins. If you do not think it’s a good idea, let me
know by letter. I will be happy to hear from you.

Within a few years of their arrival at Resolute Bay, employment opportunities opened up for at least some of the
men, as the following excerpt from a letter written by one of them indicates:

E9-1635
Resolute Bay, N.-W.T.
July 4, 1960

J. writes to Bobby, in Ottawa. “I am going to write a short letter to Bobby because I don’t have much to say. All
of us been kept well. We are working for the whiteman at the airbase; we probably work for six months. All of us
men started to work during spring, on June 16. If the airforce people are telling the truth, we will be working
during June, July, August, September, October and November. We are getting a lot of help making money
because the white people are very kind to us. We are happy to work and all of us are well look after. And the
Police is very kind and he is alright but sometimes we do not obey what he asks us to do.”
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As with all communities, however, things did not always go smoothly and all needs were not always met:
E9-1765
Resolute Bay, NWT.
March 14, 1962.
S. writes to the Social Workers in Ottawa.

“This is S. from Resolute Bay, who used to live in Port Harrison, writing. I am now working for the Air Force, as
a sweeper and earning money for it.

I came here in 1953 and I have been here for 9 years now. I was the first one here before the Eskimos came. I am
grateful to the Government for they are helping us and we are helped also by “Inuktitut “ magazine.

I would like to find out something from the Welfare Workers. Many Eskimos now have houses from the
Government but here we have only houses made out of boxes and pieces of wood and its much colder here than
any other place. I think its about time we should get houses too from the Government, if its possible. Please
answer and let me know what you think about this. Even if you don’t answer me right away, I'll still keep
writing to you what I have in mind. That’s all for now.”

Translator — E. Erkloo

Conclusions

Economic conditions were considered by experts in the field to be worse in Arctic Quebec than elsewhere in the
North, because the aboriginal population was increasing, game resources were under pressure, and increasing
numbers of Inuit were becoming dependent on government welfare programs in that area. No large scale scientific
surveys of renewable resources was carried out in the Craig Harbour and Resolute Bay areas before these sites were
chosen for new settlements. However, considerable information had nevertheless been gathered on game resources
in those areas. Published articles by the R.C.M.P. and Inuit letters in the possession of the Department indicate that
game was plentiful around both the new communities. The Inuit state in their letters during this period that they
were not hungry and generally liked their new environment.

CHAPTER SIX

6.1 PROMISES MADE BUT NOT KEPT

We understand this allegation to be that when the government spokesmen discussed relocation to the High Arctic
with the Inukjuak families, the latter were promised that if they were not satisfied with life at their new location they
would be returned to Inukjuak, at government expense. The Inuit claim that they were unhappy at Resolute and
Grise Fiord and asked the government representatives to return them to Port Harrison, beginning in 1954 and for a
number of years subsequently, but their request was not acted upon until their formal claim was presented to the

government in 1982.
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We reviewed all of the statements and written evidence presented to the Standing Committee on March 19 and June
19, 1990, touching on these grievances. We also searched a large number of files in the possession of both the
National Archives of Canada and the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development, for information that
would throw further light onto these claims. In addition, we personally interviewed eight Inuit, now living at
Inukjuak, who were part of the original group relocated to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord in the 1950s, to gather
additional insights into their understanding and recollection of the events of those days. Our findings and
conclusions are presented below, on an issue-by-issue basis.

a) Promise to return them to their original communities, if requested.

Our findings on this point accord with those mentioned in Marc Hammond’s 1984 report to the Department. The
evidence he presents, and the hypotheses he articulates where he could find no direct evidence, lead us also to the
conclusion that such a promise was definitely made to the Pond Inlet group. We conclude, as well, that a similar
undertaking was given by the Department to the Port Harrison group in 1953, and that it continued to apply to
groups subsequently moved through to 1957. Our conclusions on this matter are based on comments found in a
number of documents which deal specifically with this issue.

The first of these is an excerpt from a report of Alex Stevenson’s visit to Port Harrison in the summer of 1953, prior
to the embarkation of the first group. The excerpt in question can be found on File 201-1-8 pt 3, which is in the
possession of the National Archives of Canada. It states:

“...One final item regarding the movement is that the Eskimos agreed that they would go north for a
period of two years at least. Then, if they were dissatisfied or unhappy in their new environment, they
could return to Port Harrison.”

The second reference to such an undertaking is contained in a memorandum from Mr. B. G. Sivenz, to the Director,
Northern Administration Branch, dated November 8, 1956, the relevant portion of which reads: “It should be
remembered that we are feeling our way in these projects. So far things have gone well...better than we probably have
hoped. After two years the people seem content to stay on, whereas they only agreed to go in the first place on
condition that we promise to return them to their former homes after two or three years.”

We interpret these comments to mean that the promise in question was made to all Inuit families relocated from
both Port Harrison and Pond Inlet and in all of the years in which relocations occurred.

We also agree with Hammond’s view that inherent in the Government’s undertaking to return the relocated families
to their original communities after two or three years, should they request to do so, was the undertaking to absorb
the costs involved.

The question of how long this promise was good for, is, of course, much more difficult to answer. The substantive
reference on the subject by Stevenson, says: “at least two years”; the comment by Sivertz mentions: “two or three
years”. One is left to surmise from this that the Department reasoned that, after two or three years experience at
these new locations, the Inuit would have made up their minds as to whether they wished to stay on there or return
to their original communities. We question whether the Department intended to leave this offer on the table
indefinitely considering the tendencies of governments generally to want to place time limits on their financial
obligations and, as in this case, to avoid the problem of determining eligible antecedents years down the road.

Statements by the Inuit before the Standing Committee indicate that at least some of the relocated families (e.g., the
father of Markussie Patsauq and M. Amagoalik) asked to be returned to their home communities after the first year
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and in subsequent years, but were refused. The government representatives purportedly responded by proposing
instead that they write and encourage their relatives in Port Harrison to relocate to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord.
This accusation was repeated to us by all of the Inuit whom we personally interviewed at Inukjuak during the week
of August 19, 1990. When questioned further on this matter, a number of them stated that once they sensed that the
government representatives did not want to agree to return them to their original communities, they stopped asking
because they did not want to anger these people who had so much control over their lives.

We also sorted through something in the order of 400 letters written during the years 1953 to 1963, by the Inuit
residents at Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord and their relatives in those communities and in sanatoria in the south, to
the Inuit-speaking social workers in the Eskimology Section (later the Welfare Division) in Ottawa, for possible
further references to this issue. These sources yielded several examples of requests made by the Inuit in question to
be returned to, or to visit on an extended basis (e.g., a year or more), their original communities, or to have their
relatives join them in the High Arctic, and the replies sent by Ottawa in response. The following sample is typical of
this correspondence.

E9-1523, a former resident of Port Harrison and now at Resolute Bay writes to the social workers in Ottawa on
January 30, 1961, stating:

“I would like to go back to Port Harrison this coming summer. Here at Resolute they helped me a great
deal and I am happy here but someone who lives at Port Harrison wants me to return there this
summer and I would like to go back if it’s possible, if the social workers agree. If they don’t agree with
me I think I will find it difficult. The white people help me a great deal and I am happy about it I would
like you to write to me and let me know if they agree with me.... Also my mother, Elizabeth and my
sisters Minnie and Annie, they are all in hospital. It’s up to them what they want to do. Elizabeth will do
what she wants; it’s up to her. I am writing only for myself.”

Quite often such requests did not contain sufficient information to permit the recipient to respond in a simple “yes”
or “no” fashion. Many factors had to be considered in preparing the reply, not the least of which were the questions
of whether the writer was requesting only a brief or a protracted visit back to Port Harrison, or whether permanent
repatriation with family, dogs, canoes and other property was contemplated. The availability of housing back in Port
Harrison, to receive the visitors, was always a question that needed to be explored, because wooden houses in all
communities in those years, if they existed at all, were virtually always overcrowded. These questions and concerns
were raised with the author and additional information sought, sometimes involving two or three exchanges of
letters, as shown in the reply in this instance:

February 3, 1961
B. writes to P., translated by Elijah Erkloo.

“I do remember you from the summer of 1957. Thank you for your letters which you wrote on October 5 and
January 19. We would like some more information as to why you would like to go back to Pon Harrison. Please
contact the R.C.M.P. (at Resolute) about this information; it is always best to give the report to the R.C.M.P. so
that we have something on paper. Also tell the R.C.M.P. how you are doing at Resolute and whether or not you
are enjoying it.

You wrote in your letter that you wanted to return to Port Harrison, but you also mentioned that you were
asked by William to return. If you decide to return to William, you must also consider your wife’s and your
children’s feelings on the matter. Also, if you go back to Port Harrison, would you be able to live like you do at
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Resolute Bay? Would you be comfortable living at Port Harrison? Would it be better if William were sent to
Resolute Bay instead?

I do not want to dictate to you what you should do, but you must take time to think things over before you
make any real decisions. I can offer you advice as to what you should do or as to what is the best way to handle
things, but you must discuss the situation with the R.C.M.P. there. Where do your wife and children stand in
this situation? Please go and speak to the R.C.M.P. about this.

We have a new social worker at Port Harrison and we have asked that person to contact William and to see how
he is doing. We will keep you informed.

The next piece of correspondence in the files on this case, many months later, indicate that he had returned to Port
Harrison although the correspondence does not say whether this was for a visit or on a permanent basis.

Several letters were received in Ottawa from residents of Resolute Bay in 1961, proposing visits back to Port
Harrison. The following reply to one such letter, by the social workers in Ottawa, sheds some light onto the thinking
of the Department, by that time, in responding to this type of request:

To: E9-1635
Resolute Bay, NWT.
November 28, 1961

Dear J:

This is Leah writing to you from the office in Ottawa. The Director of the Social Services Department has
requested that we send you a letter in reply to your letter of September. At this time we are unable to entertain
your request to travel from Resolute Bay to Port Harrison until we receive more information. We would like to
know your reasons for wanting to return to Port Harrison.

Many people have asked to return to Port Harrison for a visit, so what we are suggesting is that maybe if a group
travelled to Port Harrison, perhaps on the Air Force plane to Churchill, Manitoba and then from there the
group would switch planes and travel to Port Harrison and the cost would be about $ 2000.00. This can all be
arranged through the R.C.M.P. in your community.

We cannot determine from this correspondence what the official position or policy of the Department was, in 1961,
seven years after the launching of the project, with respect to requests by the Inuit of these two communities to be
returned to Port Harrison, on a permanent basis. In fact, we hesitate to draw too many conclusions from this
material as to what the official response might have been on the question of paid visits back to Port Harrison at that
time. The letter quoted above is not clear on this point. Our speculation on the latter, however, would be that the
Department considered that because the Resolute Bay people had been wage employed, by that time for a number of
years, they should be quite capable of financing their own visits. This position was not inconsistent with that applied
in the case of the Fort Chimo Inuit who moved to Churchill to take wage employment at the Military Base, under the
Department’s auspices, and who wished to return to their home community for a visit from time to time. We don’t
think, however, that the same reasoning could be applied to the group at Grise Fiord.

The records indicate that early in the 1970s Inuit families living at both Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay approached the
Government of the Northwest Territories requesting assistance to travel to Inukjuak to visit relatives and assess
whether they wished to be relocated to that community on a permanent basis. The Territorial Government, which
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had by that time assumed responsibility for the administration of Inuit Affairs from the Federal Government,
acceded to this request and paid the costs of both the exploratory visits and the permanent relocation. These costs
were later recovered from the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development. The R.C.M.P. used their
own aircraft on at least one occasion for this purpose during the same period and appear to have absorbed the costs
involved. During the 1980s, additional families from both Grise Fioird and Resolute Bay returned to Inukjuak,
initially at their own expense or with help from Makivik Corporation.

These transportation costs were also re-imbursed by the Department in 1988-89. In the same year, the Department
also contributed approximately $ 700,000.00 to the Government of Quebec to offset the impact of this influx of
people on the province’s housing plan for Inukjuak. An offer to transport any of the original families, still at Resolute
Bay and Grise Fiord, who might wish to return to Inukjuak or Pond Inlet, at Departmental expense, would be
consistent with these precedents and would appear to satisfy any remaining obligations in this regard. To ensure,
however, that the claim can be definitively concluded, we would suggest that a time limit of one or so years should be
attached to this offer.

Conclusions

The Inuit living at Resolute Bay wrote to the Government officials from time to time requesting assistance to visit
relatives in Inukjuak. It was frequently difficult to ascertain if the request was for a short visit, a protracted visit or for
permanent resettlement back to their original community. No such requests were discovered from Inuit living at
Grise Fiord. Some families did visit Inukjuak in 1962, but it is unclear as to whether the Government or the Inuit
covered the costs involved. We did not discover a definitive Departmental policy that would have answered this
question. Fort Chimo Inuit who were relocated to Churchill during this same period to take wage employment were
expected to pay for visits back to their home community. The Government of the NWT paid for both visits and
permanent resettlement of a number of Inuit families from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay to Inukjuak in 1973/74 and
were subsequently reimbursed by the Federal Government. The R.C.M.P. apparently also used their own aircraft to
return families to Inukjuak in the same period. More families returned in the 1980s, initially at their own expense or
with help from Makivik Corporation. The Department also reimbursed these costs and contributed funds to off-set
the impact of this inflow of people on Quebec housing plans for the Inukjuak community in 1988-89. An offer to
return any of the original families still remaining families at Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, who would like to be
returned to Inukjuak or Pond Inlet, would be consistent with these precedents.

CHAPTER SEVEN

7.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND OBSERVATIONS

7.1.1 Findings and Conclusions

The decision by the Government to actively encourage the relocation of Inuit families to the High Arctic in 1953,
and in the two or three years subsequent to that, was not motivated primarily by a concern to strengthen Canadian
sovereignty over the Arctic Islands. Canada felt secure in her claim of ownership of the Islands as a result of an
exchange of Notes between Canada and Norway in 1930 and because the Canadian Government had consistently
displayed its sovereignty in that area for so long and in so many ways as to firmly establish its title to all of the Arctic
Islands in a manner consistent with International Law.
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The R.C.M.P. participated in the exercise of Canadian sovereignty in the north by their very presence in those areas
and in the various roles they were called upon to carry out on their own behalf and on behalf of other federal
departments. They were required, from time to time, to deal with the illegal hunting of polar bear and muskoxen by
Greenlanders. In carrying out this function, they did indeed assist in asserting Canadian sovereignty.

The Inuit people were not relocated to the High Arctic to assist the R.C.M.P. in the administration of the NWT
Game Ordinances, although, in fact, they did so on occasion. They exercised Canadian Arctic sovereignty in their
own right by the very fact of living there but that was not the purpose of their relocation. The main reason for the
decision by the Government to encourage some Inuit families to relocate to the High Arctic at that time was a
concern to improve the living conditions of the Inuit, particularly in the Hudson Bay region. Relocation from these
depressed areas was seen as a means of breaking a growing pattern of welfare dependency, which becomes the
heritage of poverty, by providing the Inuit with new and better economic opportunities through improved hunting,
trapping and possible wage employment.

Reasonable steps were taken to establish and apply suitable criteria for the selection of Inuit families that would
ensure the success of the project and the security of the participants.

These criteria were developed over a period of several years, with input from a number of sources. Those who were
transported to the project by the “C. D. Howe” were X-rayed and appear to have passed this examination. A few of
the participants who were included were quite aged and one was physically disabled, but this was not out of line with
Inuit cultural values nor with the realities of life in the Arctic in those years.

The difficulties of life in the High Arctic were recognized and explored and a reasonable plan was articulated to
ensure that those who were relocated were also supported by R.C.M.P. officers who knew them personally and who
were knowledgeable of Inuit ways and language. Experienced Inuit families from the most northern settlements at
the time were approached to assist with the project. They agreed to do so and to transfer their hunting and trapping
skills to the Inuit participants from Arctic Quebec. The first group from Port Harrison were not as well equipped
upon arrival at their destination as they might have been.

Reasonable efforts seem to have been made to explain the project to both of the Inuit groups involved before their
departure, and to communicate the fact that participation in it was voluntary. It is more than likely that some of the
Inuit could not completely envisage what conditions in the High Arctic would be like because these things were
outside the range of personal experience at the time. While this is truly regrettable, it should not imply a deliberate
attempt by the Government officials to deceive or mislead the Inuit participants.

A number of the Inuit participants in the project indicated in letters written to the Department in the period 1956 to
1963 that game and fur were plentiful in the vicinity of both Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord, and that hunger was not a
problem.

The Department gave the Inuit an understanding that they would be returned to their original communities after
one, two, or three years, if this was requested. There is no evidence to suggest that the Department intended this
undertaking to remain in force indefinitely. The files show that some of the Inuit families living in Resolute Bay
wrote to Ottawa, asking to return to Port Harrison for a visit. The earliest example of such a request, that we could
find, occurred around 1960. The determination of the length of the proposed visits quite often required several
exchanges of letters. On one known occasion, in 1961, Ottawa responded to such proposals by seeming to suggest
that those wishing to visit Port Harrison should collaborate in chartering an aircraft for this purpose, at their own
expense. The files would indicate that one group did this in 1962, but no further details are provided. It is uncertain
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if there was an official policy on the matter at that time. Our speculation is that the Department took this position
because it considered the individuals involved to be economically self-sufficient. This was certainly the practice
followed with respect to Fort Chimo Inuit working at Churchill and wishing to visit their home community.

In 1973-74, after the transfer of federal responsibility for the administration of Inuit affairs to the Government of the
Northwest Territories, the latter received requests from and assisted a number of Inuit families living at Resolute Bay
and Grise Fiord to visit and return permanently to live at Inukjuak. The Territorial Government was reimbursed by
the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development for these expenses. The R.C.M.P. used their own
aircraft to return several families from Grise Fiord to Inukjuak, also about 1974, and absorbed the costs involved.

During the 1980s, more of the Inuit families returned to Port Harrison at their own expense or with assistance from
the Makivik Corporation of Quebec.

When this issue was first raised in a formal claim against the Department, in 1982, the Deputy Minister of the day
expressed understanding and sympathy for the concerns raised by the Inuit. In 1987, he also undertook to reimburse
the Inuit involved and the Makivik Corporation of Quebec for the relocation expenses incurred in moving families
back to Port Harrison, amounting to approximately $250,000. In 1988, the Department also undertook to provide
the Government of Quebec with funds amounting to approximately $700,000 to permit the Province to add ten
houses to the pool of housing identified for Port Harrison.

7.1.2 Observations

We do not claim to have found and unerringly assessed all of the material that would reveal the truth in this complex
maze of events. There may well be much more evidence out there than we were able to discover and that could
indeed provide quite a different view of what actually took place. Based on the evidence we were able to find,
however, we do not see in these events a willful intent on the part of the Government to manipulate, mislead and put
at risk a group of people in its charge, in order to achieve some other national purpose.

Nor do we see the Inuit in this piece as gullible and ineffectual participants in some kind of ill conceived endeavour.
Quite the opposite, the evidence points to conscientious, caring and reasonably intelligent Government officials and
equally intelligent, and enterprising Inuit people, both of whom collaborated in an undertaking intended to provide
the Inuit with new opportunities for a much better way of life.

Inevitably, some aspects of the planning and implementation of the project could have been improved upon,
although we did not uncover any deficiencies that could be said to be life-threatening. It would appear to us that the
relocation project achieved its objectives in that the Inuit participants were exposed to and took advantage of the new
opportunities that it presented to them. The fact that the project did not last forever does not mean that it was not
successful, any more than the closure of the mine at Rankin Inlet, in the NWT, after six years of operation, meant
that that endeavour was a disaster.

The material we poured over in the study does not reveal the reasons why, after so many years, the High Arctic
ceased to hold the attention of the Inuit from Inukjuak or to satisfy their needs. We are left to speculate on these
reasons.

By the early 1970s, the Inuit of Arctic Quebec had begun to organize themselves for the ensuing and totally
absorbing land claim negotiations that culminated in the signing of the James Bay and Nouveau Quebec Agreement
in 1975. The Inuit of Arctic Quebec [fared] well in these negotiations. Understandably, the Inuit of our study who
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were covered under the Agreement may well have felt that their interests in this matter could best be protected and
their rights exercised by being on the spot, as it were.

As mentioned to us by Samwillie Eliasialuk, during our visit to Inukjuak in August of this year, the death of their
elders over the years deprived the communities of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay of the wisdom, direction and sense
of security which they traditionally derive from these sources, and left them feeling that the only remaining links
with their past were back in their ancestral community. It is difficult for southern non-aboriginal Canadians to
appreciate this sentiment but the loss of the elders obviously had considerable influence on their wish to return to
Inukjuak.

Another dimension of this same concern is described by Milton M. R. Freeman, a well-known Canadian sociologist
who spent considerable time at Grise Fiord in the 1970s. In an article written for “Arctic,” a publication of the
Smithsonian Institute, Washington, in 1984, Freeman describes at length the strained relationships between the
Pond Inlet and the Port Harrison groups. The Pond Inlet group appears to have exercised considerably more
influence over the direction the community was taking in a number of areas. This may also have caused the Inukjuak
group to feel that control over their own affairs had slipped away.

Finally, and perhaps most important of all, the exposure of the younger people in the community to T.V. and to
formal education through a now mature elementary school system, must inevitably have produced a different
paradigm with which to interpret the past, a new way of looking at life and new expectations, that the High Arctic,
with its isolation, harsh climate and lengthy periods of darkness, could no longer satisfy. This is not, of course,
something to be regretted but is rather the inevitable destiny of all dynamic human societies.

CHAPTER EIGHT

8.1 RESPONSE TO THE CLAIM TO DATE BY THE DEPARTMENT

Two aspects of the claim are dealt with in this chapter. The first of these concerns the official response by the
government, to date, with respect to the various allegations that make up the Claim. The second, which, in a sense, is
a corollary of the first, are the actions the Government has taken to date or has indicated that it is prepared to take by
way of response to the claim. The information on both of these aspects is derived from the proceedings of the June
19, 1990 Meeting of the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs and its attachments and from a number of
internal Departmental memoranda on this subject, through the years 1982 to 1989.

8.1.1 The Sovereignty Issue

The earliest departmental reaction to the assertion that Arctic sovereignty was the primary motivation behind the
relocation project of the 1950s is contained in a letter written by M.A.F. Lafontaine, Deputy Minister of Indian
Affairs and Northern Development, to Mr. John Amagoalik, President of Inuit Tapirisat of Canada, on December 4,
1982. In this letter, Mr. Lafontaine is replying on behalf of his predecessor, Mr. Paul Tellier, to a request by Mr.
Amagoalik on October 7, 1982, for assistance with the purchase and construction of sixteen houses and for marine
transport to permit sixteen families to be returned to Port Harrison from Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay. The Deputy
Minister’s reply does not mention sovereignty as such, but considering the context, it would be difficult to imagine
that he meant anything else:
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“I believe these requests should be given every consideration since the original impetus for relocation
came from the Federal Government, motivated at least in part by concerns of national interest.”

The Hon. John Monro, former Minister of DIAND, is also quoted by Makivik Corporation of Quebec in their several
submissions to the Department and in the evidence they presented to the Standing Committee on March 19, 1990, as
conceding, in a speech he made in 1983, that Inuit were co-partners with the Government, even before the Second
World War, in helping to establish Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic. This acknowledgement is quite specific
when Mr. Monro states: “To further entrench the sovereignty claim, the government relocated Inuit people from
northern Quebec to the Arctic Islands in the mid 1950s.”

A comment made by Mr. B.G. Sivertz in a meeting of the Eskimo Affairs Committee in 1956, and by Mr. Robert
Pilot, in his appearance before the Standing Committee on June 19, 1990, both of which are cited by us elsewhere in
this report, are interpreted by Makivik Corporation as further evidence of the Government’s acknowledgement of
the tie-in between sovereignty and the relocation project. In both of these latter cases, however, sovereignty is not
claimed to be more than a secondary consideration.

At least two former Ministers of Indian Affairs and Northern Development are on public record as indicating that
they would be prepared to support a proposal that would acknowledge the contribution made by the Inuit towards
Canadian sovereignty in the Arctic Islands, by designating one of these communities as a historic site or by erecting a
historic plaque to mark these past events. The Ministers apparently did not undertake to initiate such a proposal, but
simply indicated that they would offer their support if it were made. We contacted officials of the Historic Sites and
Monuments Board to determine where this suggestion stood. They were unable to discover any correspondence on
this subject in their files.

The public announcements by Ministers on this question can be expected to be taken as at least a degree of
acknowledgement that sovereignty played some kind of role in the Inuit relocations of the 1950s.

The Department’s interim, written response of May 15, 1990 to the Standing Committee, following its appearance
before the Committee on March 19, states quite categorically that sovereignty was not the motivation behind the
Government’s decision to actively encourage the relocation of some Inuit families in the 1950s. The Government’s
reply cited depressed conditions in Arctic Quebec, the growing dependence of Inuit from that region on welfare
assistance, the prospects of better hunting and trapping and the possibilities of wage employment as reasons
involved.

In summary, some of the statements that have been made on this issue to date will be interpreted by the Inuit
claimants as public acknowledgement by the Government that concern over sovereignty prompted it to encourage
Inuit people to relocate to the Arctic Islands, in the 1950s, regardless of Departmental assertions to the contrary. In
our opinion, however, it would be difficult to argue that this concern was ever referred to as being more than a
secondary consideration.

8.1.2 Wrongdoing and Failure to Effectively Plan and Carry Out the Project

The Department has consistently rejected all allegations to the effect that it is guilty of willfully perpetrating
wrongdoings of one kind or another in the conduct of the relocations. Our findings do not support the Inuit
allegations and the Department would, therefore, appear to be justified in maintaining its stance on these matters.
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8.1.3 Promise to Return Families

Many statements have been made by government officials on this issue since the claim was first raised in 1982. These
statements effectively acknowledge that some kind of promise or undertaking was given to the Inuit families
involved by the government to return them to their original communities, at government expense, if they were
dissatisfied with life in their new environment. The acknowledgement has usually been accompanied by a
qualification running to the effect that the assumed promise also probably had a time limit attached to it. This
position has been defended by references to a promise in several documents that mention periods of two or three
years.

Acknowledgement by government of a promise associated with the relocation project can also be claimed as a result
of the action taken by the Department to cover certain relocation costs for those who have already returned to Port
Harrison, along with a $700,000 contribution to the Government of Quebec top offset the costs of constructing ten
additional houses for returnees and a number of other associated costs. On the other hand, the Department has
stated publicly on a number of occasions that the decision to cover these costs now is based on moral or
humanitarian considerations rather than on legal grounds.

It has maintained that it can find no reasonable basis for believing that the original intention was to let this promise
run in perpetuity.

The response of the Department to the Makivik Corporation on the matter of housing has been carefully worded to
avoid giving the mistaken impression that the houses in question, as a consequence, become the property of the
relocated families. Appendix Eight of this report will provide the reader with a visual appreciation of the quality of
housing currently being built at Inukjuak.

CHAPTER NINE

9.1 SUGGESTED RESPONSES TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE STANDING COMMITTEE

We would suggest that the Department consider the following findings, conclusions and observations emanating
from our study, in preparing its response to the recommendations of the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs
in compliance with Standing Order 109.

* The evidence does not support the allegation by the Inuit that the Government was motivated primarily by
concern about its ownership of and sovereignty over the Arctic Islands when it actively encouraged Inuit
families to relocate to the High Arctic in the early 1950s. The Government felt secure in its claim of
ownership of the Islands at that time as a result of an Exchange of Notes between Canada and Norway in
1930, which recognized this claim. In addition, the Canadian Government had consistently displayed its
sovereignty in that area for so long and in so many ways as to have firmly established its title to all of the
Arctic Islands in a manner consistent with International Law.

* The R.C.M.P. participated in the exercise of Canadian sovereignty in the North through the various roles it
was called upon to carry out on its own, and on behalf of other federal departments. In this case, the
R.C.M.P. exercised sovereignty principally when they were called upon, from time to time, to prevent or deal
with the illegal hunting of polar bear and muskoxen by Greenlanders, which was prohibited under the NWT
Game Ordinance.
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The Inuit families, who were relocated to Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay as part of the
Government’s relocation program in the 1950s helped the R.C.M.P. in this type of police work on occasion,
and in that sense, aided in the exercise Canadian Arctic sovereignty. These Inuit families, however, were not
relocated to assist the R.C.M.P. in these matters.

The official files and documents from that period leave no doubt that the main reason for the decision by the
Government to encourage families, on a selective basis, to relocate to the High Arctic at that time, was a
concern to improve the living conditions of Inuit, particularly in the Hudson Bay region. Relocation was
seen by both Government officials and the Inuit themselves, as a way of breaking out of a growing pattern of
welfare dependency, and as a means of providing the Inuit with new and better economic opportunities for
hunting, trapping and wage employment further north.

Reasonable steps were taken by the Government officials to establish and apply suitable criteria for the
selection of families, so as to ensure the success of the project and the security of the participants. These
criteria were developed over a period of several years, with input from a number of sources. Those who were
transported to the new location were x-rayed and medically examined beforehand and appeared to have
been found free of serious infectious diseases. Some of the participants who were included were quite aged
and at least one was physically disabled, but their participation in the relocation project was not out of line
with Inuit cultural values nor with the realities of life in the Arctic in those years. The difficulties of life in the
High Arctic were recognized and explored beforehand by the officials and a plan was articulated to ensure
that those who were relocated were well supported by experienced R.C.M.P. officers who knew the families
personally and who were knowledgeable of Inuit ways and language. Experienced Inuit families from the
most northern settlements at the time were approached to assist with the project. They agreed to do so and
to transfer their hunting and trapping skills to the Inuit participants from Arctic Quebec.

Reasonable efforts were made to explain the project to both of the Inuit groups involved before their
departure, and to communicate the fact that participation in it was voluntary. It is more than likely that
some of the Inuit could not completely envisage what conditions in the High Arctic would be like because
these things were outside the range of personal experience at the time. While this is truly regrettable, this
lack of knowledge should not imply a deliberate attempt by the Government officials to deceive or mislead
the Inuit participants.

A number of the Inuit families in the project stated in letters written to the Department in the period 1956 to
1963 that game and fur were plentiful in the vicinity of both Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord, and that hunger
was not a problem. The frequency of letter-writing from Inuit at Resolute Bay dropped off considerably after
1963 and nearly completely, after 1966, with the transfer of responsibility for most aspects of Inuit affairs to
the Government of the NWT. It is not possible, therefore, to say whether game and fur continued to be
plentiful after the letters stopped coming but on the other hand, there is no reason to believe otherwise.

The Department gave the Inuit an understanding that they would be returned to their original communities
after one, two, or three years, if this was requested. There is no evidence to suggest that the Department
intended this undertaking to remain in force indefinitely.

The files show that some of the Inuit families living in Resolute Bay wrote to Ottawa, asking to return to Port
Harrison for a visit. The earliest example of such a request, that we could find, occurred around 1960. The
determination of the length of the proposed visits quite often required several exchanges of letters. On one
known occasion, in 1961, Ottawa responded to such proposals by seeming to suggest that those wishing to
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visit Port Harrison should collaborate in chartering an aircraft for this purpose, at their own expense. The
files would indicate that one group did this in 1962, but no further details are provided. It is uncertain if
there was an official policy on the matter at that time but it would appear that the Department took this
position because it considered the individuals involved to be economically self-sufficient and therefore
capable of arranging their own visits to any destination they wished. This was the practice followed with
respect to Fort Chimo Inuit working at Churchill and wishing to visit their home community. We found no
references to requests from families living at Grise Fiord for visits or for permanent relocation to Inukjuak.

Early in the 1970s, the Government of the Northwest Territories arranged and paid for the transportation of
several Inuit families, from both Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, to Port Harrison, to visit relatives and to
assess whether they wished to be returned to that community on a permanent basis. A number of these
families subsequently requested relocation and this was done. The Department of Indian Affairs and
Northern Development reimbursed the Territorial Government for the costs of both visits and relocation.

On one occasion, the R.C.M.P. used their own aircraft to permit several families living at Grise Fiord to visit
relatives in Port Harrison and later relocated them. The R.C.M.P. apparently absorbed these costs.

Additional families from both communities returned to Port Harrison in the period 1982 to 1988, at their
own expense or with assistance from the Makivik Corporation of Quebec.

When this issue was first raised in a formal claim against the Department, in 1982, the Deputy Minister of
the day expressed understanding and sympathy for the concerns raised by the Inuit and undertook to
reimburse the transportation costs incurred by the families who had moved back at their own expense, up to
that time. Several changes in Ministers occurred subsequently, which resulted in a delay in carrying through
on this commitment. Additional families returned in 1988, with the help of the Makivik Corporation. In the
same year, the Department allocated an amount of approximately $ 250,000.00 to reimburse all individual
families, as well as Makivik Corporation, for the transportation costs of these several relocations. In 1988, the
Department also undertook to provide the Government of Quebec with funds, amounting to approximately
$700,000, to permit Quebec to add ten more houses to the pool of housing already identified for Port
Harrison for 1989. Both these accounts have since been paid.

In the circumstances, we do not see the grounds for an apology by the government for the manner in which
the relocation project was conceived, planned and carried out. To apologize for a wrongdoing it did not
commit would constitute deception on the part of the Government and would imply that the project was a
failure, when, in fact, it was a reasonably successful endeavour.

The Department might consider extending for a further year or so, the offer previously made to the Inuit
families who have since returned to Inukjuak from Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord This would permit any of
the remaining families at Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord to undertake an exploratory visit to their original
communities and to relocate on a permanent basis if they so choose.

The Department might also indicate once again that it is prepared to support any proposal that would
recognize the contribution made by the Inuit to the social, political and economic development of the High
Arctic over the years. We do not think, however, that this recognition should single out the Inukjuak Inuit or
that it should be tied specifically to this particular relocation project, since the Inuit contribution over the
years has been much more extensive than that.
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Appendix Two: Persons Interviewed

NAME TITLE ORGANIZATION
1. C. Baker Director, Constitutional D.ILAN.D.
Development and Aboriginal
Affairs
2.R.Bill Director, Circumpolar and D.I.LAN.D.
Scientific Directorate
3. C. Bolger Former Administrator of the Retired

Arctic D.I.LAN.D.

4. A. Brancker

Senior Analyst, Mortality

Canadian Centre for Health Info.

Statistics Canada

5. P. Burden Historical Research Branch National Archives of Canada
6. W. Clevette Director D.ILAN.D.
Self Government,
Implementation Directorate
7. M. E. Gillan Research Officer D.ILAN.D.
B.C. Regional Office
8. D. Evaluarjuak Translator/Communicator D.ILAN.D.
Inuit Cultural and Linguistic
Centre
9.R. Glass Former Director General National Energy Board

Constitutional Development and
Aboriginal Affairs Directorate
D.I.LAN.D.

10. P. Greygier Author
11. B. Gunn Manager Avataque Corporation, Inukjuak,
Quebec
12. M. Kline Acting Director D.ILAN.D.
Specific Claims Branch
13. S. Meldrum Liaison Officer D.ILAN.D.

Native Claims Division
Northern Program

14. Z. Nungak

Vice President

Makivik Corporation of Quebec

15. Dr. D. Penman

Medical Care Consultant,
Director’s Office, Community
Health, Medical Services Branch

Health and Welfare Canada

16. R. A.]. Phillips Former Director, Northern Retired
Administration Branch,
D.I.LAN.D.

17. 1. Potter Director General D.I.LAXN.D.

Comprehensive Claims Branch
Northern Program
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NAME TITLE ORGANIZATION
18. R. G. Robertson Former Deputy Minister Retired
D.I.LAN.D.
19. G. Rowley Former Science Advisor to the Retired
Minister of Northern Affairs and
National Resources
20. B. Sander Manager Statistics Canada

Information Development
Section

21. S. Silverstone

Legal Advisor

Makivik Corporation of Quebec

22. D. Webster

Manager, Inuit Culture and
Linguistic Centre

D.ILAN.D.

GROUP INTERVIEW

Inukjuak, Quebec
August 29, 1990

1. M. Patsauq former resident--Resolute Bay, NWT.

2 E. Samwillie former resident--Grise Fiord, NWT.

3. A. Iqaluq former resident--Resolute Bay, NWT.

4. E. Nutarak former resident--Grise Fiord, NWT

5.]. Amagoalik former resident--Resolute Bay, NWT.

6. L. Amagoalik former resident--Resolute Bay, NWT.

7. A. Nungak former resident--Grise Fiord, NWT ( at home )
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Appendix Three: Interview Guide

INTERVIEW GUIDE

The following questions were asked of returnees from Resolute Bay and Craig Harbour, when interviewed at
Inukjuak, on August 28 and 29, 1990:

1. Who interviewed you/your father/mother when the move to Resolute Bay/Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord was
discussed?
2. Did you/they know that you/they were going specifically to Resolute Bay/Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord when

relocation was being discussed?

Did you/they have a preference as to which community you/they would be going to?
Why did you/they prefer one community over another?

3. What year did you go there?

How long did you stay there?

When did you return to Inukjuak?

4. Did you ask to return to Inukjuak after your resettlement at Resolute/Craig Harbour/Grise Fiord?
When did you first ask?

How did you/they ask?

Who did you/they ask?

What did those you asked say to your/their request?

5. How did you come back to Inukjuak? --i.e. by boat/plane

Did you pay your own way back?

6. Did you/they get a house right away?

If not, where did you live while you/they were waiting for a house?
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Appendix Four: Exchange of Notes between the Dominion of Canada and Norway

DOMINION OF CANADA

TREATY SERIES, 1930

No. 17
EXCHANGE OF NOTES.
(August 8, 1930, and November 5, 1930)
regarding the
RECOGNITION BY THE NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT
of the
SOVEREIGNTY OF HIS MAJESTY

over the

SVERDRUP ISLANDS

OTTAWA: F.A. Acland, Printer to the King’s Most Excellent Majesty, 1931

Exchange of Notes August 8, 1930, and November 5, 1930 regarding the recognition by the Norwegian Government
of the Sovereignty’ of His Majesty over the Sverdrup Islands.

From the Norwegian Chargé d’affaires, London,
To the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, London

Royal Norwegian Legation
No. 95/1930. LONDON, August 8th, 1930.

SIR,—Acting on instructions from my Government I have the honour to request you to be good enough to
inform His Majesty’s Government in Canada that the Norwegian Government, who do not as far as they are
concerned claim sovereignty over the Sverdrup Islands, formally recognise the sovereignty of His Britannic Majesty
over these islands.

At the same time my Government is anxious to emphasize that their recognizance of the sovereignty of His

Britannic Majesty over these islands is in no way based on any sanction whatever of what is named “the sector

principle”.
I have the honour to be, etc.,
DANIEL STEEN,
Chargé d’Affaires a.i.
The Right Honourable

ARTHUR HENDERSON, P.C., M.P.,

etc. etc. etc.

From the Norwegian Chargé d’affaires, London,
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To the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, London

Royal Norwegian Legation
No. 96/1930. LONDON, August 8th, 1930.

SIR,—With reference to my note of to-day in regard to my Government’s recognition of the sovereignty of His
Britannic Majesty over the Sverdrup Islands, I have the honour, under instructions from my Government, to inform
you that the said note has been despatched on the assumption on the part of the Norwegian Government that His
Britannic Majesty’s Government in Canada will declare themselves willing not to interpose any obstacles to
Norwegian fishing, hunting or industrial and trading activities in the areas which the recognition comprises.

I have the honour to be, etc.,

DANIEL STEEN,
Chargé d’Affaires a.i.
The Right Honourable
ARTHUR HENDERSON, P.C., M.P.,

etc. etc. etc.
From the British Chargé d’affaires, Oslo,
To the Norwegian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Oslo.
No. 122. BRITISH LEGATION,

0sLO, 5™ November 1930.

MONSIEUR LE MINISTRE D’ETAT,—At the instance of His Majesty’s Government in Canada and under the
instructions of His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, I have the honour to invite reference to
the two notes addressed to His Majesty’s Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs by the Norwegian Chargé d’Affaires in
London on August 8th last, in regard to the recognition by the Norwegian Government of the sovereignty of His
Britannic Majesty over the Otto Sverdrup Islands, and to inform you that His Majesty’s Government in Canada has
noted the desire on the part of the Norwegian Government that no obstacles should be interposed to Norwegian
fishing, hunting, or industrial and trading activities in the area which the recognition comprises, and wishes to assure
the Norwegian Government that it would have pleasure in according any possible facilities. It wishes, however, to
draw attention to the fact that it is the established policy of the Government of Canada, as set forth in an Order in
Council of July 19, 1926, and subsequent Orders, to protect the Arctic areas as hunting and trapping preserves for
the sole use of the aboriginal population of the Northwest Territories, in order to avert the danger of want and
starvation through the exploitation of the wild life by white hunters and traders. Except with the permission of the
Commissioner of the Northwest Territories, no person other than native Indians or Eskimos is allowed to hunt, trap,
trade, or traffic for any purpose whatsoever in a large area of the mainland and in the whole Arctic island area, with
the exception of the southern portion of Baffin Island. It is further provided that no person may hunt or kill or traffic
in the skins of the musk-ox, buffalo, wapiti, or elk. These prohibitions apply to all persons, including Canadian

nationals. Should, however, the regulations be altered at any time in the future, His Majesty’s Government in Canada
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would treat with the most friendly consideration any application by Norwegians to share in any fishing, hunting,
industrial, or trading activities in the areas which the recognition comprises.
I avail myself of this opportunity to assure you, Monsieur le Ministre d’Etat, of my highest consideration.
KENNETH JOHNSTONE.
Son Excellence,
Monsieur J.L. Mowinckel,

etc., etc., etc.

From the Norwegian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Oslo.
To the British Chargé d’affaires, Oslo,
DET KGL. UTENRIKSDEPARTEMENT
Oslo, 5. november 1930.

HR. CHARGE D’AFFAIRES,—]Jeg har den are 4 erkjenne mottagelsen av Deres note av 5.ds., avgitt i svar pd de to
noter fra den norske chargé d’affaires i London til den britiske utenriksminister av 8.august d.d. angaende Norges
anerkjennelse av Hans Britanniske Majestets suveranitet over Otto Sverdrups dyene.

Den norske regjering har bemerket sig, at den kanadiske Regjering gjerne vilde ha innrommet norsk fangst-og
neringsdrift innen disse omrader enhver mulig lettelse, men at det er et ledende prinsipp i den Kanadiske Regjerings
politikk & soke bevaret de arktiske omrdder til utelukkende bruk som jakt-og fangstomrdder for
Nordvestterritorienes urbefolkning for a hindre, at den kommer i néd som folge av hvite jegeres og fangstfolks
utnyttelse av vildtbestanden, og at den ved en flerhet av forordninger har utferdiget neermere forskrifter i det 6iemed.

Den norske regjering har videre bemerket sig, at den Kanadiske Regjering, om disse forskrifter fremtidig skulde
bli endret, vil behandle pa den velvilligste mate enhver henvendelse fra nordmenn om adgang til 4 drive fiske, fangst,
industriell eller handelsvirksomhet innen de omréader, den norske regjerings anerkjennelse omfatter.

Jeg tillater mig & meddele, at den norske regjering finder efter omstendighetene & kunne akviesere ved det saledes
avgivne svar pa for nevnte noter av 8.august d.a.

Motta, Hr. Chargé d’Affaires, forsikringen om min seerlige hoiaktelse.

For Utenriksministeren
AUG. ESMARCH
HR. KENNETH JOHNSTONE,
Det Britiske Rikes Chargé d’Affaires,

etc., etc.
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(Translation)

ROYAL NORWEGIAN MINISTRY FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Oslo, 5th November, 1930.

MONSIEUR LE CHARGE D’AFFAIRES,—I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your note of the 5th instant
in reply to the two notes from the Norwegian Chargé d’Affaires in London to the British Foreign Minister of the 8th
August last regarding Norway’s recognition of His Britannic Majesty’s sovereignty over the Otto Sverdrup Islands.

The Norwegian Government has noted that the Canadian Government would willingly have granted every
possible facility to Norwegian fishing, hunting or industrial and trading activities in these regions, but that it is a
leading principle in the policy of the Canadian Government to preserve the Arctic regions as hunting and trapping
preserves for the sole use of the aboriginal population of the Northwest Territories, in order to prevent their being in
want as a consequence of the exploitation of the wild life by white hunters and trappers, and that they have drawn up
more definite regulations to this end by means of several Orders in Council.

The Norwegian Government has further noted that should these regulations be altered in the future, the
Canadian Government will treat in the most friendly manner any application from Norwegians for facilities to carry
on fishing, hunting, industrial or trading activities in the areas which the Norwegian Government’s recognition
comprises.

I beg to inform you that in these circumstances the Norwegian Government find themselves able to concur in this
reply to the above-mentioned notes of 8th August last.

I avail myself etc.
(For the Minister for Foreign Affairs)
AUG. ESMARCH

KENNETH JOHNSTONE, EsSQ.,
The British Government’s Chargé d’Affaires,

etc., etc.
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Appendix Five: Minutes of A.C.N.D. Meeting, August 10, 1953

Minutes of a Meeting Held at 10:00 A.M.
August 10, 1953, in Room 304, Langevin
Block, to Discuss the Transfer of Certain
Eskimo Families from Northern Quebec to

Cornwallis and Ellesmere Islands

Chairman -

Col. F.J.G. Cunningham - Resources and Development.

Those Present -
W/C W. D. Brodribb - A.F.H.Q., R.C.A.F.
Mr. L. T. Campbell - Meteorological Division, Transport.
Mr. Jas. Cantley - Resources and Development.
Mr. Fred Fraser - Resources and Development.
Mr. C. J. Marshall - Secretariat of the ACND.
S/LP.S. O'Neil - AT.C,R.C.AF.
Supt. J. A. Peacock - R.C.M.P.
Dr. H. A. Prooter — Indian Health Services, National Health and Welfare.
Mr. B. G. Sivertz — Resources and Development.

Mr. W. B. Smith - Telecommunications Division, Transport.

Col. Cunningham, Director of the Northern Administration and Land Branch, Department of resources and
Development, opened the meeting with a resume of the duties and responsibilities of the Department towards the

Eskimo of northern Canada and the policy of the Department in providing for their health and welfare. He pointed
out that three different types of situations now have to be dealt with,

1. In areas where the natural resources will support the Eskimo inhabitants it has been decided that their basic
way of life is to be maintained as far as possible.

2. In areas where permanent white settlements have grown up, the Eskimos will be educated to adapt to this
new situations.

3. In areas of the north which cannot continue to support the present Eskimo population, attempts will be
made to move the Eskimo to areas with greater natural resources.

The Administration has found that the eastern coast of Hudson Bay cannot continue to supply the Eskimo there
with a reasonable standard of living and, therefore, efforts will be made to re-settle some of the inhabitants in more
prosperous areas. This year the Administration is carrying out an experiment in which it will transplant a small
number of Eskimo families from the eastern shore of Hudson Bay to certain settlements in the High North to see if
they can find a better living there.

Mr. Fraser, Chief of the Northern Administration Division, then took the chair and asked Mr, Cantley, head of
the Arctic Services Section of the Northern Administration and Lands Branch, to explain the details of the

Administration experiment.
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Mr. Cantley said that eleven Eskimo families in all were involved in this year’s experiment. Most of these were
taken from Port Harrison, Que. Three families were from Pond Inlet and would be used to help adjust the other
families to conditions in the High North. All of the people involved were volunteers and each had been told of the
type of environment and conditions which would be found where he was going. Families are to be settled at
Resolute, Craig Harbour, and Cape Herschel. At each of these points the local R.C.M.P. constable will supervise the
experiment. Each group will be provided with sufficient supplies to last a year. Of the three points where the families
will be settled, Resolute is the only one where there may be the possibility of the Eskimo finding employment.
However, the possibility of securing employment was not an important factor in deciding where the Eskimo should
be settled. The men of the group are primarily hunters and the main purpose of the experiment is to see if it is
possible for the people to adapt themselves to the conditions of the High North and secure a living from the land.

Mr. Fraser asked the R.C.A.F. representatives if they were afraid that the Eskimos taking part in the experiment
might become dependent on the R.C.A.F. for food and clothing if the experiment was not successful. S/L O’Neil
stated that this was the case and that the R.C.A.F. did not expect to be able to offer any employment at Resolute
except if Eskimos there had some type of technical training. He asked how many families would be going to each of
the settlement areas. Mr. Cantley stated that this would be decided on the boat taking the Eskimo to their
destination. It was not desirable to break up family groups if possible.

Mr. Smith said that the Telecommunications Division of the Department of Transport operates ionosphere
stations at various points in the north and had found Eskimos very useful particularly at Baker Lake and Fort Chino
where they worked as general handymen and kitchen help. The Department of Transport would like to hire at least
one Eskimo as a general handyman for the ionosphere station at Resolute if any of those settling there are found to
be suitable. He asked what arrangements would be made for payment in the event that an Eskimo was hired at
Resolute.

Mr. Cantley said that one of the Eskimo at Resolute, under the supervision of the R.C.M.P. constable, would act
as trader for the group. An Eskimo employed by the Department of Transport would receive credit on the trader for
his services, the bill would be sent to the Department of Resources and Development in Ottawa and forwarded to the
Department of Transport.

Mr. Campbell stated that the Meteorological Division did not expect to be able to offer employment to any
Eskimos at Resolute for the time being at least since the housekeeping arrangements there were provided by the
R.CAF.

S/L O’Neil stated that he was afraid that there was not sufficient wildlife in the Resolute area to provide for the
Eskimo population. Mr. Cantley replied that he had reason to believe that there was sufficient marine life to support
the Eskimo families concerned. No one could say for sure that this was the case and, consequently, the experiment
was being staged.

Mr. Sivertz pointed out that the Canadian Government is anxious to have Canadians occupying as much of the
north as possible and it appeared that in many cases the Eskimo were the only people capable of doing this.

Mr. Fraser outlined some steps being taken to provide technical training for Eskimo, particularly the trade school
to be opened soon at Aklavik. Mr. Smith said that diesel mechanics were always very scarce and that his Department
would welcome such a training programme if it could provide qualified diesel mechanics.

A discussion of medical facilities available at Resolute followed. Mr. Cantley stated that all the families taking part
in the experiment had been examined beforehand by a doctor and given a clean bill of health. S/L O’Neil said that he
understood the R.C.M.P. would be responsible for medical attention given to the Eskimo. Supt. Peacock said that the
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R.C.M.P. representative had first-aid training and would have first-aid supplies available. S/L O’Neil said that a
doctor visited the Resolute base once a month and that a medical orderly was on duty at all times.

W/C Brodribb requested that in future, when such experiments were being planned, that the Air Force be
informed well in advance so that it would have a chance to comment on the plans.

Mr. Sivertz summarized the situation by stating that the R.C.M.P. constable in charge of the experiment was
representing the Department of Resources and Development, that the Eskimos’ prime purpose in going to the High
North was to see if it were possible for them to adapt themselves to conditions there and secure a reasonable living.
Steps will be taken to see that the Eskimo are provided for in case the experiment is not successful and that every
effort will be made to see that the R.C.A.F. is not inconvenienced.

Mr. Cantley stated that those taking part in the experiment were not seeking employment but that the
Administration would not stand in their way if employment became available.

At the conclusion of the meeting those attending were satisfied that the arrangements and planning of the
experiment were such that the Eskimo families involved would not become a liability to the R.C.A.F.

C.]. Marshall,
Secretariat, ACND.
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Appendix Six: Search for Similar Claims

Time allowed for only a limited search for aboriginal claims whose circumstances could be considered to be
sufficiently similar as to provide some guidance to the Department in formulating a definitive response to this Inuit
claim and to the recommendations of the Standing Committee. The Comprehensive Claims Branch and the Specific
Claims Branch of the Department constituted the sole sources of the information we were able to gather on this
subject.

A number of claims involving the relocation of Indians Bands or parts of Bands in British Columbia were brought to
our attention, namely the Cheslata Band Claim (early 1950s) and the Ingenika Band Claim (early in the 1960s).

Both of these claims involved the relocation of Band members precipitated by the flooding of Band lands, by Alcan
in the case of the first and by B.C. Hydro in the case of the second, and involved the selection and granting of new
lands and other forms of compensation.

The Peace River Project in Northern British Columbia also involved the flooding of aboriginal lands, the relocation
of the people involved, the replacement of lands lost and other forms of compensation.

The diversion of the Nelson and Churchill Rivers and some of their tributaries in Northern Manitoba, for hydro
development in the 1970s requiring the relocation of Indian Bands and some non-status Indians, evoked a large
claim involving the payment of compensation in various forms, primarily by the Manitoba Hydro and the signing of
a number of agreements jointly by Manitoba, Manitoba Hydro and the Government of Canada. This claim is still
active.

The flooding of Indian lands under the James Bay and Nouveau Quebec Agreement, which permitted the immense
James Bay Hydro Development Program to proceed also involved the relocation of Indian people and has many of
the characteristics of the Nelson River Project, but on a much larger scale.

A common characteristic of this sampling of claims is that they all involve, effectively, a forced relocation of people
and destruction or damage to property as a result of an action taken by government or private enterprise. These
characteristics are not found in the Inuit claim in question and therefore we would regard them as largely irrelevant
in this case.

The Killinek or Port Burwell Claim, involving the relocation of Inuit families from Port Burwell in the Northwest
Territories to communities, principally in the Ungava Bay area of Arctic Quebec, has some of the characteristics of
the subject Inuit claim Under the Killinek Claim, members of the group were integrated into the James Bay and
Northern Quebec Agreement, new sites were selected and shelter and other forms of compensation provided. We
did not have time to examine this claim in depth but it would appear to us to be a candidate for further study.

In the last few days of our study we were made aware of still another claim that is now under way and that would
appear to have some similarities to the claim which is the subject of our study. This is the claim by the Churchill
Band who were resettled from one area of Northern Manitoba to the Churchill area in the 1950s. The similarity
between the two claims would seem to reside in part in the fact that the basic motivation behind the relocation of
both groups was concern over poor hunting and trapping conditions in the areas in question, which were putting the
people at risk. Other similarities relate to the purported dissatisfaction of the groups with their circumstances after
relocation. We would recommend that this claim be examined in greater detail.
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Appendix Seven: Dictionary of Terms

ESKIMOLOGY/WELFARE SECTION: In the early 1950s, an Eskimology Section was established within the
Administration and Lands Branch of the Department of Resources and Development to respond to letters written by
Inuit in the various dialects of Inuktitut, on a broad range of subjects. Inuit speaking staff knowledgeable in the
several dialects of the language were employed to translate and prepare replies to incoming letters on behalf of the
departmental officials.

Many of the letters dealt with the problems of Inuit mothers, fathers and children while under treatment in hospitals
in southern Canada. The unit endeavoured to maintain communications between the patients, the families in the
home communities and policy sections of the department.

Over time this elementary service expanded to include visits to hospitals and participation in the evacuation,
discharge and repatriation of Inuit patients. The Section became a Welfare Division in 1956 and gradually expanded
to become the equivalent of a provincial department of social welfare and cultural development. The functions were
largely transferred to the Territorial Government in 1966.

GRISE FIORD, N.W.T. Settlement, pop 114 (1986c), 106 (1981c) is located on the south coast of Ellesmere Island
and is Canada’s most northerly Inuit community. It is situated in game-rich country from which the residents derive
their living. The settlement is the result of federal government efforts to alleviate poor economic conditions among
the Inuit in the more depressed areas of the Arctic. Inuit families from other areas of the North were first settled in
the area in 1953. Many N.W.T. residents consider the community setting the most beautiful in the North.

INUIT TAPIRISAT OF CANADA (ITC; formerly the Inuit Brotherhood) was founded in 1971 when an organizing
committee of Inuit decided it was time to speak with a united voice on various issues concerning development of the
Canadian North and preservation of Inuit culture.

The goals of ITC are to preserve Inuit language and culture; to promote a sense of dignity and pride in Inuit heritage;
to provide a focal point for determining the needs and wishes of all Inuit; to represent Inuit on matters affecting their
well being; to improve communications to and between Inuit communities; and to help Inuit achieve full
participation in Canadian society.

ITC is a non-profit organization; its funding sources are mainly government agencies and private foundations in
Canada.

INUKJUAK (PORT HARRISON) is located on the eastern shore of Hudson Bay about 4901 kilometers south of the
Arctic Circle. Like many arctic communities, Inukjuak was originally used by Inuit as a large seasonal village. Later it
became the site of a Hudson Bay Company post that served the outlying villages. By the early 1960s, it became a
central community site and a consolidation of much of the dispersed regional population. By the 1980s, the
community had become an important center of the region and is presently the headquarters of the Makivik
Corporation of Quebec. The population currently is about 850 people.

MAKIVIK CORPORATION OF QUEBEC was the first Inuit development corporation, the successor to NQIA. Its
founder and president is Senator Charlie Watt.

An example of Makivlk’s activities is the tentative agreement reached in 1989 with the federal government over
Canada’s outstanding obligations under the James Bay and Northern Quebec Agreement. The JBNQA
implementation agreement seeks to improve delivery of provincial and federal programs and services by devolving
them to local institutions. The implementation agreement commits the federal government to establishing a
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Northern Quebec Marine Transportation Infrastructure program and to participating in a review of the justice
system in Nunavik. Moreover, the implementation agreement provides for a payment of $20.5 million to Nunavik
Inuit at a time of government spending cutbacks.

RESOLUTE is located 1,561 air km NE of Yellowknife on the northeast shore of Resolute Bay and on the south coast
of Cornwallis Island in the Queen Elizabeth Islands in the Baffin Region. It is approximately 950 kilometers north of
the Arctic Circle.

The area and site have been used by Inuit for centuries however the development sequence is largely attributable to
government activities. An airfield was established at Resolute Bay in 1947 during construction of a joint US-
Canadian meteorological station. The island then became one of the most easily accessible parts of the Arctic. In
1953, Inuit from Port Harrison, Quebec and Pond Inlet were relocated to Resolute to take advantage of the island’s
superior game resources. The move was successful enough that they requested some of their relatives to join them,
and in 1955 a number of other families were moved in.

Appendix Eight: New Housing at Port Harrison, 1990

[Photos not reproduced]

Appendix Nine: Chronology of the Department of Northern Affairs

1867-1873
Under the Department of the Secretary of State for the Provinces

1873-1936
Under the Department of the Interior

1937-1949
Under the Department of Mines and Resources

1950-1953
Under the Department of Resources and Development

1953-1966 (October 3)
Under the Department of Northern Affairs and National Resources

1966 (October 3)
Under the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development



82 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

Appendix Ten: Eastern Arctic Patrol

REPORT OF THE 195[?] EASTERN ARCTIC PATROL
CHURCHILL ONWARD

CRAIG HARBOUR - GRISE FJORD, August 25-26

Loading of material to be transferred to Grise Fjord, took place on August 25 and the ship left for Grise Fjord at
[8:45?] with ten Eskimo on board, the remainder already being at Grise. Superintendent Larsen and Corporal
Sargent with S/C [Kayan?] decided to make the trip in the Peterhead.

The new site at Grise Fjord seems to be a better location subject to the qualification that anchorage (less than 50
fathoms) could only be located quite close to shore. A safer anchorage in rough weather will likely be found further
up the Fjord. Two small buildings had been dismantled, freighted over by dog team and erected so that the main
problem was the erection of the new prefabricated dwelling.

The people at Grise Fjord are doing quite well. Aside from Family Allowances where there are three families with
total credits of over 500, most of the men have credits with the trader varying from 350 down. One or two are slightly
in debt, but these latter are men brought up last year who are still bringing their equipment up to a reasonable level.

However, the group is small (45 in all) and they want to bring relatives in. Angnekadlok E5-787 wants to bring his
father Keepume in from Pond and won'’t stay unless the old man can join him. Corporal Sargent says Keepume is a
natural leader and would be an upset. Akpaleoepik E5-834 wants to bring his brother from Pond. Corporal Sergent
recommends that the above two families be brought in end possibly two Port Harrison families. If Angnekadlok
leaves, he suggests bringing in three or four younger families from Port Harrison. Corporal Sargent claims the area
can easily support more people as there are lots of seal and bearded seal. The group at Grise Fjord could stand two or
three additional families and if there were any need to find additional locations for another group, it is quite likely
other Fjords could be found in the general area with an abundance of seal and other wildlife resources. Alexandria
Fjord and Dundas Harbor were also mentioned as suitable locations for communities.

The ostensible trader now is Thomassie E9-1539. Corporal Sargent has adopted the practice of employing a
different trader yearly with the aim of training several people in thoroughness and systematic operation. Books
similar to a [illegible] book are used to record credits, debits and balances. Each man also uses this book to record his
game take as well.

Shortly after leaving Grise at 21:30, August 26, Dr. Fonnedy and I saw the Captain regarding diversion of the ship
to Arctic Bay to pick up an emergency case--by 9:30 August 27, this proved unnecessary as word was received a
Canso would pick up the patient.

NAVY BOARD INLET

As Pond Inlet had advised it was impossible to bring in three camps on Navy Board Inlet, the location of the
camps was secured by radio from the R.C.M. Police at Pond Inlet and the Captain agreed to go through Navy Board
Inlet and do these camps.

The first two camps were located at 17:30 and 20:30 and the helicopter was used to ferry the people aboard
and back to their camps. The third camp was very difficult to find at 2:30 a.m. and with the weather getting rougher.
It was located and since the swells were too rough for the use of boats, the helicopter was employed again.
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POND INLET, August 28-29

We had some difficulty at Pond Inlet persuading a woman with four small children and a husband already in
the Sanitorium to go out. Having no close relatives to care for the children, she was reluctant to go until it was
pointed out her only chance of living to bring up her children and to see them grow up without tuberculosis, was to
go out and recover. She arranged with two other families to take over the children and Constable Johnson undertook
to issue rations as necessary to ensure proper care of the children. We had hoped to drop anchor in Hamilton Bay
midway between Pond and Clyde to do an otherwise inaccessible camp near Adams Island, but according to
information at Pond, the camp was about 50 miles up an inlet and the Captain could not see his way clear to risk the
ship any further in unknown waters.

Report on Eastern Arctic Patrol
1950
Alex Stevenson
Arctic Division, Northwest Territories Administration

On Monday, July 17, the “C.D. Howe” sailed from Montreal on her maiden voyage carrying supplies and
personnel to a number of settlements in the Eastern Arctic. This 3,600-ton vessel, the latest of the Department of
Transport’s fleet, with Captain A. Chouinard as Master, was built to undertake the duties of the Eastern Arctic Patrol
which, in former years was carried out on the R.M.S. “Nascopie”. Calls were made at the various points as follows:

Date of Arrival Date of Departure

Montreal, Quebec July 17
Quebec, Quebec July 17 July 25
Cape Harrison, Labrador July 29 July 31
Port Burwell, N.-W.T. Aug. 2 Aug. 3
Fort Chimo, Quebec Aug, 4 Aug. 11
Churchill, Manitoba Aug. 15 Aug. 23
Cape Dorset, NN\W.T. Aug. 26 Aug. 27
Lake Harbor, N.-W.T. Aug. 28 Aug. 29
Pangnirtung, NN-W.T. Sept. 1 Sept. 1
River Clyde, N.-W.T. Sept. 4 Sept. 5
Pond Inlet, N.-W.T. Sept. 6 Sept. 7
Arctic Bay, NW.T. Sept. 8 Sept. 8
Dundas Harbor, N.W.T. Sept. 9 Sept. 9
Frobisher Bay, N.W.T. Sept. 13 Sept. 15

Quebec, Quebec Sept. 22
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The following is a list of the Government party that sailed from Montreal:

Mr. A. Stevenson
Mr. R.E.G. Johnston

Mr. R. A. Hadden
Dr. J. H. Nesbitt

Dr. R. S. Robertson
Mr. W. Lezewski
Mr. W. Prooter
Mr. C. A. Parkin
Mr. K. Wallingford

Owing to the railway strikes being on when we arrived at Churchill we missed part of the vessel’s oil shipment.
The Captain was quite concerned about this shortage and felt that there was some danger of the vessel encountering
so much ice that we would consume more fuel that would allow us to complete the itinerary. With this in mind and
the exceptionally good weather no time was lost and each post was visited in rapid succession. Furthermore, the stay
at each settlement was cut short. I may say that this was not entirely satisfactory from an administrative point of view

Resources and Development

Resources & Development

Post Office
Nat. Health & Welfare

Nat. Health & Welfare
Nat. Health & Welfare
Nat. Health & Welfare
Dept. of Transport
Dept. of Transport

or for the medical services rendered to the Eskimo.

O.I.C. Eastern Arctic
Patrol.

Asst. to O.1.C., Eastern
Arctic Patrol.
Postmaster.

Senior Medical

Officer.

Dentist.

X-ray Technician.
Medical Attendant.
Helicopter Pilot.

Flight Engineer.
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Report to the Canadian Human Rights Commission on
the Complaints of the Inuit People Relocated from
Inukjuak and Pond Inlet, to Grise Fiord and Resolute
Bay in 1953 and 1955 (“Soberman Report”)

REPORT TO THE CANADIAN HUMAN RIGHTS COMMISSION ON
THE COMPLAINTS OF THE INUIT PEOPLE RELOCATED FROM
INUKJUAK AND POND INLET, TO GRISE FIORD AND

RESOLUTE BAY IN 1953 AND 1955

DECEMBER 11, 1991
D. Soberman
Kingston, Ontario

Table of Contents
L. INTRODUGCTTION ....otiiriitiirieteesiesteesiesteestestesestesteestestesestestesessessesessessesessansesessensesessensesessensesessansesessensesessons 86
2. BRIEF STATEMENT OF THE COMPLAINT . ...ootiiiiiiiieiiiee et siteeesvee e s see e s sivee e s svee e s ssreeessnes 87
3. THE FACTS ottt ettt sttt ettt ettt et et et e st s b e e b e st et eneenees e eseebe st et enteneeneesesse b enseneeneens 88
(a) Relocation to the High ATCHC .......cocuvieiiiiiciiiccriccccc e 88
(b) Return to the Original COMMUNIIES .....c..ccueuieeiiirieiciicieirciee et seenae 88
4. BACKGROUND: GOVERNMENT POLICIES TOWARD THE INUIT ......ccccceveirininenenieneeieeneene 89
5. THE ROLE OF SOVEREIGNTY CONCERNS IN THE ARCTIC .......coivviiiiiiiiieiiieee et esiiee e 90
6. THE PROMISE TO RETURN FAMILIES TO INUKJUAK IF THEY WERE UNHAPPY
WITH THE RELOCATTION ... .ctttiiiitieiiiiite ettt sttt e s sitteessibaeessaaeeesssbaaesssaseaessssseaessnsseeessnsseeessnsenns 91
7. OVERALL PLANNING OF THE RELOCATION ....ccoeitiiiiriiriinienienieieieeitete st seesseseeseeie i s e eeneas 93
8. CARRYING OUT THE PLAN ...ottiiiiitiiiiiiiee ettt eeitee ettt e s sttt e e ssitae e e sabaeesssbeeesssaaeessabaaeesnnsaeessnnseeenan 96

9. THE CULTURAL GAP ...ooiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 98



86 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

10. SOME EARLY CONSEQUENCES OF THE CULTURAL GAP ...c.oooviiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 101
11. LONG TERM EFFECTS ....oiiiiiiii ettt s 104
12. GOVERNMENT RESPONSIBILITY: FIDUCIARY OBLIGATIONS ......ccociiiiiiiiiiineeceeeeeeeeeeeenne 105
13. PRESENT-DAY CRITERIA FOR JUDGING CONDUCT IN THE 19505......cccccceevirireirireeieenenne 106

This report results from a decision of the Canadian Human Rights Commission (CHRC) to review the
complaints made in 1990 by Inuit representatives, the Inuit Tapirisat of Canada (ITC), before the Parliamentary
Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs. The complaints are with respect to the relocation, in 1953 and 1955,
of a number of Inuit families, principally from Inukjuak on the east coast of Hudson Bay in northern Quebec.

The Committee referred the matter to the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development
(DIAND). In response to the referral DIAND commissioned a study by the firm of J.F. Hickling Management
Consultants. In November 1990, the Consultant’s report, along with DIAND’s reply to the Inuit complaints,
were presented to the Committee. The substance of the response was that the Government of Canada had acted
properly with respect to the relocations and would not apologize.

Dissatisfaction with the Consultant’s report and DIAND’s response prompted ITC to appeal to CHRC.
Since the main events occurred in the 1950s - long before the Canadian Human Rights Act became law and
CHRC came into existence - CHRC concluded that its statutory procedures for investigating complaints did not
apply to the situation. However, in January 1991, CHRC made an informal arrangement with ITC and DIAND
to conduct a review of their complaints and their surrounding circumstances.

It is helpful, because of the unusual origin and nature of this report, to set out the Mandate for the
investigation as agreed between the CHRC and myself:

to act as Special Reporter to the Commission to investigate the relocation of the Inuit People from Northern
Quebec to the High Arctic and to provide an opinion on the claims of the Inuit regarding the relocation.

Among the more technical aspects, is one specific addition to the Mandate:

if the contractor and Commission Representative determine it feasible, to explore the possibility of arriving
at a conclusion mutually acceptable to the Inuit and DIAND.

The mandate, therefore, includes a meditative element, that of trying to reach a resolution of the disagreement
between the two sides.

It should be noted that this report is not a formal decision of a tribunal, based on hearing sworn
testimonies subject to cross-examination and the reception of documents as exhibits, followed by argument of
counsel on fact and law. But neither is it a paper written without regard to the juridical view of evidence and of
legal obligations arising from facts that have been established on a balance of probabilities. Rather, it is a report
by an independent investigator striving for impartiality and informally employing juridical norms.
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Thus, I conceived of my first task as that of listening as carefully and fully as I could to the complainants’
concerns and arguments. The next step was to listen to the reply of the other side, by interviewing former and
current civil servants, including RCMP officers. I also invited both sides as well as any other interested persons
not only to meet with me but also to submit all relevant documents. While the documents considered in
reaching my conclusions have not been subjected to court-like verification procedures, I have no doubt about
their validity.

With the written consent of both parties this review began in August 1991. I first travelled to the High
Arctic (Grise Fiord, Resolute Bay and Pond Inlet) to interview as many of the Inuit directly involved in the
events of the 1950s as was feasible in the time available. A few days later, I made a second trip to Inukjuak, the
original home of most of the relocated families, to interview those who had returned from the High Arctic.

These visits have been followed by interviews with persons recommended by DIAND, to obtain
information from those acting on behalf of the Government of Canada in the 1950s, and from other observers of
the events. With help from CHRC research staff, we have made as extensive an examination and review as is
possible, within the time frame available, of documents within the Government of Canada Archives and in
related government departments. We have also examined reports and research studies from the 1960s to the
present time."

There is no formal statement of complaint from an Inuit organization, but the substance of their claims is
generally agreed to be as follows:

1. The primary reason for relocating Inuit families from northern Quebec to the High Arctic in 1953 and
1955 was to strengthen Canada’s claim to territorial sovereignty over the eastern Arctic archipelago.

2. This purpose was not disclosed to them but rather they were told they were being moved solely for the
altruistic reason of improving their quality of life, and especially with respect to the availability of
“country food” (game).

3. They were promised that they would be returned to their original homes without expense if, within “two
or three years,” they stated they were not happy with the new location and wished to return.

4. The relocation itself in terms of both planning and implementation was seriously flawed and inadequate,
resulting in unnecessary hardship to the relocated families.

5. A large proportion of the Inuit families asked to be returned but the promise to return them was not
kept.

6. The result has been long term hardship for many of the families, caused primarily by separation from
other member of their family in the south.

7. The relocation did in fact strengthen Canada’s claim to territorial sovereignty.

Therefore the complainants have asked for three things:

a) Recognition of their contribution to the Canadian claim to territorial sovereignty in the High Arctic;
b) An apology for the hardship that Inuit suffered in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay; and
c) Compensation for the wrongs done to them.
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(a) Relocation to the High Arctic

In 1952, the Government decided to consider relocating a number of Inuit families from the Ungava
region of northern Quebec to the High Arctic.* The result was a plan to relocate families, principally from
Inukjuak but with a smaller number from Pond Inlet to help the Inukjuak people acclimatize, to three locations
in the High Artic: Resolute Bay on Cornwallis Island, Craig Harbour at the southeast corner of Ellesmere Island
and Alexandra Fiord®, about halfway up the east coast of Ellesmere Island on Smith Sound and close to
Greenland.

In the spring of 1953, local RCMP officers, accompanied by an interpreter, visited various Inuit camps
located in the region surrounding Inukjuak, as much as 100 miles or more from the community. They arranged
for Inuit families to travel to Inukjuak in late July to board the Government supply and medical ship, the “C.D.
Howe” for the journey to the High Arctic. Similar arrangements were made by the local RCMP at Pond Inlet on
northern Baffin Island, for three families in that region to join the re-location, one family to settle in each of the
three locations. The ship made various stops on its usual route, including Pond Inlet where the three families
came aboard.

On August 27, the ship arrived at Craig Harbour, where it met with another Government vessel, the
“d’Iberville”. One Pond Inlet family and three Inukjuak families were disembarked at Craig Harbour. The
remainder of the Inuit families were transferred from the “C.D. Howe” to the “d’Iberville”, which sailed north
toward Smith Sound with the intention of depositing seven families at Alexandra Fiord, over 200 miles away.
Part way there the ship the ship encountered heavy sea ice and was unable to continue northward. At that point,
the plan for an Inuit settlement at Alexandra Fiord was abandoned. The “C.D. Howe” had meanwhile begun its
return journey to Quebec.

The “d’Iberville” returned to Craig Harbour where it deposited three more families (two from Inukjuak
and one from Pond Inlet) originally intended for Alexander Fiord, who then joined the families already
disembarked during the first stop. Within a few days, the whole group were escorted by the RCMP to a location
on Lindstrom Peninsula, between 40 and 50 miles to the west where they set up camp. Within a few years this
group moved several miles east to the present Grise Fiord location. The remaining families aboard the
“d’Iberville” (three from Inukjuak and one from Pond Inlet) continued to Resolute Bay and, on September 6,
1953, were disembarked on the shore several miles from the weather station.

In 1955, four more families from Inukjuak and one from Arctic Bay (Another community on northern
Baffin Island) were moved north, three to Resolute Bay and two to Grise Fiord. In 1959 one more family moved
from Pond Inlet to Resolute Bay.

In all, seventeen families, comprising 87 persons, 58 from Inukjuak, 8 from Arctic Bay and 21 from
Pond Inlet were moved north, 42 to Grise Fiord and 45 to Resolute Bay.

(b) Return to the Original Communities

The first family to return to its former home went back to Pond Inlet in 1956. Subsequently, fewer than ten
additional Pond Inlet relocates returned home. I have been unable to find an accurate record of all those who
returned to Inukjuak, so that what follows are merely estimates.
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In the 1960s, several individuals returned to Inukjuak. Between 1970 and 1980, over 20 people returned
to Inukjuak, some as individuals or couples, some as families. In the 1980s, and especially in 1988, when the
Government offered to pay for the return of another group of families, at least five more families returned. (The
Government also offered to compensate families who had returned earlier at their own expense.) It must be
noted that a substantial number of the original adult relocates had died by the late 1980s, so that by 1989, a very
large proportion of the survivors had returned to Inukjuak. My estimate is that between 40 and 50 inhabitants of
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, including a number of young children and just a few in their teens or twenties,
returned to Inukjuak over a period of three decades.

Until the Second World War and the ensuing cold war, the general level of knowledge and concern in the
Federal Government about the Canadian Arctic appears to have been low. Even in the early 1950s, the well-
being of the Inuit received little consideration. As Richard Diubaldo stated:

... for an era which spawned numerous planners of defence and economic policy, there appeared to be
little actual, long-range and coordinated policy formation regarding the Inuit ... civil servants of the
Northwest Territories branch struggled manfully and humanely without any real rudder.*

Indeed, in interviewing the Inuit who were part of the relocation and in reading the reports and
correspondence by civil servants of the era, one finds an absence of government policy, with decisions left largely
to those civil servants directly responsible for administration. The staff of the department in Ottawa supervising
the North was usually very small, often without the direct experience of having spent time in the North.

That substantial problems had resulted for the Inuit from the increasing presence of southern peoples,
there was no disagreement. As might be expected, however, neither a common perception of these problems nor
of the best way to resolve them was shared by Government policy makers. Nevertheless, I believe a dominant
view at the time ultimately guided the relocation policy; it was supported by three quite closely related ideas.

First, a number of members of the Canadian Arctic administration shared a wistful desire to help
aboriginal peoples generally to return to the lifestyle and values of an earlier era. This goal was not exclusive to
its Government supporters; it has been asserted in varying degrees by aboriginal peoples themselves both Indian
and Inuit, and it is still frequently heard.

To what extent is such a goal, at least with respect to returning to a traditional lifestyle, practical and
worth the effort, or is it naive and unworkable, perhaps even harmful? Who, for instance, can imagine banning
rifles and insisting that Inuit return to using ancient weapons to hunt polar bears and whales? Or, perhaps more
to the point, who wishes to deny Inuit access to health care, or their children opportunities for modern
education?

Nevertheless, this desire for a return to the traditional way of life appears to have been a significant
element in the minds of those who planned relocations of Inuit families from the 1930s to the 1950s.’

Second, there was a widely shared fear that the increasing Inuit population® was exhausting the game

resources of certain regions, in this case, northern Quebec.” Evidence about the poor conditions of Inuit life,
especially their perceived diminishing food supplies, was mentioned frequently in Government reports.
Decreasing the population in Northern Quebec by relocating a significant proportion of Inuit to regions where
game was plentiful was seen as a means of alleviating the food supply problem.
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Third, administrators were concerned that the Inuit had become enmeshed in a demeaning process of
increasing dependency on the Government of Canada for welfare handouts — “relief” payments as they were
called in the 1950s. It was assumed that returning them to their traditional lifestyle would also return them to
their former independence. Moreover, the worry about ever larger sums being absorbed by native welfare
obligations might thus be addressed and save the Government significant sums of money.

There was, however, a countervailing view — that the Government could not “turn back the clock”, that
encroachments of modern life were largely irreversible and that it was necessary to help the Inuit adapt to the
new environment.® This countervailing view was never far from the surface and from time to time was the prime

factor in making decisions.

Long before the World War II, Government officials had expressed general concern over Canadian
territorial sovereignty in the Arctic. In the late 1940s, the “cold war” and the very large presence of the U.S.
military and civilian personnel in the Arctic caused the Government to worry about its ability to sustain
Canada’s own presence there.” The response to the sovereignty concern seems to have focused primarily on
Canada expanding the presence of its own armed forces, and increasing its control over weather stations and
transportation links; depending on the Americans to perform too many duties was troubling the Government."’
In the early 1950s, there were many references in Government documents to establishing clear control over
weather stations, which until that time were shared with U.S. personnel and to establishing new RCMP posts or
to re-establishing posts that had been closed.

By 1950, the Government also expressed concern over excursions into the Canadian Arctic by
Greenland Inuit: they frequently crossed over from Greenland to Ellesmere Island in the vicinity of the Bache
Peninsula, hunted and sometimes passed a number of months on the island. Indeed, it appears that some
Greenlanders stayed on Ellesmere for two years, from 1951 to 1953. There were discussions about taking
measures to limit if not to prohibit the access of Greenland Inuit."" The government also stated that it wished to
restrict contact between Canadian and Greenland Inuit, although no reasons appear to have been stated.

I have not found any direct evidence that, either immediately before or at the time of the relocations of
the Inuit, the Government in Ottawa expressly decided to use them as a significant factor in reinforcing the
Canadian claim to Arctic sovereignty. No document that I have examined coming from the highest levels of
government, directly states that the reason - or a primary reason - for relocating Inuit from Inukjuak to Grise
Fiord and Resolute Bay was to enhance Canadian claims to territorial sovereignty in the High Arctic. However,
some civil servants at an intermediate level did make written comments which suggest that they perceived the
Inuit relocations to be a means of increasing Canada’s presence there.'? It may be that they were responding to
oral statements emanating from higher levels. In any event, there is ample evidence to counter the stated
recollections of some former civil servants that the sovereignty issue was never in their minds at the time of the
relocation.

Their awareness of the general worries in Ottawa suggests two reasons for their mentioning sovereignty:
first, they may have added their own view that relocating Inuit in specific locations would be helpful in this
regard; second, they may have referred to sovereignty simply to gain support in Ottawa for their relocation
proposals.’’
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Finally, there are a number of statements made years later in government documents' and in reports of
observers' asserting that the new Inuit communities had indeed supported Canada’s sovereignty claims.

In summary, the evidence about the existence of a developed Government policy in Ottawa with respect
to sovereignty affecting the relocation may be considered circumstantial, but this does not mean it is
insignificant. On the balance of probabilities, it is reasonable to conclude that sovereignty was a material, even if
not a dominant, concern of the Canadian Government and may well have influenced relocation decisions. While
I do not think the Government would have relocated Inuit for reasons of sovereignty alone, and indeed, might
not even have thought of using relocation for that purpose, nevertheless — having previously used relocation of
native peoples for other purposes, and having concluded that Inuit in the Inukjuak region ought to be relocated
- sovereignty concerns may well have played a role in the time and location of the new settlements, and
particularly in selecting Ellesmere Island.

Paradoxically, this conclusion is most easily reached with respect to the one relocation of the three
proposed that was abandoned, that at Alexandra Fiord near Bache Peninsula, the area where Greenlanders
traditionally crossed to Ellesmere Island to hunt polar bear. However, the speed and apparent lack of
deliberation with which the decision was made aboard the “d’Iberville” to abandon this location, after more than
one year’s planning, suggests that sovereignty was not a dominant concern. It remains problematic just how

significant territorial sovereignty concerns were.'®

It follows from the Government denying that sovereignty was a reason for the relocation, that it would
not have communicated a “non-reason” to the Inuit. Civil servants have not claimed to have discussed
sovereignty with the Inuit nor have the Inuit recalled such any discussions. At most, as noted in footnote 15,
above, the assumption that sovereignty was an object may have been mentioned in conversations among civil
servants and observers.

In view of the matters discussed below, the sovereignty question is not, in my opinion, the most
important issue in the complaint of the Inuit. However, even if every other aspect of the relocation was entirely
satisfactory, the question would remain whether the Government of Canada ought to acknowledge that
sovereignty was not irrelevant or even insignificant, and whether the Inuit should be thanked for their
contribution towards enhancing Canadian territorial sovereignty in the Arctic. This question will be discussed
later.

6. THE PROMISE TO RETURN FAMILIES TO INUKJUAK IF THEY WERE
UNHAPPY WITH THE RELOCATION

All the Inuit with whom I spoke and who were old enough to remember how they first learned about the
relocation, gave similar narratives of that event:

1. An RCMP officer accompanied by an interpreter visited their family’s camp;

2. He informed then that the government intended to move them to a new region where the hunting
would be much better and their lives would improve;

3. He also said that if they were not happy with the new location they could return in “a couple of years”
(or words to that effect);”
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4. They were approached family by family at their campsites; an attempt was made to bring them together
as a group to discuss the project; to them it seemed as if the government had already decided and they
really had no option.

5. The RCMP offered little information about the new location since the Inuit was entirely unfamiliar with
any environment other than their own, they naturally assumed that the new site would not be drastically
different from what they knew; the assurance of their ability to return allayed most fears so that they did
not ask probing questions about the new location.

To most of the hunters, the male heads of the families, the relocation seemed worth a try, so why
protest? Some wives worried about being separated from their families in the Inukjuak area, but they were
reassured by the knowledge that they would return to their traditional home within a relatively short time.

All this made sense and sounds consistent with my understanding of relations between representatives
of the Canadian government and the Inuit. It is consistent with benevolent paternalism: the government
presumed to know what was in the Inuits’ [sic] best interests and prodded them along. This scenario does not
suggest deception or malevolent withholding of information. Indeed, we do not know what the RCMP officers
themselves, who visited the Inuit of Inukjuak, knew about conditions on Cornwallis Island and Ellesmere Island.

Most important, there is sufficient documentary evidence to corroborate the recollections of the Inuit
about receiving a promise. The following letter is sufficiently important to be reproduced in full:

ROYAL CANADIAN MOUNTED POLICE
Ottawa April 14, 1953

The Director

Northern Administration and Lands Branch

Dept. of Resources and Development

Ottawa, Ontario

Re: Responsibility, Care and
Supervision of Eskimos.

1. By direction of the Commissioner of the R.C.M. Police, and having reference to your letter to him,
dated the 8™ Inst., I enclose one copy of each of the wireless messages which we have today sent to
our Port Harrison, Fort Chimo and Pond Inlet Detachments.

2. Please note the reference in the messages to the Eskimo families being brought back to their homes.
I considered it advisable to make that promise. I have in mind the sad experiences of those families

of Eskimos (I believe eleven families) who were taken from Cape Dorset to Dundas Harbour in 1934
by the then Northern Administration and after being there with the Hudson’s Bay Company for two
years were taken to Arctic Bay and Fort Ross. They suffered hardships and asked, from time to time
to be taken back to Cape Dorset. They never were taken back and the survivors and their
descendants, are still in the Fort Ross - Spence Bay Detachment.

[signed]

H.A. Larsen, Insp.,
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Officer Commanding, “G” Division.
[emphasis added]
The accompanying Teletype messages of the same date, each ended with the following sentence:
FAMILIES WILL BE BROUGHT BACK HOME AT THE END OF ONE YEAR IF THEY SO DESIRE
H.A. LARSEN
This view was confirmed in a memorandum by J. Cantley, one month after the families were relocated:

... [the Inuit families] went north on the understanding that they would continue to live as hunters and
trappers and that if they were satisfied to settle there permanently, we would provide the trading
facilities. On the other hand, if they did not like the country, they would be returned to their homes

again.

... We must now wait to see how it works out. If the first group is successful and satisfied, others will
follow. If not, then we shall have to bring them back.'® [emphasis added]

A further confirmation is found in an assessment of progress three years later:

After two years [sic] the people seem content to stay on, whereas they only agreed to go in the first place

on condition that we promised to return them to their former home after “two or three years.”"

Although there seems to be some confusion about whether the Inuit were promised to be returned after one, two
or three years (and the Inuit themselves were uncertain of the exact time), there is no uncertainty that promises
were made to return them if they so desired.

(a) Information about the Relocation Sites

I have noted that an important goal of the relocation - indeed the Government asserts, the primary goal
- was to move Inuit families to regions where game resources were plentiful. It would seem reasonable, then, to
expect to find scientific data used by civil servants to help them determine that Ellesmere Island and Cornwallis
Island had sufficient game. However, there is no evidence that such data had ever been gathered.

Instead, the Government relied on two observations: first, that Greenland Inuit frequented Ellesmere
Island in order to hunt because game appeared to be plentiful; second, the RCMP officers observed substantial
numbers of polar bears, foxes and other game on Ellesmere Island and Cornwallis Island. But there were no
systematic counts made® nor was the Wildlife Service asked to provide advice. The evidence was impressionistic
albeit provided, at least in part, by some people quite experienced High Arctic conditions.

Government reports are consistent with this approach: they described the relocation in these regions as
being in the nature of an experiment. R.G. Robertson, Deputy Minister of Northern Affairs and National
Resources, summarized this view succinctly in a letter dated February 18, 1954, to C.M. Drury, Deputy Minister
of National Defence:
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As you will note from the Minutes of [the Meeting of the Advisory Council on Northern Development,
held on 10" of August 1953] the transfer of a few families of Eskimos to Cornwallis and Ellesmere
Islands was made as an experiment to determine how well Eskimos from southern areas could adapt

themselves to conditions in the high Arctic and make a living for themselves by hunting and trapping.

... Present indications are that they will be able and happy to do so. If the experiment continues
to show satisfactory results, we may consider transferring more families... [emphasis added]

This approach to the question of relocation was reflected consistently in Government communications,
beginning in late 1952 and continuing through 1956. The following excerpts from a letter of May 10, 1956, by
Mr. Robertson to Commissioner L.H. Nicholson of the RCMP, about a prospective resettlement to a location on
Devon Island, explains well the approach taken:

With regard to the possibility of such a move in a later year, we have been looking into the
history of Dundas Harbour. I gather there is some doubt about it as a location likely to support Eskimo
hunters and trappers. The Hudson’s Bay Company opened a post there with the idea that it might be
productive. Their experience was that the wildlife population went down very quickly with a minimum
of killing and was not capable of regenerating at a rate anywhere near sufficient for the needs of the
small group of Eskimos that were moved in there ... [There follows some speculation about the

reasons.

... The two establishments at Craig Harbour and Resolute Bay seem to be doing well. However, the
officers in the Wildlife Service are not sure that a definite conclusion, based on the experience of only

two years, would be justified. They feel that the question as to whether the animal population can stand
the present amount of killing cannot be answered in such a short time. [emphasis added]

These quotations leave no doubt that selection of the relocation areas was not the results of extensive scientific
research,” but was in the nature of an experiment with regard to both the game resources and the adaptability of
“Eskimos from southern areas”.

A further aspect of planning the relocation sites related to the selection of Inuit families and their
allocation to the three settlements. Memoranda from late 1952 and early 1953 suggested relocating a total of 15
families, five at each site. There was no attempt to compare the availability of game in each region in order to
learn whether one site might support more families than might another. We can only speculate that the authors
assumed five families was a sufficiently low number that they would not exhaust the wildlife stocks at any
location. As we shall see in Section 10, below, no effort was made to allocate families to each site in advance;
those decisions were made on board the “C.D. Howe” just before disembarking at Craig Harbour.

The nature of the experiment deserves comment. After examining the documents and speaking with a
number of civil servants who participated in the relocation, and speaking with RCMP Constable Gibson, who
accompanied the first families from Inukjuak and remained with them at Resolute Bay, I find that no one
believed they were putting the lives of the Inuit at risk. RCMP visited the new camps on a regular basis and
believed themselves to be sufficiently nearby to cope with emergencies that might arise, although the visits were
clearly less frequent at Lindstrom Peninsula where the RCMP detachment was almost 50 miles away. In
addition, as noted below, the Government had promised to return those Inuit who were sufficiently dissatisfied
with the High Arctic to request going back to Inukjuak. None of this is to say either that some risks did not arise,
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or that they could not reasonably have been foreseen. Furthermore, while the experiment was not life
endangering, it could and should have been foreseen as likely to cause some hardship.

(b) Budget and Authorization for the Relocation

I have been unable to find any formal authorization of the relocation; all information about planning
and implementation is found in memoranda, letters and reports of committee meetings, prepared by civil
servants at various levels from deputy minister to RCMP constables. Without studying normal Government
practices in authorizing projects of a similar nature in the 1950s, I have no basis for assuming that the lack of
formal authorization was irregular. Indeed, it may be consistent with normal practices, as well as with the budget
arrangements discussed immediately below.

As for the transportation aboard the “C.D. Howe” and the “d’Iberville”, it appears that the Department
of Transportation did not charge for the cargo space made available to the Inuit. It did charge a small amount
for food - a very limited diet — the sum was recovered from “relief” (welfare) payments already set aside for the
Inuit in Inukjuak. I do not know of any Department of Resources and Development budget item for
transportation.

The only records of budget for the project refer to the “Eskimo Loan Fund” - a system of lending money
to Inuit communities in order to make supplies available through Hudson’s Bay Company stores or Government
supply outlets. The sums so lent were repaid when Inuit delivered fur pelt to the store, principally white fox
pelts, but also some polar bear and seal skins. Thus, strictly speaking, there was no expenditure made that
required authorization; there was only a loan given that was expected to be repaid. For each of the three
anticipated settlements a loan fund of $5000 was set up, formally in the name of a leading member of the Inuit
community. Goods and equipment placed aboard the “C.D. Howe” and ultimately put ashore in the custody of
an RCMP officer, were charged against the fund for each settlement when individual Inuit paid with fur pelts for
items required by them, the loan fund account was credited accordingly.

To the best of my knowledge, then, there was neither formal authorization nor a specific budget
allocation for the relocation project.

(c) Housing, Equipment and Supplies

As noted above, the sole source of these items for the Inuit relocates was the Eskimo Loan Fund. The
sum of $5000 in 1953, while perhaps ample for basic equipment and supplies (it is very difficult to assess the
adequacy of such a sum), clearly did not include housing. Indeed, no civil servant has suggested that it did. A
different assumption about housing the Inuit families prevailed: they had been expected to bring with them their
own equipment - family possessions, sleds, dogs, guns and tents; deficiencies in any equipment and supplies
were to be supplemented by purchases in their own names using the loan fund, to be repaid from subsequently
earned income. They would live in tents, in snow houses and sod huts, as they had lived in the Inukjuak region.
None of the reports suggested that any thought was given to providing housing. In fact, beyond transporting
them to the High Arctic without charge, there appeared to be no intention to provide without charge to the Inuit
any tangible benefits in return for their participation in the resettlement.*

I have heard contradictory opinions from civil servants regarding this policy. Some have asserted that
housing conditions were very poor in and around Inukjuak, and accordingly, there was no special reason to
provide additional housing resources in the High Arctic. Others have noted that the climate is harsher there:
cold weather arrives much earlier, and often without sufficient snow to build snow houses. They point out that
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in regions like Grise Fiord there is virtually no soil in lichen, only rocky terrain, making it very difficult to
construct sod huts. As a result only tents, with less insulation than snow houses or sod hits, were available for
most of the first winter. Indeed, some civil servants have suggested that failing to provide for adequate housing
was a big mistake in planning the relocation project. After interviewing Inuit who spent their first winter at
Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord in makeshift housing, I am inclined to agree with that opinion.

(a) Informing and Preparing the Families

As noted earlier in section 6, the Inuit claim they were told very little about conditions in the High
Arctic. F. Ross Gibson the RCMP constable who travelled to the Inuit camps in the Inukjuak region, has said
that at the time he thought they would be most affected by the differences in climate. Through his interpreter he
made efforts to inform each family he visited about the High Arctic climate. He tried to explain the long period
of winter darkness and the need to hunt while it continued, as well as speaking about the colder weather, His
impression was that they took it quite lightly.

In contrast, welfare teacher, Miss E.M. Hinds, referring to her 1958 book to the “families who moved to
the far north” several years earlier, wrote:

I helped outfit them, and I also tried to teach them about the sunless winter, quoting my experiences at
Fort McPherson as illustration ... They have adapted themselves to the day winter, for in their

imagination, before they experienced one such winter, it was a great deal worse than the real thing.
Which is usually the case with imagined ills.” [emphasis added]

Here we can see that two well-informed inhabitants of Inukjuak during the preparation period for the relocation
came away with opposite impressions of the Inuit reaction to information communicated to them about the
High Arctic. In addition, former civil servants have noted that they knew it was difficult, if not impossible, to
explain such matters to the Inuit. It has also been suggested that access to high quality translation between
English and Inuktitut was very limited in the 1950s; it is uncertain how accurate the interpreters were in
explaining the relocation to the Inuit as well as in conveying their response. Some misunderstanding may well
have arisen through translation difficulties.

The conclusions that follow from these observations are that: informing the prospective Inuit relocates
about conditions in the High Arctic was a very difficult task; and, it is uncertain how aware of the difficulties
were the civil servants involved. In fact, it appears that the Inuit had very little idea of what the new living
conditions would be like - they either assumed conditions would not be radically different from northern
Quebec, or they trusted the Government - or both. I will discuss the consequences of this finding in section 12,
below.

(b) The Landing of the First Winter

The recollections of the Inuit and of civil servants with respect to the landings at Craig Harbour and at Resolute
Bay do not differ in general terms. Those that landed at Craig Harbour spent one week near the detachment;
they were joined during that week by the families turned back by heavy sea ice on the way to Alexandra Fiord.
The RCMP then took the whole group by boat to Lindstrom peninsula, a location about 50 miles to the west on
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the south shore of Ellesmere Island (six or seven miles west of the eventual permanent site at Grise Fiord). They
had only their tents and their own equipment.

Apart from the RCMP detachment at Craig Harbour, there was no other settlement that as a practical
matter they could visit. To reach Resolute Bay would take several weeks travel guided by someone who knew the
route. The RCMP visited the new camp every ten days to two weeks. Otherwise, they were entirely isolated,
dependent on their own resources. The two Pond Inlet families that had joined the families from Inukjuak were
crucial to their survival, teaching them how to hunt under High Arctic conditions and how to identify fresh-
water ice. They were unable to build sod huts the first winter and had to remain in their tents until there was
enough snow in January to build snow houses. Because of errors made, either in loading sufficient equipment
and supplies on board the “C.D. Howe” or in unloading them at Craig Harbour, there was a shortage of some
important supplies, including tent fabric, furs used to insulate their tents, and clothing. They also had to make a
100-mile return trip from their campsite to Craig Harbour to obtain any additional supplies. Lastly, the variety
of country food was much more limited than in Inukjuak, virtually no fish or fowl was available.

These conditions, unexplained to the relocated families beforehand (and, in any event, unknown to the
Government people in Inukjuak), made their arrival an unpleasant surprise. It is reasonable to conclude that
they were unprepared for the new conditions and found their first winter harsh and frightening. In particular,
the women found it very difficult in the unrelieved darkness: when their husbands and teen-age sons would
depart in hunting expeditions, they would find themselves confined to their tents or snow houses with the small
children. To go outside was only to find darkness and lower temperatures. The following spring, a number were
unhappy and wished to leave.

Conditions at Resolute Bay were somewhat less intimidating: the RCMP constable lived nearby at the
RCAF base and could visit more frequently. Although the base was off limits to the Inuit, they were able to
collect scrap wood to burn, and eventually found packing crates and other pieces of lumber to build winter
homes in subsequent years. And it was easier to but supplies and equipment at the detachment store. In other
respects, the factors that made life harsh at Lindstrom Peninsula applied also at Resolute Bay.

Later reporters observed that the Inuits’ [sic] state of health, their clothing and housing improved
markedly over the next few years. They state that the relocated families were better off materially than they had
been in Inukjuak. Whether or not these reports were accurate does not affect the fact that the first year was a
stressful one for the relocates.

(¢) Provision of Services

At Inukjuak in 1953, there was a Hudson’s Bay Company store, an Anglican church, a nursing station
established in 1947, and a welfare teacher and school established in 1949. These facilities were available to the
Inuit from the settlement and surrounding area, and had become significant elements in their lives. While not all
children were able to attend school regularly, the families had access to the school and to medical care. The
church and school were also centres of social activities.

With the exception of the limited store supplies available from the RCMP detachment, none of the other
services were planned nor made available to the Inuit of the Grise Fiord region in the early years. At Resolute
Bay, emergency medical services were available but not schooling or a church. Constable Gibson made personal
efforts to help build a room for scrap lumber,* and to provide some social events, especially at Christmas.
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Overall, however, there was a substantial reduction in services available to the Inuit families, services to which
they had become accustomed in the years preceding their relocation.

In summary, the families arrived at their destinations in the High Arctic poorly informed about
conditions, some were poorly equipped for winter conditions, especially with respect to housing, and some
important supplies were not available. They found the first winter very hard.” And, they no longer had access to
the majority of basic services to which they had become accustomed in Inukjuak.

In my view, the most important aspect of the relocation — and the most complex - is what may be called
the “cultural gap” between those representing the Government of Canada and the Inuit people. Civil servants at
all levels seem to have shared a common view that the Inuit could not look after themselves in the quickly
changing conditions in Canada’s north, and it was the Government’s responsibility to look after the Inuit. In
more recent writings and in interviews with former civil servants as well as others, I have found general
agreement that the Canadian attitude and approach to the Inuit in the 1950s was highly paternalistic.

(a) Inuit Values and Priorities

It is trite but true that recognizing the cultural gap is but the beginning. The second step, presumptuous
though it may be, is to try and identify the elements of the Inuit culture that are relevant to the issues in this
complain, and to examine the consequences of the relocation in the light of those elements. With a difference
that I have decided to overcome, I shall examine three cultural elements encountered in my discussions with
Inuit who were part of the relocation: i- the importance of family; ii- the importance of the environment; iii- the
approach to personal relations and to resolution of disagreements.

. Inuit have traditionally lived in a harsh environment with limited food
resources; they have had to hunt over large areas to find sufficient country food (and material for
clothing, etc.) to survive. Accordingly, they have lived in relatively small communities, usually not more
than 30 persons. The community is an enlarged family or may be described as a small clan, with other
related families often living within a journey of a day or two from their camp.

In these circumstances — closely related, dependent on one another for survival, and spending most
of their time in the company of their own group - they develop a great attachment to one another, an
attachment broader than that based solely on the more nuclear family of mother, father, and unmarried
children. (I believe that this close attachment is not unique to the Inuit but is shared with people in other
parts of the world that live under analogous conditions.) The Inuit are also accustomed to temporary
separation during hunting seasons, and sometimes to migrating great distances, but when they do
migrate the whole clan community moves together.

It follows that a separation of 1250 miles between parts of an Inuit clan, such as sisters and brothers
who have become parents of their own nuclear families, once they realized that there was no practical
way of visiting or joining each other, created serious emotional upset, especially for those who had
undertaken the move away. It helps explain why, when they were informed that it was not feasible to
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return to Inukjuak, they asked that other members of their family left in Inukjuak join them in the High
Arctic.

. People who live close to the land and depend on it for virtually
every aspect of their sustenance, become very knowledgeable and actually aware of that environment
and all its characteristics. Familiarity brings with it a strong attachment to the land. Even though they
are capable of adapting to strange surroundings and may eventually improve their quality of life, they
keep their strong attachment to the land where they were born and grew up. Thus, it is not surprising
that the Inuit who were relocated to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay retained a strong desire to return to
their familiar Inukjuak surroundings with its plant life and game. This was a second factor that
contributed to their wish to return to the Inukjuak region of northern Quebec.

Unfortunately, this factor also contributed to the splitting of families more than a generation later.
On the one hand, when finally it became practical for the original relocates to the High Arctic to return
to Inukjuak, many were anxious both to join other members of their family and to be back in the
environment of their youth. On the other hand, their children faced a new dilemma: they had grown up
in the High Arctic in a changing society; they went to school with family members and friends their own
age; thus, they had a different frame of reference from their parents. The new generation were
confronted with the difficult choice of accompanying their parents to a strange environment in Inukjuak
with an unfamiliar generation their own age, or of remaining in the High Arctic in familiar
surroundings but being separated from their parents.

Some children refused to leave the High Arctic. Some went back with their parents, were unhappy
and returned to Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay, while others decided to remain “south”, so dividing
families of the same generation. These painful consequences were unforeseen by those who
implemented the relocations. Whether with better scientific advice they could and should have been
foreseen may be debatable. Nevertheless, the undesirable consequences for the families is clear enough:
they have suffered emotional loss from the relocations in two generations, losses that seem little
understood by other Canadians.

. Travelers in the Arctic have
often remarked in their accounts that in their contact with the Inuit they found them pleasant, friendly
people who smile easily. While such observations are meant as compliments, they may be superficial and
carry a connotation that is probably unintentionally pejorative: they support a long dominant view that
the Inuit are like good children. A more carefully thought out interpretation of their friendliness arises
from understanding how the Inuit have learned to live in small communities and survive in a harsh
environment. Under these conditions, people must learn to cooperate, to depend on one another and to
do their best to create an uncontentious social atmosphere: coping with the physical environment is
enough of a challenge in itself. The Inuit approach to people from another culture was not different: they
would avoid conflict and personal unpleasantness if they possibly could do so.

In addition, the white southerners entered the lives of the Inuit as a technologically dominant group
- with guns and other equipment and ultimately with aircraft. The southerners presumed to be in
charge, as we shall see illustrated in the next section by the 1951 report of welfare teacher, Miss E.M.
Hinds. The Inuit with whom I have discussed this issue have freely stated that in the 1950s, they viewed
representatives of the Government, and especially the RCMP, almost as gods, not to be argued with. The
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southerners also brought desirable material benefits with them. Besides, as we have noted, it was
contrary to the Inuit culture to engage in confrontation.

(b) A Bargain or an Order?

The almost pervasive assessment of the Inuit as a very primitive people who needed protection contained no
malevolence, but it did lead to them being treated as children by the Government in coming to decisions that
might profoundly affect their lives.

The cultural gap problem is filled with nuances: there are a number of references to the Inuit who were
relocated as “volunteers”, and it is probably true, especially among those civil servants who were removed from
the actual conversations with the Inuit families, that in general they believed the Inuit to be volunteers who had
made a bargain with the Government.

The language of many Government documents talks about “sending” or “transferring” Inuit families to
new locations. These words are ambiguous: they might be taken to mean, “We are quite sure we can persuade a
number of Inuit families to move to the new location.” However, after examining the words in context I find that
the assumption about Government control is almost invariably much stronger: the words generally appear to
mean “We can arrange to move enough Inuit families without worrying about the prospect of much resistance
to the move.”

So, while the Government argues that it merely asked, but could not insist upon compliance, and while
southern “white” administrators thought of their proposals only as suggestions or gentle persuasion, most Inuit
perceived of the proposals as orders that had to be followed. Interviews with a number of Inuit who are old
enough to remember lead me to conclude that they believed they had no real option but to accept: when an
RCMP officer said, “You will be better off in the new location,” the Inuit listener very likely interpreted him as
saying, “You must go to the new location where, by the way, you will be better oft.”

This perception, perhaps even more strongly than I have put it, comes out clearly in the words of Miss
E.M. Hinds, a welfare teacher in Port Harrison (Inukjuak) in the early 1950s. In discussing some lesser
relocations in the regions, within 100 miles or so of Port Harrison, she stated:

Port Harrison natives have been [here] to tell me that the new policeman is going to send them away

from the settlement ... the missionary and the clerk at the Hudson’s Bay store have heard from the
constable himself that this is what he intends to do - to send away from Port Harrison all natives who

are not working for white people.

... I feel that now that there is a school at Port Harrison it is ridiculous to send away from the
settlement most of the families with children of school age and to leave those who have only tiny

children or none...

Other people in the settlement, i.e. white people, apparently agree with the constable’s decision

I understand that natives lived here long before white men came to this region. The native name
for Port Harrison means “the place where there are many Eskimos.” Two of the families who have been
told to go have, I understand, never asked for relief, and they resent being told to go as their families

have always lived there.
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I would suggest that if the constable puts this plan into operation he should be asked to provide

transport for the welfare teacher to visit the children concerned ... *® [emphasis added]

This language unmistakably implied that decisions to relocate Inuit were those of the constable — not
joint decisions reached with the Inuit but rather decisions imposed upon them. Miss Hinds, a white southern
woman and a highly respected observer of the Arctic, assumed that the RCMP officer was in charge and gave
orders. It hardly seems surprising then, that the Inuit themselves feel they had no real option but to accept the
orders to go. While it is true that the events she described took place about 18 months before the relocations to
the High Arctic, her description reinforces the pervasive paternalistic attitude toward making decisions for the
Inuit, and we have no evidence to suggest that the prevailing attitude changed dramatically by the spring of
1953.

In summary, the accepted and official position within Government was that the Inuit who agreed to
participate in the relocation were volunteers. As a practical matter, those responsible for implementing the plan
gave little thought to the question of free choice: they assumed that their project was in the best interests of the
Inuit and would be accepted by them without serious objection. Of course, if a particular family had been
sufficiently upset to refuse to go, the civil servant would not likely have forced the issue, although there is
evidence that great persistence was used to persuade a Pond Inlet family to agree to the move.

The Inuit impression of their position, as a practical matter, was not in conflict with the above view: they
felt under great pressure not to resist the proposal to relocate, for the reasons already noted. It would have
required feelings of desperation on their part to utter a definitive “no” when asked to. In my opinion, for such a
request to be considered an order, it need not be backed by fear of physical compulsion. The circumstances
support the claim that most Inuit felt they had no option but to participate in the relocation.

(a) Placing Families in Settlements Far From Each Other

The unhappy consequences of separation, discussed under Inuit Values and Priorities in the preceding
section, applied also to separating families in two High Arctic locations, 240 miles apart. While the distance was
not so great as that between Inukjuak and the far north, in a different way the effect was more severe.

Without exception, all the Inuit interviewed stated that they did not learn about being separated into
different camps until they arrived at Craig Harbour. Upon arrival they were told that several families would be
disembarked and would remain in Craig Harbour area while the others would proceed to two different
locations, some to the soon-to-be-abandoned Alexandra Fiord site and the remainder to Resolute Bay. The news
of separation came suddenly, without any chance to prepare themselves emotionally. In contrast, before leaving
on the “C.D. Howe” a month earlier, the Inuit had known for a number of weeks that they would be leaving
family behind; they had also known which other members of their family would be joining them on the journey
north, and they had spent a month together aboard ship. The news of the second separation came as a shock: in
interviews I was told that the women began to sob and in response a number of their dogs began to howl.

There is no evidence at all that Inuit families were offered a choice of locations, or were asked whom
they would prefer as neighbours. They simply were told to disembark at Craig Harbour or to transfer to the
“d’Iberville” in order to proceed to the other two destinations. Whatever debate there might be about the
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voluntary nature of originally consenting to leave the Inukjuak region, I believe there can be none about the
choice of relocation sites: the Inuit were not given an option - they were told where to disembark.

This account is consistent with information in the documents available”” and with a telephone interview
with Mr. Ross Gibson, the RCMP officer who accompanied the Inuit aboard the “C.D. Howe”. He stated that he
had not been given specific information about the location or locations of the new settlements and believed that
the primary loation was to be near the Bache Peninsula on Ellesmere Island. He was not aware of plans for
Resolute Bay, despite the fact that a number of interdepartmental reports had discussed three locations. This
picture suggests a substantial failure in communication between those directing the relocation and those
responsible for implementing it.

(b) Bringing Families from Inukjuak and Pond Inlet into a Single Community

The planners of the relocation were aware that northern Quebec Inuit, who lived almost 600 miles south
of the Arctic Circle, a latitude of 58°30'N (much as in northern Scotland), were accustomed to daylight
throughout the winter, even if the hours were quite short, and would be moving to the High Arctic (between!I0
and 900 miles north of the Arctic Circle - 74°40'N at Resolute Bay, 76°26'N at Grise Fiord and 79°00'N at
Alexandra Fiord) with its three months of darkness. The climate is also different: the temperatures year-round
are substantially lower in the High Arctic and the summer season is much shorter, and there is no period of time
southern Inuit would think of as summer weather. Ice and snow conditions and the nature of the land mean that
hunting techniques are quite different from those in the south.

For these reasons, the planners decided that it would be particularly helpful to the Inuit from Inukjuak
to have as neighbours and advisors in the newly established communities at least one family that was much more
adapted to the far north. Accordingly, they arranged for three families from Pond Inlet, (over 400 miles north of
the Arctic Circle, latitude 72°40°N) to be moved, one to each of the three relocation sites.

As noted earlier, two Pond Inlet families settled in Grise Fiord in 1953 and one family in Resolute Bay.
The families from Inukjuak and the RCMP officers agree that the Pond Inlet hunters were especially helpful that
first winter, in particular, in teaching High Arctic hunting skills and how to recognize supplies of fresh water in
their frozen state. However, there is also general agreement that the two groups did not get along well because
there were significant differences:

- In dialect that hindered communication, although it did not prevent it;
- In important customs; and

- In clothing and in design of essential equipment, such as sleds.

The two groups tended to look down on each other, did not spend time together socially and with rare
exception, did not intermarry, the latter being an important disadvantage in such isolated communities where
finding a spouse was very difficult without intensive travel. At one point, the Lindstrom Peninsula settlers
actually divided into two locations, one for Inukjuak families and the other for Pond Inlet families, about two
miles apart, before finally moving to the current Grise Fiord site where the RCMP detachment is located.

It may be argued that the cultural differences between the two groups were not grave and in any event
that it was worth putting up with the subsequent difficulties in order to help the Inukjuak families acclimatize.
Nevertheless, the civil servants seemed unaware of the differences beforehand, further indicating a lack of
knowledge about the Inuit as a people.
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(c) Requests to Return to Inukjuak

The Inuit approach to personal relations helps explain the fact that most outside observers who visited
Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay came away with an impression that the Inuit were generally very satisfied with
their lot. These observations are also central to the views often expressed by civil servants that the Inuit did not
state that they wished to return to Inukjuak, if they did ask about returning, did not complain when told that it
would be difficult or impossible to do so.

First, in the minds of at least some civil servants the question of “return” was vague, or they thought that
no promise had been made (although as already noted, in fact, promises had been made). Therefore, they
attributed little importance to it.

Second, they failed to understand that in the circumstance of the person making the request -

i Having been separated from family in Inukjuak for two years or more,

ii. Having been told that they must wait another year for the supply ship to return and take them, not
to Inukjuak but to Montreal, whence they would have to find the money to return on their own to
Inukjuak,”® and

iii. Having very little if any money at the early stage of their stay in the High Arctic, the consequences of
stating these difficulties was tantamount in the mind of the requester to a complete refusal to return
him and his family to Inukjuak.

In my opinion, a promise of return cannot mean less than that the Inuit family and their belongings
would be transported from the High Arctic back to Inukjuak, without any expense to themselves. Accordingly,
the Inuit were correct in their view that ii. and iii. above, amounted to a refusal of their request to be returned. A
delay until the following year when a ship would arrive to pick them up was considered inevitable, and the Inuit
would have so understood. However, the fact that the supply ships had a traditional route, one that had never
gone from the High Arctic back into Hudson Bay is irrelevant to the promise made to the Inuit. The
Government must be taken to have been aware of the route when it made its promises and it was up to it to
make satisfactory arrangements to keep its promises.

Third, civil servants failed to appreciate that the lack of persistence by Inuit in face to face meetings on the
subject of the promise to return them to Inukjuak was due not to lack of deep concern, but to their cultural
disposition to avoid confrontation and unpleasantness, reinforced by the normal intimidation felt by Inuit from
civil servants generally, and particularly from RCMP officers who were charged with looking after them.” It is
important to emphasize that no malevolence is implied; to the extent that the Inuit felt intimidated, it was the
result of the historical relationship between them and civil servants.

The Inuit’s concern for avoiding conflict, yet keeping their desire to be reunited with family alive, is
demonstrated two other ways. First, when their ability to return seemed blocked they sought an alternative
solution and asked whether members of their family could not join them in the High Arctic. This request seems
almost invariably to have been misinterpreted as evidence of great satisfaction with the relocation (“bring more
of our family here”) rather than as a stoic, second-best request to be reunited with their family in the High Arctic
if not in Inukjuak.

Second, they did not abandon their claim. Instead they substituted a more non-confrontational means
that would avoid personal unpleasantness with civil servants whom they encountered on a more or less regular
basis: they wrote letters directly to the Government requesting to be returned to Inukjuak.”
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In Part 6, above, I found that the Inuit families who moved to the High Arctic had been promised that if
they so requested they would be returned to Inukjuak at Government expense within one to three years. Here, I
find further that:

a) In the first three years after the move, a number of heads of families expressed to local officials,
principally to local RCMP officers, their unhappiness with the new locations and their wish to return,
although they may have couched their request in very mild terms.

b) The officials tended to minimize the significance of the request and responded by explaining how
difficult it would be in terms of both travel arrangements and money, to return to Inukjuak.

c) The Inuit understandably and accurately interpreted these statements as a refusal in any practical sense
to facilitate their return. For cultural reasons they did not persist in their face-to-face requests although
they retained a strong desire to return to their former homes.

d) The evidence of this desire is found in their continued writing of letters to the Government asking to be
returned, and indeed, in ultimately returning to Inukjuak when the opportunities presented themselves,
as late as 1988.

Accordingly, I find that in the 1950s and 1960s, the Government failed to keep its promise of return to
Inukjuak, causing considerable unhappiness and pain to those Inuit who wished to return.

(a) Family Relations

In section 9, I have already noted one important consequence of the relocation, the unresolvable
emotional conflict between remaining in the same region as other members of one’s family and returning in the
environment of one’s childhood. A large proportion of the first generation relocatees who had survived, have
chosen to return to Inukjuak, the place of their childhood environment and where their remaining family lived.
However, a large proportion of those who grew up in the High Arctic with their own generation have chosen to
remain there despite the fact that their parents have returned to Inukjuak. This geographic separation between
generations has resulted in continuing stress and anguish for both groups. It is a difficult, indeed perplexing,
problem for them.

A related difficulty, created by the substantial isolation of the two High Arctic communities, was that of
young people of marriageable age finding suitable spouses. The Inuit shared a common concern about
inbreeding resulting from intermarriage within one’s own larger family. They traditionally looked outside the
family group for spouses. As already noted, in northern Quebec, Inuit groups lived within a day or two of travel
to other camps. Thus, it was relatively easy for young people to meet prospective spouses outside their own
group. However, in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, such contact was impractical; as youngsters grew up they were
forced to look outside of their own communities and it was both difficult to arrange and expensive. While those
Inuit whom I interviewed did not raise this problem as a major complaint nowadays, it did cause hardship for at
least two decades, until long-distance travel became practical. Reports of RCMP constables mention this
difficulty, as do several academic studies.

(b) A Sense of Injustice

A second and more subtle cause of anguish relates more closely to Inuit self awareness and self esteem.
Looking back on the events of the 1950s, many wonder at the way they were treated. Having suffered the
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consequences of separation, they ask why. The paternalism that is admitted by most civil servants is painfully
obvious to Inuit who now have a more clear-eyed view of their white governors, with all their frailties of
insensitivity and hubris. Looking back they can see that civil servants and RCMP officers were not omniscient:
they took chances with respect to known game resources; they did not manage to explain, no matter how
difficult, what the High Arctic would be like; they mismanaged transporting adequate supplies and equipment
for the first winter; they failed to provide schooling and adequate medical care for a number of years; and they
failed to honour the promise of return within two or three years. These things by themselves have contributed
over the years to a growing sense of injustice.

It is no solace to say to the Inuit that it was for their own good, that the hardship and fright of the first
year was worthwhile and in the longer term they were better off. In particular, they worry about the thought that
they have been pawns in a project that was more distasteful than merely being paternalistic, namely, a project
designed primarily to support Canadian claims to territorial sovereignty in the High Arctic. I believe this to be a
very harmful worry - that they may have been duped by their own Government. It is harmful in two respects.

The first and most obvious is that of being wronged by their Government, by the people they should have
been able to trust. Indeed, as I find in the next section, there was historically, both in fact and in law, a high
fiduciary obligation on the Government of Canada to act in the best interests of the Inuit people. Putting their
trust in the Government was the reasonable and proper thing to do. The second part comes from feeling duped.
Most people feel personally diminished when they have been “[taken?] in”. For the Inuit, whose increasing
education and understanding - especially during the late 1970s and the 1980s - of the dominant southern
society in recent decades has permitted them to investigate the circumstances of the relocation, it is doubly hard
because it implies that in the 1950s they were too simple and naive to be capable of resisting manipulation by
white civil servants.

(This discussion requires a brief observation about the claim of a number of critics, that the Inuit
complaint is largely the work of a few malcontents. The critics have not understood that the growing Inuit
perception of injustice is much more generalized: it comes from looking back at the events of the 1950s with
greater sophistication, and using as a measure the values that prevailed in our southern society before the Inuit
themselves understood them. They have become aware of the emphasis now placed on both individual and
group rights encouraged by our Charter of Rights and Freedoms.)

Fortunately, coping with the second cause of anguish should be eased, because - on the basis of this report
— there is no evidence of a master plan, of manipulation of the Inuit families in order to carry out a project
designed primarily to support sovereignty at the expense of the Inuit relocatees, or even if not at their expense,
with minimal thought of incidentally improving their lot. I believe there is some consolation in the finding that
the Inuit were not manipulated or deliberately misled in order to achieve a hidden goal. However, it does not
follow that the Government of Canada is absolved of all responsibility because it was not devious. Criteria for
judging the conduct of the Government of Canada are discussed in the two sections that follow.

Current medical jurisprudence states that a physician who subjects a patient to risks of treatment
without making effective best efforts to explain those risks to the patient is deemed not to have obtained
informed consent: the physician becomes legally responsible for any of the foreseeable harmful consequences
that occur.” The physician’s liability is based on the dominant position gained through specialized knowledge
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that makes the patient dependent on him or her. The point about informed consent is made here by way only of
analogy.”” However, it does serve to introduce the principle that a fiduciary, in this case the Government of
Canada, has high obligations of good faith, diligence and care towards its beneficiaries, the Inuit people. All
evidence available amply demonstrates, as a question of fact, that the Government assumed the dominant
position of a fiduciary.

This position is also beyond doubt as a question of law. In a 1939 Supreme Court of Canada reference,
the question asked was whether, under s. 91(24) of the Constitution Act,” “the term Indians included Eskimo
inhabitants of the Province of Quebec”. The opinion of Chief Justice Sir Lyman Duff, concurred in by the five
other judges, was strongly affirmative.’® Moreover, the Chief Justice noted that in December 1867, the
Parliament of Canada passed a joint address to Her Majesty requesting that northern British territories,
including what is now northern Quebec, be transferred by the United Kingdom to Canada. The joint address
contained the following Resolution of the Senate:

Resolved that upon the transference of the Territories in question to the Canadian Government, it will
be the duty of the Government to make adequate provisions for the protection of the Indian Tribes,

whose interest and well being are involved in the transfer.”® [emphasis added]

The 1867 Resolution of the Senate, and the 1939 reference opinion of the Supreme Court firmly
establish the Government’s jurisdiction and the fiduciary nature of its obligations toward the Inuit. General
recognition of these obligations was confirmed in Regina v. Sparrow,* a recent decision of our Supreme Court,

with respect to interpreting s. 35 of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms. S. 35 states:

(1) The existing aboriginal and treaty rights of the aboriginal peoples of Canada are hereby recognized and

affirmed.
(2) In this Act, “aboriginal people of Canada” includes the Indian, Inuit and Métis peoples of Canada.
[emphasis added]

Speaking for the Court, Dickson, C.J. and La Forest, J., observed:

...[two earlier decisions] ground a general guiding principle for s. 35(1). That is, the government has a

responsibility to act in a fiduciary capacity with respect to aboriginal peoples. The relationship between

the government and temporary recognition and affirmation of aboriginal rights must be defined in the

light of this historic relationship.’” [emphasis added]

The duties of a fiduciary are of two types: first it must act in good faith in the best interest of the
beneficiaries; second it must also exercise reasonable diligence and care when acting on their behalf.
Consequently the fiduciary is responsible for harms done to the beneficiaries when those harms should have
been foreseen and avoided. As noted by the Court, these responsibilities are very long standing, and they were
evident in the continuing conduct of the Government in the 1950s.

13. PRESENT-DAY CRITERIA FOR JUDGING CONDUCT IN THE 1950s

(a) The Nature of the Problem

The events that are the subject of this investigation took place in the 1950s, the planning having begun
during the winter of 1952, almost 39 years ago. What standards are appropriate for making judgements about
the actions of the Canadian Government so long ago? It might be tempting to say that we cannot today insert
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ourselves into a completely different “mind set”, that hindsight, especially after all these years, is much easier
than foresight, and therefore, that we cannot presume to stand in judgment at all. I do not believe we can take
that easy way out.

On the other hand, we cannot simply judge conduct of the 1950s by an uncompromising application of
current awareness and sensibility. We must look for evidence of the level of sensitivity to the issues, as found in
the material available to us from those years, and to interpret the evidence cautiously - but not overly cautiously.

(b) Shorter Term Risks: Evidence of Awareness

Interviews with civil servants and members of the RCMP, and documents examined earlier in this
report, disclose awareness of a number of elements that could have been foreseen to cause early difficulties and
unhappiness for the relocated families.

1. There was concern that the Inuit families be properly equipped for the High Arctic conditions - the
RCAF expressed particular worry about adequate housing in the Resolute Bay area; there was a largely
ineffective attempt to prepare them for the winter and darkness, as acknowledged in subsequent reports; there
was awareness of the radically different hunting conditions - the reason for making sure the Pond Inlet families
joined the new settlements. In addition, the repeated references to the project as an experiment in effect
recognized that it might fail: there might not be adequate reserves of game, or the southern Inuit might not be
able to adapt to the unfamiliar, dramatically different environment.

2. Well before the relocation project had been planned, the Government had acknowledged a continuing
need for Inuit schooling and medical care through nursing stations; both had been made available at Inukjuak
for several years. The only reason for ignoring these essentials in planning the High Arctic relocation appeared
to have been an unwillingness to undertake expenditures (since services could not be covered by a repayable
loan), justified perhaps, by a desire to return the Inuit to their traditional (more primitive) way of life.

3. Finally, as noted earlier in this report, there was also a contrary view to that of returning the Inuit to
traditional ways; it recognized that irreversible changes in the Arctic meant that the Inuit would have to be
helped to adapt in order to minimize the harmful effects of change. It asserted that the Inuit seemed to have lost
power over their own lives through the changes brought by the southerners, and they needed to regain that
power. This view was held not by just a few individuals toiling in the field but was acknowledged at the highest
level of government: in an article entitled, “Canada and Our Eskimos”, in the March 1955, issue of the Beaver,
the Honourable Jean Lesage, then Minister of Northern Affairs and National Resources, acknowledged that “we”
had upset the balance of nature in the Arctic and stated:

It is not enough to cure disease, the cause of disease must be removed and this is largely a matter

of education and improvement of economic conditions... A new social order is supplanting the
primitive life of the Eskimos. In the new order, however, direction is given by the various white

men on the scene. The Eskimo inevitably tends to lose initiative individually and collectively in
such a regime. It seems obvious that an effort to place direction of local affairs in the hands of the

Eskimo is desirable... The northern service officers ... are being instructed to encourage the

Eskimos to take-responsibility for local decisions to as great an extent as possible.® (emphasis
added)

Nevertheless, in implementing their plan, the civil servants knew, or should reasonably have known, that
the Inuit did not appreciate the risks. In my opinion, to ask people to make essential decisions about their future
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without adequate information is to deny them freedom to choose: to persuade the Inuit to participate in the
relocation project, entailing risks of which they were unaware, was to diminish substantially their power to make
decisions over their own lives. It was directly contrary to the intent of the statement made by Jean Lesage, quoted
above.

(c) Judging Conduct in the Light of Known Risks

Although representatives of the Government of Canada intended the relocation to be for the benefit of
the Inuit, there were a number of ascertainable risks involved in the operation. These were risks which, if they
materialized, would be at the expense of the Inuit — the consequences of inadequate equipment and housing, the
problems of adapting to a harsh climate with a three-month dark period and virtually no vegetation. The
Government was also prepared to resettle the Inuit without making schooling available and with drastically
reduced medical care.

In my opinion, the observations made in subsection (b) above, are sufficient to establish that: the
government ought to have been aware of a number of the risks it took in proceeding with the relocation; and
under its fiduciary obligations it bears a substantial responsibility for the adverse consequences to the Inuit
involved in the project.

(d) Longer Term Risks

As T have noted in section 9, "The Cultural Gap", and again in section 11, “Long Term Effects”, the
separation of families from their kin and the environment in which they grew up has had the greatest impact on
the relocated families. The letter of RCMP Inspecter Larsen, at page 15 of this report, shows an awareness of the
problems of separation. In referring to the Teletype promise that “Families will be brought back home at the end
of one year if they so desire", he noted the:

sad experiences of those families ... who were taken from Cape Dorset to Dundas Harbour in
1934 ... and then to Arviat and Fort Ross. They suffered hardships and asked, from time to time
to be taken back to Cape Dorset. They never were taken back and the survivors and their
descendants are still in the Fort Ross-Spence Bay District...

The point made here by Inspector Larsen must have been known within senior ranks of the civil service
in Ottawa. Whether they appreciated in detail the nature of the “hardships” is not material to the main point:
they were aware of a prior relocation and the unfortunate consequences of not returning the Inuit to their earlier
home; thus they knew there were risks for the Inuit who were to be relocated. Indeed, Inspector Larsen used the
earlier experience to justify the promise to return the Inuit to Inukjuak. Despite the Dundas Harbour relocation
failure in the 1930s, the Govermnent made no arrangements to honour the 1953 romise. In these circumstances,
a fiduciary cannot reasonably claim to be unaware of its responsibilities to the beneficiaries.

14. CONCLUSIONS, CONSEQUENCES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(a) Conclusions and Consequences

I find that:

1.  With regard to the sovereignty issue, in the early 1950s, the Government of Canada had concerns about
effective occupation of the Canadian Arctic, primarily because of increasing activity and numbers of United
States armed services personnel in the region, but also because of long-term hunting visits of Greenland
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(a)

(b)

Inuit to Ellesmere Island. The combination of these elements was likely to have influenced the planned
location of two settlements on Ellesmere Island.

The fact that one location - where the Greenlanders crossed over to Ellesmere Island - was quickly
abandoned because of ice conditions during the voyage to Alexandra Fiord, however, suggests that
sovereignty was not a primary concern. Nevertheless, the establishment of two permanent Inuit settlements
in the High Arctic was viewed by the Government of Canada as reinforcing and contributing in a material
way to Canada's claims of sovereignty over its Arctic territories.

It is firmly established, first by the Canadian Senate 1867, and subsequently by the Supreme Court of
Canada in 1939 and again in 1990, that the Government of Canada from its founding has owed and
continues to owe duties of good faith and diligence toward the Inuit people of Canada.

The Government of Canada:

Promised the Inuit that if they so wished, the would be returned to the region of Inukjuak in northern
Quebec, at most within three years after the relocation in 1953;

Failed to meet its fiduciary duties of care and diligence in planning and carrying out the relocation, and in
not taking steps in the first few years to honour its promise of return.

In those years, the Inuit relocatees of 1953 suffered unnecessary hardship, particularly in their first year — as
did to a lesser extend the relocatees in 1955 - caused by inadequate planning and implementation of the
project.

Their hardship was aggravated by the long delays and difficulties many of the first generation relocatees
encountered in finding their way back to Inukjuak. The delays resulted in long-distance separation of
different generations of the same family.

(b) Recommendations

1.

Based on the documentary evidence between 1953 and 1960, the Government of Canada should accept that
its predecessor Government of those years considered the presence of new Inuit communities in the High
Arctic to be helpful in supporting Canadian claims to territorial sovereignty in the region. I recommend
that the Government formally acknowledge the contribution of the Inuit relocatees at Grise Fiord and
Resolute Bay to Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic and publicly thank them.

The Government should apologize for the shortcomings in planning the relocation, particularly with
respect to providing adequate equipment and housing for the first winter, and in failing to provide schools
and nursing facilities in the early years.

The Government should acknowledge that it promised those Inuit who wished to go back to northern
Quebec the opportunity to do so within, at most, three years of being relocated. It should admit that it made
no serious efforts to honour its promise, and that as a consequence a substantial number who wished to
return were unable to do so for many years. Accordingly, it should recognize its responsibility for that
failure and for the unhappy consequences for many Inuit families.

By recognizing these failures and their unfortunate consequences for the relocated Inuit families, the
Government will have gone a long way toward redressing the deep feelings of grievance felt by many Inuit;
it will demonstrate a new sensitivity to their culture and values, and encourage mutual respect.



110 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

There remains the continuing anguish caused by separation between, on the one hand, the original families
remaining in Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay — especially the generation who grew up there in the 1950s to
1970s - and, on the other hand, those portions of their families that have returned to Inukjuak. I do not
know of a solution that will undo the effects of separation. At best, any solution will resolve only part of the
problem. I propose the following as a fair and feasible resolution:

4. (a) Any members of the original relocated families and their immediate children should retain a choice to
be relocated to Inukjuak for a specified period of time, let us say, five years from the filing of this report.
The Government should commit itself to return them to Inukjuak at Government expense, including
reasonable allowance for transporting their belongings. For those belongings that are impractical to
transport, the government will accept possession of them and pay fair compensation. With adequate notice,
(say, one clear year) the Government will undertake to provide housing in Inukjuak equivalent to the
housing left behind in the High Arctic.

(b) Children of the original relocated families who choose to remain in the High Arctic after their parents
have returned to Inukjuak, may visit their parents, accompanied by their own minor children still living
with them, using return air transportation at Government expense, every second year during the lifetime of
their parents.

Any original relocatees still in the High Arctic who, I believe, are all now in their late fifties or older, will
thus have the choice of returning permanently to Inukjuak. Their children still in Grise Fiord or Resolute Bay
will also have five years to decide whether to return. If they remain in the High Arctic they will be able to visit
their parents every two years at Government expense.

There is no way to undo completely the consequences of separation, but as we move to a third generation,
the bonds of family must weaken, especially for grand children who have had much less contact with
grandparents over the years; the communities must get on with their separate communal lives. Accordingly,
when the generation of original relocatees comes to an end, for practical purposes, so will the consequences of
the relocation. So long as future decisions about relocating are left entirely in the hands of Inuit families, all that
can practically be done will have been done.

NOTE: The Inuit communities of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay are well organized and the proposed agreement
could easily be brought to the attention of all residents. All families and individuals who would qualify either for
relocation to Inukjuak or for biennial visits there, could register with the hamlet council, stating their current
family position and their decision - if and when they reach decision during the five-year period.

I have not recommended setting up a fund to pay for transportation, because the numbers remain
unknown. However, the annual liability for the Government of Canada is not unlimited: the number of original
families remaining in the High Arctic can be ascertained without difficulty. If numbers warranted, one or at
most two charter flights per year from Resolute Bay could likely meet all demand. From Grise Fiord, several
shuttle flights to Resolute Bay might be required.
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! Any generalizations in this report are the result of my overall judgments, based on extensive interviews with Inuit,
civil servants and visitors to the High Arctic and on reviews of a large and diverse number of documents.
The more detailed assertions are based on specific statements made in interviews and/or on information found in one
or more documents. Whenever this report contains a direct quote, I shall cite the source. In other cases, however, in
order to keep this report within a reasonable length, sources will not necessarily be cited but will be available from me
should the need arise.
2 The earliest found reference to the planned relocation is in a letter dated February 11, 1952, from Major General
H.A. Young, Deputy Minister, Dept. of Resources & Development, to Brigadier L.H. Nicholson, Commissioner,
RCMP. It states: “We have been considering, for some time, the feasibility of transferring Eskimos to Arctic islands
from other overpopulated areas.”
® This area is variously referred to as Cape Herschel, Cape Sabine, Bache Peninsula and Twin Glaciers.
4 Richard Diubaldo, The Government of Canada and the Inuit 1900-1967, p. 107. A study for the Research Branch.
Corporate Policy, Indian and Northern Affairs, 1985.
> Government reports refer to the fact that there were 11 or more relocations of Inuit and northern Indian
populations during the period.
61t is generally accepted that the increase in population was the result of modest improvements in basic hygiene and
health care quickly adopted by the Inuit, factors which decreased their infant mortality rate and increased life
expectancy.
7 The evidence of depleted game resources is mixed. In the RCMP Port Harrison Detachment Annual Report for
1952, dated March 9, 1953, Corporal A.A. Webster stated:
“During the present winter white foxes are building up to a peak which is expected to be reached next year.
The H.B.C. have forecast a return of 1500 white foxes and to date the return is up to expectations ...The
winter has been mild...and ...has enabled the natives to procure a higher than average amount of seal meat
throughout most of the winter. These factors have resulted in a marked decrease in relief issues ... Very little
government relief is being issued...”
Nevertheless, he continued: “...their economy is still unsound ... the population of this area appears to be too great
for the available resources.”
8 A good example occurred in a letter dated August 15, 1956, from A/Chief, Arctic Division, J.P. Richards, replying to
an inquiry from L.M. Forbes, Editor Scott Polar Research Institute, U.K.:
“With regard to the future, modern transportation ... and ... installations ... have had the effect of opening
up the Canadian Arctic ... It is no longer possible to treat the Eskimos as an isolated group, and it is
necessary to ensure that steps are taken to prepare them to take their place in the changing Arctic, eventually
to be assimilated into the new economy which is developing. For many of the Eskimos the new life is
completely replacing the old. For the majority, however, the present is a transition stage, and this also applies
to the group recently moved to Resolute Bay.”
® That this concern was a serious one is shown by the fact that the Advisory Committee on Northern Development in
1948 commissioned a secret study by a distinguished constitutional and international law expert, Dean Vincent C.
MacDonald of the Dalhousie Law School. The study “Canadian Sovereignty in the Arctic” was completed and
submitted by the Deputy Minister of Resources and Development, H.L. Keenleyside, to General A.G.L. McNaughton,
Chairman Canadian section of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence, in February 1950.
0 Tn a January 26, 1953 letter from J.W. Pickersgill, Secretary to the Cabinet, to Major General H.A. Young, regarding
Canadian concerns over a large U.S. presence, he stated that it was “an urgent priority to study the Arctic”.
1A letter, dated February 11, 1952, from Brigadier L.H. Nicholson, Commissioner, RCMP, to Major General H.A.
Young, Deputy Minister, Dept. of Resources & Development, states:
“We have been giving some consideration to moving our Craig Harbour Detachment next year to a point
somewhere in the vicinity of Cape Sabine [Alexandra Fiord] ...
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The advantages of placing our detachment across from Greenland would be that we then would have full
control and supervision of Greenland Eskimos and others travelling back and forth, and over-hunting
activities they may engage in. As you already know, we had a detachment established at Bache Peninsula in
1926 primarily for the maintenance of sovereignty. This Detachment was closed in 1933...”

12 Perhaps the statement that comes closest to such a position is made in an October 1950 report, by A. Stevenson,
Officer in charge, Eastern Arctic Patrol, at page 7:
“There is no doubt that country produce is plentiful in the aforementioned regions [Dundas Harbour on
Devon Island, and Bache Peninsula and Craig Harbour on Ellesmere Island] and Baffin Island Eskimos could
easily live off the country. In this regard I understand that the Greenland Eskimos are hunting on Ellesmere
Island and vicinity. Why not give our natives a chance to cover this country and also if it is considered
necessary help improve the position regarding sovereignty rights. [emphasis added]
A second statement is found in an Eastern Arctic Patrol report of October 1952, regarding the presence of Greenland
Inuit:

“If Police detachments could be maintained at both Craig Harbour and Cape Sabine ..., ten or twelve
Canadian Eskimo families could be transferred to Ellesmere Island and use made of the natural resources that
are undoubtedly there. The occupation of the island by Canadian Eskimos will remove any excuse
Greenlanders may presently have for crossing and hunting there...” [emphasis added]
13 In the minutes of a meeting of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development in Ottawa, August 10, 1953
(while the Inuit families were on board the “C.D. Howe”), at page 2, C.J. Marshall, of the Secretariat reported that B.G.
Sivertz of Resources and Development:
“pointed out that the Canadian Government is anxious to have Canadians occupying as much of the Arctic as
possible and it appeared that in many areas the Eskimos were the only people capable of doing this.”
[emphasis added]
4 Three examples:
Alex Stevenson, “Inuit Relocation -- High Arctic”. Department of Indian and Northern Affairs, 1977, page 1.
“There is no doubt that sovereignty was of concern to some.”
He then refers to the statement quoted in fn. 13, above, but attributed it to the “Department Director” as
having been expressed in 1952.
C.M Bolger, Administrator of the Arctic,
i) Memorandum for Mr. Stevenson, October 4, 1960, “Relocation of Eskimo Groups in the High
Arctic”, at page 1:
“I pointed out to the director some of the problems we have had in respect supply and of
medical services, and his own feeling is that while Grise Fiord should be continued for
sovereignty purposes, it should not be duplicated at other isolated locations.” [emphasis
added]
ii) Memorandum for the Director, November 15, 1960, “Relocation of Eskimo Groups in the High
Arctic”, at page 3:
“Although the Eskimos at Grise Fiord have not had the opportunities of employment, they
have, however, obtained a good livelihood from the country and this community also serves
a distinctly useful purpose in confirming in a tangible manner, Canada’s sovereignty over
this vast region of the Arctic.” [emphasis added]
> Wilfred Doucette, “Cape Herschel, The Post Office That never Was”. Postal History Society of Canada, No. 46,
(1986) page 20. Mr. Doucette was a “freelance photographer on the ‘d’Iberville”” whose assignment was “to record the
voyage for the Department of Transport.” He states that”
“The object of the voyage was to establish Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic... The final goal was Cape
Herschel on Ellesmere Island, only 700 miles from the North Pole, to establish the northern RCMP post, an
Eskimo settlement and a post office ...” [emphasis added]
16 At least two documents state a primary purpose unrelated to sovereignty:
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(i) aJune 15,1953, letter from Major General H.A. Young, Deputy Minister, Dept. of Resources &
Development, to Brigadier G.M. Drury, Deputy Minister of National Defence -- “primarily, our aim is to
find out how Eskimos from southern areas can adapt themselves to conditions in the high Arctic...”

(ii) an August 4, 1953 “Memorandum for Mr. C.W. Jackson” from F.].G. Cunningham, Director -- “Our
primary object is to find out how many Eskimos from overpopulated southern areas can adapt themselves
to conditions in the High Arctic.”

17 F. Ross Gibson, who was the RCMP constable that visited the camps states that he does not recall conveying such a
promise to the Inuit families. However, he acknowledges that they may have learned of it from others who visited the
areas, such as A. Stevenson.
8 Memorandum for the Director, October 13, 1953 by J. Cantley, Arctic Services, Dept. of Resources and
Development, at pages 2 and 3.
1 Memorandum for the Director, October 2279, 1956, by B.G. Sivertz, Chief, Arctic Division.
2 The August 21, 1954, “Annual Report of Game Conditions. Craig Harbour Detachment Area”, by Cpl. G.K.
Sargent, less then 12 months after relocation, states:
“It is the writer’s opinion that with the establishment of the small native camp on Lindstrom Peninsula
approximately forty-five miles west of Craig Harbour that it is the first time the game resources of this area
have really been tested. Previously with only the R.C.M.P. Detachment here only a small amount of game
could be observed and would be taken by personnel and native specials concerned. Also as more native men
would be travelling around more game has been observed.” [emphasis added]
I Among other correspondence to the same effect, the following quote from a memorandum for the Director,
National Parks Branch, dated June 19, 1956, from F.J.G. Cunningham, shows that there was a substantial awareness of
the problem:
“I certainly agree with you that if further moves of Eskimos are contemplated for any reason, early planning
should involve careful investigation of the wildlife resources upon which these people would depend.”
22 Air Commodore R.C. Ripley, Air Officer Commanding, RCAF Air Transport Command, expressed deep concern
about the planning in a letter dated July 6, 1953, to the Chief of Air Staff. Among other concerns, he notes:

“No mention is made of housing or support of the Eskimos... They must have a properly balanced diet, clean
healthy living accommodation and proper clothing, which will have to be supplied to them.
I am very much against the proposed program, except if ...
(a) [proper schooling is arranged];
(b) [they are] housed in properly constructed homes.
2 E.M. Hinds, School House in the Arctic. London: Wyman & Sons, 1958, p. 161.
¢ In this report of October 14, 1953, Constable Gibson wrote:
“A building approximately thirty feet long, sixteen feet wide and seven feet high has been constructed at the
camp site by the natives assisted by the writer. The material... obtained from the Ionosphere station [here] ...
was formerly packing boxes... This building will be used this coming winter as a community centre where
the natives will be able to dry pelts and clothing as well as using it for a work shop and church. The writer
intends... to instruct the native children in simple schooling and to keep the camp active as the Port Harrison
Natives have never experienced a dark period.”
> That the RCMP was aware of the harshness of the first winter is confirmed in a letter by Insp. W.J. Fitzsimmons,
dated September 21, 1956, to The Director, Northern Administration and Lands Branch. It was about building
materials for the several “Eskimo houses”, delivered to Resolute Bay in the fall of 1956 but lost for one year at the air
base. The Inspector reported that Constable Gibson advised:
“... if the buildings were considered for occupancy by Eskimos that the first four families that proceeded to
Resolute Bay should be given the first consideration, as it was they who suffered the first winter in snow
houses and had the real problem of adjusting to the new surroundings.” [emphasis added]
In a letter of July 11, 1958, Supt. H.A. Larsen, RCMP Officer Commanding “G” Division, wrote to the Director,
Northern Administration and Lands Branch, referred to a tape recording by Constable Gibson and noted:
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“... some were of great interest, especially the narration by Cst. GIBSON of the landing of the Eskimos at

Resolute Bay in 1953, and the many difficulties experienced during the first winter owing to a lack of supplies

and inadequate equipment.” [emphasis added]
¢ E.M. Hinds, “Welfare Teacher’s Report”, September 1951. Pages 1 and 2.

77 A letter, dated June 18, 1953, from C.K. LeCapelain, Acting Director, Arctic Division, to A. Watson, Marine
Superintendent, Department of Transport, states:
“As requested by your Mr. Hall, I am attaching hereto a list of the Eskimos to be transferred on board both
the CGS “C.D. HOWE” and the CGS “d’IBERVILLE”.
The destination of a number of these natives is not known at the present time. However, Captain
Fournier and the Chief Steward will be advised sometime during the course of the voyage.” [emphasis added]
Minutes of a Meeting of the Advisory Committee of Northern Development, by C.J. Marshall of the Secretariat, held
on August 10, 1953, while the “C.D. Howe” was en route from Inukjuak to Craig Harbour, record:
“S/L O’Neil [R.C.A.F.] ... asked how many families would be going to each of the three settlement areas. Mr.
Cantley [Resources and Development] stated that this would be decided on the boat taking the Eskimos to
their destination. It was not desirable to break up family groups if possible.” [emphasis added]
28 Of course, if their return to Inukjuak somehow did not work out -- there was bound to be some uncertainty after an
absence of, say two years -- they were reminded that they would have to remain there a further year until the supply
ship could take them back to the High Arctic.
» However, the RCMP oftficers were not oblivious to the question of some Inuits’ interest in returning to their former
homes. Corporal G.R. Sargent, in command of the Craig Harbour Detachment in 1955, stated in his end-of-year
report, at page 3:
“There has been no definite word from any native families to return to their native land. However it is
expected that possibly native family AKPALEEPIK will wish to return to POND INLET in 1957. Last year he
requested that his brother and family come to CRAIG HARBOUR and as same did not arrive he may wish to
return to them... One tentative request has been put forward by a HARRISON family JOATAMIE to have
the mother of his wife come to CRAIG HARBOUR providing she is still a widow and has not acquired a new
husband. When it is definitely known what these natives want a further report will be submitted.” [emphasis
added]
Constable F.R. Gibson of Resolute Bay Detachment, stated in his November 14, 1956 report, at page 1:
“To date the present natives have enjoyed the virgin country surrounding Resolute Bay and have grown to be
a part of it taking pride in their every undertaking. They do however from time to time express their desire to
return to friends and relations at Port Harrison. They wish only to return for one year. The writer believes
they were promised by the Department they could return at the end of a given time. Rather than increase the
population for the time being a rotation program could be brought into effect by letting those who wish to
return to Port Harrison and have them replaced at Resolute by other keen and interested settlers. This
rotation would not need to be compulsory. [emphasis added]
Alex Stevenson, “Inuit Relocation -- High Arctic”. Indian and Northern Affairs, 1977, at page 4, states:
“In the early years, as this was an experiment, the understanding was, should it fail or the Harrison people
wished to return to their original homes, they could do so. There were rumours from time to time in the first
seven years that there were some dissatisfied or were homesick but this was never confirmed or were there
any approaches on record having been made to officials of the Federal or Territorial Governments. In this
regard, there was also from a sociological point of view some expressions being made that the Baffin Islanders
were not interested or avoided interrelation with the Port Harrison people. Here again there is nothing on file
to confirm this.” [emphasis added]
Stevenson’s last two remarks about records show that he was not informed about every important aspect of the
relocation. I have already noted that local RCMP detachments were aware of Inuit concerns about returning. In
addition, the source cited in the next footnote, contradicts the absence of written communication of some Inuits’ [sic]
wish to return. And as already noted, there is substantial, generally accepted evidence that the Pond Inlet and
Inukjuak peoples did not mix well.
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30 Source: interview of October 18, 1991, with [Rhoda] Inuksuk, a former president of the Inuit Taparisat of Canada,
who is in the process of translating, from syllabic form of Inuktitut into English, a large number of letters from people
in Grise Fiord, Pond Inlet, Resolute Bay and Inukjuak. In particular, she is now working on letters written from 1958
to 1963, by residents of Resolute Bay to translators Robert Williamson and Elijah Iglout, intended for the Deputy
Minister of Northern Affairs or to the Department.
The letters contain a series of continuing requests to be returned to Inukjuak or to have their relatives from there
join them in Resolute Bay. They speak of family dislocation, concern about the local environment and about teen-age
children going south for schooling. She quoted from one letter from an older man:
“How do we get our message across without hurting anyone, show appreciation for what was done without
showing too much our dissatisfaction? We must not hurt or upset them [our local RCMP officers] because
without their assistance, money and approval for transport, there is no way to get back.”

This letter encapsulates both the cultural desire to avoid conflict and the awe, even fear, of authority.

3! A leading case is Reibl v. Hughes (1980), 114 D.L.R. (3d) 1. See also G. Robertson, “Informed Consent Ten Years

Later: The Impact of Reibl v. Hughes”, 70 Can. B. Rev. 423 (1991).

321n any event, the doctrine of informed consent had not been fully developed in tort law in the 1950s, when the

relocation took place.

3 S. 91 sets out most of the legislative powers of the Government of Canada. Its “exclusive legislative authority”

extends, by virtue of Subsection 24, to “Indians, and Lands reserved for Indians.”

34 Reference re Eskimos, [1939] S.C.R. 104, at 106:
“It is indisputable that in the census [prepared by a committee of the U.K. Parliament in 1857] and in the
map the ‘Esquimaux’ fall under the general designation ‘Indians’ and that, indeed, in these documents,
‘Indians’ is used synonymous with ‘aborigines’.”

% Ibid, at 108.

3 [1990] 1 S.C.R. 1075.

37 Ibid, at 1108.

*8 This article is quoted by Richard Diubaldo. He observed that it was a “carefully worded article, crafted by members

of his department... and was tantamount to a policy statement”. Op.cit. p. 114.
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[FOREWORD]

This revised edition of my report does not differ a great deal from the first edition. However, a very thorough
checking for typographical errors and, more unfortunately, for a number of misplaced references has resulted, I
trust, in a much improved version of the report. While there were considerable numbers of niggling but
important errors of detail in the first edition, none, when revised, created a need to change any matter of
substance in the report. The errata which appeared in the first report are listed at the end of this edition.

A few of the readers of the first edition raised criticisms which I have sought to address in the three or four
instances in which this occurred.

This second edition also differs from the first in that it became clear, after checking the Guidelines for Disclosure
of Personal Information of the Public Archives of Canada and consulting an archivist, that there was no need to
exclude the names which had been previously left out. With the names included, certain sections of the report
should now be much clearer.

Magnus Gunther Professor
August 2, 1993
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This report is a review of three recent reports dealing with the relocation of a small group of Inuit families
to Resolute Bay, Cornwallis Island, and Craig Harbour, Ellesmere Island in 1953. Two of these reports have
raised serious and critical questions about the “real” motives for carrying out these relocations and the allegedly
inadequate way they were planned and implemented. The other report largely exonerated the Canadian
government of criticisms that the resettlement policy had been motivated primarily by concerns about
sovereignty in the High Arctic and that the moves had caused undue hardship and suffering for the people

involved.!

This analysis and evaluation of these reports is mainly a documentary review. It examines the issues from
the perspective of government letters and memoranda found in the extensive archival material available in the
Public Archives of Canada. The archival search has been supplemented, occasionally, by other pertinent studies
and reports and also recollections by some of those involved at the time. Essentially, however, it depends on
written accounts of the events and issues as they were dealt with by those responsible at the time they occurred.
Documentary searches of this kind have definite advantages and limitations. The next sections of this

introduction touch on some issues of methodology which have to be dealt with in this kind of study.

(i) The advantages are that the people writing at the time had no idea they would be the subjects of such
intense examination forty years later. They had no idea they would be accused forty years later of human
rights violations, sexual and financial misdemeanors, bad faith, incompetence and a conspiracy to conceal
their true motives from the Canadian public. In fact, they would probably have been astonished at the very
thought that this might happen in the future. The documents show that the public servants involved
believed they were doing the best they could and, in the case of the two settlements, had achieved a success
story well beyond their initial expectations. From the perspectives of the 1990s, these successes were
modest, from the perspectives of the 1950s they seemed very considerable. All this reminds us that the
situation of the Eastern Arctic Inuit in the 1950s was quite appalling and even modest “successes” could
assume, at least in the short term, considerable significance. Given the conviction by the officials of the day
that they were ameliorating, even if only in a small way, a rapidly deteriorating situation, there was little or
no impulse to distort documents. Records are often the most satisfactory and credible of documentary
sources because they are intended to convey instructions or serve as memory aids for people actually
involved in the activities. The latter can then and do in reply correct false or mistaken transcripts or

misunderstandings. Essentially, documents can be useful sources of what has happened because their

! The three reports are: S.D. Grant, “A Case of Compounded Error: The Inuit Resettlement Project 1953, and the
Government Response, 1990”. Northern Perspectives, Vol. 19, No 1, Spring 1991; A.R. Marcus, Out in the Cold: The
Legacy of Canada’s Inuit Relocation Experiment in the High Arctic 1953-1990 (Master of Philosophy Thesis,
Cambridge University, June 1990); Hickling Corporation, Assessment of the Factual Basis of Certain Allegations

made before the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs Concerning the Relocation of Inukjuak Inuit Families in
the 1950s. (September 1990). These will be referred to as Grant, Marcus and Hickling.
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content is independent of the investigators’ selective processes. Moreover, since these were internal
documents they tended, within limits, to be much more frank and critical than official public statements.

But no one would suggest they offer a complete picture.

(ii) All sources are suspect and, as historians know, few of the raw materials of history were devised especially
for use by historians. In the realm of documentary history there will always be many open questions, for
some of which there will not be answers. There will always be a lack of documentary completeness because
of bureaucratic sloppiness and the normal processes of paper erosion. Problems of the reliability and
completeness of the available documentation are by no means the most difficult or problematic in this
case. The most significant disadvantage of the documents under consideration is that they are all written
from the perspectives of the dominant “white” culture of the time and its administrators. An Inuit “Roots”

remains to be written and thus, for the present, we are required to rely mainly on the “view from the top.”

(iii) A point of particular importance is the lack of an unambiguously reliable procedure for interpretation of
the documents. The user of documents, because remote from the objects of study, is uniquely tempted to

stretch material to suit a preconceived thesis.

A small instance can be used to illustrate the difficulty. In two or three cases a public servant writing at the
time talks about “inducing” the Inuit to move to the High Arctic. There are also one or two references to
the “transplanted Port Harrison Eskimo.” For Marcus, this is clear evidence in the first instance of coercion
having been used in moving the Inuit, and for Grant, in the second, of regarding Inuit as a kind of plant
that could be moved around for aesthetic purposes. Writers from Jane Austen to George Orwell have used
the word “induce” meaning simply to persuade (without any overtone of coercion). None of the dictionary
meanings of the word imply a coercive element as Marcus seems to believe it does. The same applies to the
word “transplant.” One of the dictionary meanings of the word is “to remove (people) from one place and
resettle in another.” Thus a perfectly accurate description becomes an illustration of underlying malevolent
intent when the historian has a preconceived thesis and an inability to empathize (not necessarily
sympathize) with the past.

This is not the place to recount the nineteenth century battle between those historians who believed their
task to be the unprejudiced and objective presentation of the past as it actually happened and others who
saw their task as that of interpreting the past and explaining its significance for present and future social
improvement (the historian must be the judge, “to accuse in the name of the oppressed past in the interests
of the future” as one of them expressed it). However, the issue remains, to what degree do the facts mold
the mind of the historian and to what degree does the mind of the historian mold the facts? Expunging all
bias is impossible and this raises a special difficulty where the issue is as politicized as is the present

question, involving not only “human rights” but also a $10,000,000 claim against the federal government.

Do we study the past for the sake of the present as did the Whig historians or do we try to understand the
past for the sake of the past? Do we organize the historical story in direct reference to the present by
removing the troublesome elements of complexity in the past in favour of moral judgements that conform
to our principles? Do we impose a pattern or continuity on the past when, in fact, it may have just involved

one emergency following another?” While these differing approaches to historical interpretation are

2 These matters are discussed in P. Geyl, Debates with Historians, London, 1955 and H. Butterfield, The Whip
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overdrawn and too stark they do remind us that the process of selection of information, especially in a
documentary search, is as important as its interpretation. They remind us, too, that our basic intellectual

framework assumptions will play a huge role in the selection and interpretation of documentary material.

Moreover, the use of highly selective, brief comments, often out of context, bedevils the research which has
been done on this subject. In the hope both of minimizing the distortions which sometimes result from this
and making available material which is known to few but commented on by many, this report relies heavily
on extensive quotations from the key documents. Hopefully, this will permit readers to consider how well
based the conclusions drawn from these documents are and reduce the impact of bias by permitting a fuller

and more critical evaluation of them.

(iv) There is some direct information available from Inuit sources but, unfortunately, woefully little in their
own words. There are a few articles written by former members of the two High Arctic communities but
the main source of direct recollections (there are also a good number of summations of such information in
formal reports of various kinds but this is not the same thing) is to be found in the presentations made by
seven former Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay community members to the House of Commons Standing
Committee on Aboriginal Affairs in 1990.> The fact that neither Marcus, nor Soberman, nor the Makivik
Corporation either did not carry out or did not make available to the public the transcripts of in-depth,
systematic or even non-directive interviews is a real loss to those studying the issue.* While documents are
more precise, recall data can convey a richness of personal feelings and human diversity which documents
often fail to provide -especially formal reports which can be “trapped” in prevailing bureaucratic
conventions about what is reported and how matters are reported. Since we are dealing, in part, with a clash

of cultures, a more extensive, representative, and in-depth record of the voices of those who were being

“administered” in the 1950s and 1960s would have been invaluable.

However, the disadvantage of recall data is the difficulty not only of separating the subjective from objective
components, but in this case of weighing memories which are decades old and thus subject to all the
attenuation resulting from time and circumstance. There is the added complication that an important
component of the criticisms that were made by the Inuit witnesses to the Parliamentary Committee came
from people who were in their pre-teens in 1953 - of the seven witnesses one was four, one five, one six and

one 12 years old (the others were 17 and 18).”

Interpretation of History, New York, 1965.

3 “Minutes ... of the Standing Committee on Aboriginal Affairs”, March 19, 1990. House of Commons. Issue No. 22.
Hereafter referred to as the Parliamentary Committee.

*D. Soberman, Report to the Canadian Human Rights Commission on the Complaints of the Inuit People relocated from
Inukjuak and Pond Inlet, to Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay in 1953 and 1955. Mimeo., December 11, 1991. Hereafter referred
to as Soberman. Makivik Corporation, et al, Position Paper Regarding Grise Fiord/Resolute Bay Relocation Issue. Mimeo.,

January 20, 1987. Hereafter referred to as Makivik.

> See Appendix I for names used in RCMP Reports in the 1950s and the names chosen by the same people after 1960, when
first and second names among the Inuit became more common. Names among the Inuit have a special significance, and I
have made every effort to avoid error both about names and ages. But names have so many varied spellings in the
documents that some mistakes may be inevitable. Ages are based on “List, etc.”, 20.5.57, RG 85, Vol. 1510, File 1000/123, Pt.
1 and reports on individual family names and ages, 30.9.53, RG 85, Vol. 1466, File 1000/123, Pt. 1. The age of one of the
older witnesses is given as 17 and 24 in different documents. One additional witness, Flaherty, was not part of the 1953
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(v) The perceptions and memories of early youth have to be respected but should be handled gingerly and
with caution. For example, at the Parliamentary Committee hearings, one of the allegations made was
that the RCMP at both Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay had traded food for sex. This allegation, which was
first heard at the Makivik meeting in Iqaluit in 1985, was repeated by three of the seven witnesses. The
RCMP investigated this charge and reported that two of the witnesses were basing themselves on what
they had been told by the third. When the RCMP interviewed this person by phone, (she did not wish
to meet with them), she elaborated on her allegations, “Stating that when she was five years old she saw
an RCMP member talking to three Inuit women while the men were out hunting, and later overheard
the women refer to ‘the arrangements’ they had with the member.” The RCMP report then goes on to
say, “Flaherty now interprets this to mean an arrangement to exchange food for sex, although she never
witnessed any such exchange.”® The flimsy basis for this allegation suggests that childhood memories
cannot simply be taken at face value and need considerable corroboration, particularly when such
serious charges are made involving people still alive but in no position to defend themselves. As Grant
has noted oral histories should be treated with “caution” since “memory is selective in all human beings

- a defensive mechanism which sub-consciously, or even consciously, supports one’s self-esteem.””

(vi) A last matter which requires mention is how does one determine what is government policy, or rather,
who speaks for government within bureaucratic hierarchies. The fact that bureaucracies are hierarchical
means that all voices or opinions do not count equally. Before a statement by a public servant can be
taken as government policy his or her level in the hierarchy must be taken into account and weighed
accordingly. To spell this out, a Deputy Minister counts more [than] an Assistant Deputy Minister who
ranks higher than a Director who outranks a Chief. For example, an Alex Stevenson in 1953 was a fourth
level public servant as was J. Cantley. (These two are mentioned because they were important field
officers at the time.) While their views must be given weight and respect these must be balanced by the
basic rule that “managers” statements, since they are ultimately responsible for policy, should be given
more weight. Since they are responsible they are more careful and accurate in expressing departmental
“philosophy” and policy. Whether lower level public servants’ statements are more useful as expressing
the “real” intentions of government or whether they are mere idiosyncratic personal views which they
can allow themselves to make is a matter for judgement and analysis. But to assume that the views of a
Stevenson count equally with those of a Cunningham (Director of Northern Administration and Lands

Branch in 1953) is to misunderstand how government works.

group. She went north in 1955 at age 5.

¢ RCMP Internal Investigation into Allegations of RCMP Misconduct, Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, CA 1953. Mimeo., July
1991. One other witness before the Standing Committee alleged that on two occasions in the 1960s, an Inuit woman in
Resolute Bay had complained that an RCMP member had forced her to have sex and that a different RCMP member was
involved on both occasions. However, this individual did not forward her complaint to anyone at the time although the

woman asked him to. This individual, who was not identified in the RCMP report, refused to identify either the women or
the members involved.

7 Grant, p. 25. Grant is here critical of using interviews with departmental officials of the 1950s, but her point can be applied
to all oral history.
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CHAPTER 2

SOVEREIGNTY IN THE CANADIAN ARCTIC

Introduction

Two major developments affected the Canadian North in the 1950s. The first was the catastrophic decline
in what was called the “Eskimo economy.” The second was the already significant but expanding U.S. military
presence in Canada in response to the Cold War. They were of dissimilar concern to different departments of
government, but ultimately they were to become linked both administratively and politically. Much later, in the
1980s, certain members of the Inuit communities of Grise Fiord and Resolute Bay, together with the Makivik
Corporation, claimed that Inuit from northern Quebec who had been moved to Cornwallis and Ellesmere
Islands in 1953 had been wrongfully used in an ill-designed attempt by the Canadian government to create an

“illusion” of Canadian occupation in the High Arctic.®

These claims were made in oral and written evidence presented to the Parliamentary Standing Committee
on Aboriginal Affairs considering the matter in 1990, where the argument was made that overwhelming
evidence showed the “central” if not the “sole” reason for the moves was to ensure sovereignty in the High
Arctic. The most emphatic commentator supporting this view is S.D. Grant who states that in the case of Grise
Fiord and the abortive plans for Alexandra Fiord, concern for sovereignty was, unquestionably, the primary
motive behind both the initial idea and the selection of the sites. Resolute Bay was added later in direct relation
to the “Canadianization” discussions taking place within the Canadian government at the time. Grant asserts
that concern for sovereignty determined the time and the place of the moves and that without this concern there
would have been no reason to relocate southern Inuit to such a distant and alien environment. In her view,

concern for sovereignty was the primary motive in determining when and where.’

Since the Government of Canada has maintained otherwise and, furthermore, since only a minuscule
number of the documents (out of the nine to ten thousand which were examined by me) made mention of any
possibility that sovereignty was a primary, or for that matter secondary, motive in this matter, it is important to
consider how serious was the issue of sovereignty in Canada’s North in the early 1950s and to assess, also,
whether this concern was serious enough to warrant the Government of Canada displacing, “against their will”,
54 Inuit who went to these settlements in 1953. This chapter i) reviews the meaning of the term sovereignty in
international law; ii) discusses the legal advice the Government of Canada received in the early 1950s about the
status of its “effective” sovereignty in the High Arctic; iii) reviews the basis for the claims by Grant and Marcus
that there was a Greenlander “threat” to the effective occupation of Ellesmere Island in the early 1950s; and iv)

evaluates the evidence for this claim.

8 Grant, p. 11-12; Parliamentary Committee, 22: A 43.
? Grant, p. 11.
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Sovereignty in the High Arctic In 1950

Since the term sovereignty plays such an extraordinarily important part in this discussion it is essential to

provide some background on its meaning and complexity.
McWhinney gives the following definition of the term, providing a useful starting point:

In international law, sovereignty denotes the international legal personality of states. Only states are
persons (legal actors) at international law; and the state’s sovereignty for these purposes is projected in
all its legal control of territory, territorial waters and national airspace, and its legal power to exclude
other states from these domains; Its legal power to represent and vindicate the claims and interests of its
citizens with other states; and Its own representation in international legal arenas... and before
international tribunals such as the World Court."

The question of Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic after 1945 was first taken up in a systematic,
deliberative way by the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND) at one of its first meetings, in
June 1948. There it was agreed that a memorandum should be prepared on the subject of Canadian sovereignty
in the Arctic. This memo was completed in early 1950 by the Dean of the Dalhousie Law Faculty, V.C.
MacDonald, K.C."" His analysis was supplemented by a 250-page document prepared by the Department of

Mines and Resources entitled Factual Records Supporting Canadian Sovereignty in the Arctic, which listed every
federal government activity and act of administration carried out in the Arctic in the previous 100 years.

MacDonald’s report is important because it provides a significant insight into how seriously the federal
government needed to take the sovereignty question in the High Arctic, as seen from the perspective of an
eminent legal scholar. The report gives an indication of whether the government could feel relatively secure or

not on the issue.

MacDonald reviewed those fundamental legal principles and practices that could be considered to
substantiate Canada’s claim to territorial sovereignty over the Canadian Arctic. Like other experts he considers
that of the several ways in which sovereignty can be acquired - prescription, conquest, cession, discovery and
occupation - it is generally agreed that occupation effected by taking possession of, and establishing an
administration over, the territory in question is of greatest significance. This occupation had to be real and, in
the words of one of the great writers on the subject, “Possession and administration are the two essential facts
that constitute an effective occupation.”'? In two important cases, the Palmas Case and the Eastern Greenland
Case (where the claim of Norway to certain parts of East Greenland was disputed by Denmark) the Permanent
Court of International Justice provided a listing of criteria which could be used to ascertain whether the exercise

of sovereignty had been established through effective occupation. In the Eastern Greenland Case the Court

noted that to maintain sovereignty, the exercise of authority need not be continuous but that the discontinuity

caused by the character of the territory required only such acts as were appropriate to the territory in question.

The acts noted in this case as confirming effective occupation were Danish hunting expeditions, scientific

expeditions, mapping and exploration expeditions by non-official institutions, visits of vessels, and the formal

0 E. McWhinney, “Sovereignty”, Canadian Encyclopedia, 1988, p. 2052.

11'Y.C. MacDonald, Canadian Sovereignty in the Arctic, 3.3.50. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File PJBD -
Sovereignty, etc.

12 Ibid., p. 6.
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issuing of permits.

MacDonald goes on to ask whether effective occupation requires settlement on occupied territory and
answers his own question by noting that there is “high authority” for the view that such actual settlement is not
essential in polar regions because of climatic conditions, provided the claimant can furnish proof that possession
was taken and that it is in a position to exercise control over of what it claims” (my emphasis)."> The rule of
effectiveness requires that an administration must maintain civil order and provide for the organization and
administration of justice in the territory in question. The usual ways to do this in Arctic lands, according to
MacDonald, were the maintenance of police posts, custom houses, post offices, schools and hospitals, scientific
posts, weather stations and wireless stations. A local administration was not always required, regular official

visits and patrol vessels were other means of exercising actual jurisdiction. These foregoing considerations

indicate, he says, how “little may be necessary in abnormal situations such as obtain in the Canadian Arctic” to
maintain sovereignty (my emphasis)."

MacDonald’s conclusion is worth quoting at some length:

As indicated in section I hereof the general principle of International Law is that title may be
acquired by a country which takes possession of unoccupied territory and manifests
sovereignty over it by subjecting it to actual State Administration by means and to a degree
appropriate to the character of the Territory; that it is not necessary that the display of
authority extend into every place in that Territory if the fair inference is that the occupying
power has assumed administration of the territory as a whole; and finally, that the title claimed
by occupation depends largely upon whether there is a competing claimant and, If so, the
strength of his adverse claim....

Canada fell heir to the rights of France and Great Britain and began providing for the
administration of the Canadian Arctic in the Sixties; and by statutes, by orders-in-council and
ordinances has continuously and progressively asserted its administrative authority over the
whole of the Arctic Regions, as it did likewise since 1904 by the publication of many official
maps of its limits. Apart from this assumption and continued assertion of Canadian
sovereignty, Canada has reduced the region into possession by supplying for it a complete
framework of laws, and of law-making and law-enforcing organs, and of executive authority;
and has engaged progressively in detailed acts of administration, i.e., the actual display of State
activities such as belongs only to the territorial sovereign.

The acts of administration outlined in the section above are so numerous and so varied and so wide-
flung that, it is submitted, they would have satisfied the requirements of the law in its most absolute terms if

that were required. A fortiori they amount to effective occupation in the terms of the law relative to Arctic

regions. For relatively to the physical and climatic conditions which obtain in those regions they provide a
convincing demonstration that Canada has occupied them in as effective a manner as could possibly be
accomplished. The record shows not mere declarations or symbolic acts of possession or sporadic expeditions
or occasional visits of government officials or locally circumscribed displays of activity such as have sufficed in

other areas; but rather the complete incorporation of the whole region into the realm of Canadian law and

B Ibid., p. 9.
4 Tbid., p. 10.



126 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

administration, and the gradual and systematic penetration of the arm of Canadian government into all the
component parts of the region, and the extension to the inhabitants of the normal benefits of Canadian
citizenship, and numerous provisions for their special needs.

To these considerations may be added the absence of challenge of Canada’s title by other countries, their
submission to Canadian legislation requiring travel and exploration permits, and other evidences of tacit
recognition mentioned in a later Chapter.

Accordingly, the conclusion appears inevitable that Canada has made so many displays of sovereignty,
in so many respects, in so many places, for so long a period, and with so little challenge, as to establish its title
to the whole of the Canadian Arctic Region by effective occupation in conformity with international law."

The last section of MacDonald’s report reviews actual recognition of Canada’s title since even were a
title defective under the rules of international law it could still be validated by the “expressed recognition of
other nations which would amount to a waiver of claims conflicting with the right so recognized.”'® His
review of the situation in 1950 noted that Denmark, Norway and the United States had clearly recognized
Canadian title in the Arctic either tacitly or overtly. The ultimate conclusion of the study was that Canada’s

title to the Arctic regions as a whole:

... may safely be asserted on the basis of Effective Occupation (and the support which it derives
from Discovery (aided by symbolic acts of possession) in general, and as to any particular area
therein allegedly not reduced into effective possession); and upon the Tacit Recognition by the

nations concerned and their acquiescence. In Canada’s long continued and oft-repeated claim of
title; and (to the extent that it may be valid in relation to the Arctic) upon the so-called Sector
Principle; and may be asserted, with less confidence, upon the doctrine of Prescription.

In sum, however, it appears that considerations of policy should lead to the maintenance of
Canada’s title upon the ground of Effective Occupation alone as the chief and most satisfactory
ground of reliance, to which the other doctrines discussed are merely supplementary."”

The conclusion that Canada’s legal claim to sovereignty in terms of effective occupation was
fundamentally secure but not necessarily perfect does not necessarily settle the issue under debate since there
remains the claim that it was a concern with de facto loss of sovereignty that drove the federal government in

the late 1940s, and, particularly the early 1950s, into the various acts which are under criticism today.'®

It is, however, important to bear in mind that in “abnormal” situations like the High Arctic, effective

occupation did not require settlement or colonization but it did require effective administration, and we will

see that a concern with buttressing effective administration, particularly civilian government activities and
services, was an ongoing issue in the late 1940s and early 1950s to ensure that there was no de facto loss of

15 Ibid., p. 20-21

16 Ibid., p. 31.

171bid., p. 35.

18 Grant defines de facto loss of sovereignty as an “insidious” situation in which a “nation-state” can “no longer exert

full (sic) control over its territory (usually as a result of bilateral agreements)”. This definition is a little confusing
since if a sovereign state voluntarily, through bilateral agreement, surrenders or shares its sovereignty, the issue of de
facto loss of sovereignty would hardly apply, nor is it clear why this must be “insidious”. Grant, p. 6.
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sovereignty as had occurred in a number of instances during the Second World War."

However, Grant is not content merely to acknowledge Government of Canada concerns with possible de
facto loss of sovereignty in the North, but also develops the peculiar notion that a “threat” to sovereignty can
be not only direct but may be “manifest in the benign activities of foreigners acting without the permission of

the nation state or by actions which violate the laws of the state” (my emphasis).*

This extraordinarily wide definition of threats to sovereignty is, of course, a political, albeit somewhat
idiosyncratic, rather than a legal, definition of terms. In international law only states can constitute threats to
each other’s sovereignty. It is not clear from Grant’s account whether the presence of the 12 Greenlanders on
southern Ellesmere Island in 1952 constituted a “benign” threat to Canadian sovereignty or a de facto loss of
control over Ellesmere Island, or both, in either case leading the federal government to respond by sending the
majority of the 54 Inuit colonists there. In the case of Resolute Bay, Grant is clear that she believes that there

was a fear of de facto loss of sovereignty (to the U.S.) which prompted the settlement of Inuit there.

The Greenlander “Threat” to Sovereignty

This section will examine the claims made by Grant and Marcus that a Greenlander “threat” to
sovereignty existed in the early 1950s and that to counter this, colonies were to be set up at Alexandra Fiord and
Craig Harbour on Ellesmere Island. The first part of the discussion sets out a chronology of key events as well as

extracts from all the key documents. The second part evaluates this evidence.

(i)  The single most direct legal threat to Canadian sovereignty over Ellesmere Island in this century came in
1919 when the Danish government stated that the island was a “no mans land.” This was in response to a
Canadian request, based on a recommendation of a Royal Commission, that they act to restrain
Greenlanders from Kkilling musk-oxen on the island. This legal “threat” by another government was met
by a plan for the effective occupation of Ellesmere and other islands. “Effective occupation” meant
establishing a government presence through the setting up of RCMP posts at Craig Harbour and Pond
Inlet in 1922, at Pangnirtung in 1923, Dundas Harbour in 1924 and the Bache Peninsula (Ellesmere
Island) in 1926 - where a post office was also established because (according to sovereignty expert Sir
Joseph Pope) it constituted particularly significant proof of sovereignty in international law. The
response of the Danish government was to let the matter drop and to give tacit recognition to Canada’s

claim.?!

(ii)  In 1930, the Norwegian government (which had a very weak potential claim to ownership and one which

19 See J.L. Granatstein, “A Fit of Absence of Mind: Canada’s National Interest in the North to 1968 in E.J. Dosman
ed., The Arctic in Question, Oxford, 1976; and K. Coates ed.,The Alaska Highway, UBC, 1985, especially articles by
C.R. Norman and R.J. Diubaldo.

20 Grant, p. 6.

* W.R. Morrison, “Arctic Sovereignty”, Canadian Encyclopedia, 1988, p. 112-113 and Granatstein, Op cit. See also
G.W. Smith, “Sovereignty in the North...” in R. St. J. MacDonald, ed., The Arctic Frontier, 1966. Grant states these
posts were set up “to prevent further denials (sic) of ownership by Greenlanders or Danes”. Grant, p. 7. The concerns
about Ellesmere Island in the 1920s are fully discussed in RG 85, Vol. 347, File 200-2. See also W.R. Morrison, Under
the Flag: Canadian Sovereignty and the Native People in Northern Canada, mimeo., Indian and Northern Affairs,

1984, pp. 115-116, for an account of how the Danes were to be stalled if they did not abandon their claim.
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(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

they had never made public) formally recognized Canadian jurisdiction over the Sverdrup Islands after
Sverdrup who had explored the islands was given an ex-gratia payment of $67,000 for his maps. As a
result, by 1933 it could be agreed that “all foreign claims to the Archipelago had disappeared and

Canada’s claim had been established.”??

The RCMP posts on Ellesmere Island were closed in 1933 (Bache Peninsula) and 1940 (Craig Harbour)
due to difficulty in supplying them, and a permanent Canadian administrative presence ended until Joint
Canadian - U.S. Weather Stations were set up at Eureka in 1947 and Alert in 1950. At each station,
Canada provided the Officer-in-Charge, half the personnel, the site and part of the costs. A post office
was opened at each of the Weather Stations.

The annual sea-supply of the Weather Stations also permitted tangible assertions of effective occupation
on Ellesmere Island. For example, during the 1950 voyage eight government departments sent
representatives who carried out one-or two-day visits to Cape Camperdown, Bache Peninsula, Maury
Bay, the Wrangle-Lincoln Bay area, Cape Sheridan, Alert, Robbin Bay, the Cape Belknap area, Dumb Bell
Bay and Fort Conger in order to establish Astro positions; for geological reconnaissance; for air and
ground photography; to recover an historical record; for biological reconnaissance; to investigate a plane

crash; to survey certain areas; for hydrographic soundings and to inspect unoccupied RCMP buildings.*

An RCMP Sub-Inspector attached to the Arctic Weather Station Resupply Mission of 1950 submitted a
report which included the information that, on visiting the Bache Peninsula detachment house which
had been closed since 1933, he had discovered the buildings in poor repair and the detachment quarters
filthy as Greenlanders had been using them for skinning seals. There were indications that the Greenland
Inuit had been using the area as a base for hunting. A large and recent cache of seal, walrus, white whale,
fox and musk-ox had been located on Cape Camperdown in the same area. He also reported that he had
heard that the Royal Danish Trading Company was proposing to establish a trading post at Etah and that
five families of Greenland Inuit were being moved there as hunters. He stated, “These natives would
undoubtedly extend their hunting activities to Ellesmere Island and I'm sure will kill muskox at every
opportunity.” (my emphasis) Inspector Larsen, Officer Commanding RCMP “G” Division, reviewing this
report, felt that these hunters were probably going to operate to a great extent on Ellesmere and that if
they were “not checked may seriously deplete the muskox and other forms of animal life which inhabit
the area.” He suggested that External Affairs be approached to reach an agreement with the Danes to
prevent this “hunting” on Ellesmere Island, since it would be difficult to control hunting around Bache
Peninsula from Craig Harbour where the opening of a detachment post was under review.* This is the

origin of the claim that there was a Greenlander “threat” to sovereignty.

Alex Stevenson, Officer-in-Charge on the 1950 Eastern Arctic Patrol (who would have been well aware of

the contents of the influential 1950 Cantley Economic Report on Eskimo Affairs which first discussed the

22 Granatstein, Op cit.; Smith, Op cit., p. 210; Dept. of External Affairs, 28.10.29. RG 85, Vol. 347, File 202-2, Maps,
Reports, etc. Grant calls this “the Norwegian Challenge”. Grant, p. 7.

2 “Projects”, nd. RG 85, Vol. 304, File 1009-5(2).

24 Burton to Wright, 29.9.50. RG 85, Vol. 304, File 1000-5(2); Larsen to Commissioner 11.10.50. RG 85, Vol. 294, File
1005-7(5).
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(vii)

(viii)

need for relocations), first raised the question of establishing, “Eskimo camps north of Lancaster Sound.”
He did this, too, in the context of a long section of the report which dealt with another crisis of scarcity
and possible starvation at Cape Dorset, when 110 Inuit had to be congregated at Dorset and two drops of
horse meat made in order to sustain the group. Stevenson reported a discussion with Larsen on whether a
number of Inuit families might be moved from Baffin Island and re-established on Devon Island,
Ellesmere Island and other islands of the Canadian Archipelago. Larsen is reported as saying that such a

plan was “feasible, providing the natives were willing to move.” Stevenson continues:

For example, at Dundas Harbour on Devon Island there are only two native families at
present. These, of course, are employed by the RCMP. Inspector Larsen greatly favoured
my suggestion that we place at least four families on the Island and have RCMP as they
are elsewhere, responsible for their welfare. If the RCMP detachment could not carry
sufficient trading supplies, arrangements for the Eskimos to trade could be made and the
trading could be conducted at ship time. ... After all, when I was at Pond Inlet, the natives
from Igloolik only traded once a year. Insofar as Family Allowance supplies are
concerned the RCMP could definitely handle this.

If the RCMP closed Dundas Harbour and re-opened Craig Harbour, I still think some
natives should be left on Devon Island and others established on Ellesmere Island,
spreading out along the coast as far north as Bache Peninsula. If Bache was well stocked,
plus a radio transmitter, the police could make a patrol back and forth visiting camps en
route. It would even be possible to go up from Craig in the spring — spend the summer at
Bache - then return in the fall or the early winter.

There is no doubt that country produce is plentiful in the aforementioned regions and
Baffin Island Eskimos could easily live off the country. In this regard I understand that

there is evidence that the Greenland Eskimos are hunting on Ellesmere Island and
vicinity. Why not give our natives a chance to cover this country and also if it is

considered necessary help improve the position regarding sovereignty rights. (my
emphases)®

This is the first of the only two references I was able to find, both by Stevenson, which make a direct
connection between resettlement and sovereignty. The context, the need for and availability of “plentiful
country produce” and, secondarily, the utility of such a move to improve sovereignty rights, “if it is

considered necessary” should be noted.

RCMP Commissioner Woods repeated these concerns in a letter to the Deputy Commissioner of the
NWT, stressing that if hunters were established at the Etah trading-post they would be a threat to the
musk-oxen (a strictly protected species) and he asked that representation be made to Denmark for

assistance in preventing “hunting on Ellesmere Island.”*

Mr. J. Tener, a Canadian Wildlife Service mammalogist, started a two-year survey of the wildlife of

western Ellesmere Island, with special reference to musk-oxen. (At the time the CWS had only six research

25 “Extract Report...Eastern Arctic Patrol 1950”. nd. RG 85, Vol. 1127, File 201-1-8 (2A).
26 13.10.50, RG 85, Vol. 294, File 1005-7(5).
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mammalogists in the whole of the NWT, indicating the priority of concerns about musk-ox in the High
Arctic.) The Department of Agriculture also began its annual Insect Research Programmes on Ellesmere
in 1951.%7

(ix) According to Grant there was another event (in addition to the Greenland hunters in 1950), this time in
1951, which allegedly added to the sense of “threat” about Ellesmere. This was a so-called “suspect”
scientific expedition by the French geographer and explorer, Jean Malaurie, who had been commissioned
by the French National Centre of Scientific Research to spend 14 months in Greenland. Why this
expedition is regarded as “suspect” is not clear, it is simply labelled as such. Malaurie had, according to the
Canadian Embassy in Paris, attempted to contact, by radio, the Canadian station at Resolute Bay, to
inform them that he had crossed a small section of Canadian territory during this trip, but his radio failed.
He then felt that he ought to report the matter to the Canadian government through its Paris Embassy, “in
order to set the facts straight and so that this presence on Canadian ground would not be misinterpreted.”
The Embassy report goes on to say, “We have assured him that the Canadian Government would not take
umbrage of (sic) his scientific enterprise, we congratulated him, not only for his courage, but also for the
delicate thought in bringing these facts to our attention.” In other words, Malaurie went to extraordinary

lengths to respect Canadian sovereignty.*

(x)  In September 1951, the Craig Harbour detachment of the RCMP was re-established. It consisted of two
Constables and two Inuit Special Constables and their families. It was the most northerly active
establishment of the RCMP. In a telegram proudly announcing the opening, Alex Stevenson noted,
“Sovereignty now is a cinch.”* Stevenson after this says no more about sovereignty (apart from the more

ambiguous comments he made in 1952 which are discussed in section (xiii)).

(xi) On November 7, 1951, Inspector Larsen wrote to the Commissioner of the RCMP on the general question
of visits by Greenlanders, noting that the RCMP, had “known for... a considerable number of years that
some Eskimos from the Etah District... were crossing over to Ellesmere... for bear hunting” and that these
were Greenlanders who had been employed, years previously, at the Bache Peninsula and Craig Harbour
RCMP detachments. At the time the matter was brought to the attention of the Commissioner of the
NWT, with the RCMP recommending that there was no need to take any action and that they “be allowed
to continue with these hunts.” However, in 1950 when it was learned that a trading post was to be
established at Etah, it was felt that this would result in “more extensive hunting on Ellesmere Island than
had been done by the two or three families previously mentioned.” He was of the opinion that Greenland
Eskimos should now be stopped from coming to Canadian territory as they were “likely to kill off a great

deal of game, such as musk-oxen and caribou.” He urged, again, an approach to External Affairs to ask the

7 “Wildlife Investigations”, nd., (probably 1952). RG 109, Vol. 32, File WLT 300-(3).

28 Grant, p. 7. Canadian Embassy to Under-Secretary, External Affairs, 16.10.51. RG 85, Vol. 294, File 1005-7(5). The
only concern that the Department showed on this matter was the large number of dogs with Malaurie’s party and the
impact feeding them might have had on game. The Embassy in Paris was under the mistaken impression that
“Greenland (Eskimos) have a permanent authorization to cross the so-called (sic) border between Danish and
Canadian Territories”. Bouchard to Wright, 17.1.52. RG 22, Vol. 124, File 82-34-4, Vol. 3.

26.9.51. RG 85, Vol. 1127, File 201-1-8, Pt. 2A.
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cooperation of the Danish authorities to prevent this from happening.*

(xii) On January 26, 1952, Sinclair, the Director of Resources and Development’s Northern Administration and
Lands Branch, wrote to the Commissioner of the RCMP suggesting that before any approach be made to
External Affairs they discuss the matter with N.O. Christensen, Governor of North Greenland, who was
joining the Eastern Arctic Patrol in 1952°'. On June 10, 1952, Cunningham, then Acting Director of the
Northern Administration and Lands Branch, wrote Christensen saying that, “Our principal concern is the
effect that unrestricted hunting by Greenlanders may have on the resources of Ellesmere Island and
particularly on the small caribou and musk-ox population.” On June 20, 1952, Christensen wrote to the
Greenland Department in Copenhagen saying that while the Canadian Government had until recently
tolerated the practice of Greenlanders hunting on Ellesmere Island, they now believed that “the hunting
rules of the Northwest Territories were being broken” since musk-oxen were being shot, and that these

visits should be discontinued.?

(xiii) Grant also claims that a request by the Danes, in January 1952, to permit members of a Danish Geodetic
Survey to land on Canadian territory and make certain observations as a small part of their work, was
regarded with “concern.” National Defence, in advising External Affairs on this question, stated that they
“had no objection” to the Danish request providing that the group confine themselves to the area that they
had requested and that any photographs taken in the vicinity of defence installations be submitted for
screening. There is no hint in the archival documentation that this was seen as a concern of any kind. The
Danes were in fact carrying out standard procedures for acknowledging and respecting Canadian

sovereignty.”

(xiv) Nicholson, Commissioner of the RCMP, then took up Larsen’s concerns with Young?, the Department
Deputy Minister, on February 11, 1952, saying that the RCMP were considering moving their Craig
Harbour detachment to the vicinity of Cape Sabine, where it would be easier to service the detachment
and it would be possible to “maintain some surveillance over that part of the coast of Ellesmere visited
most frequently by Greenland natives. As you know, there are indications that these natives are making

periodic trips to Ellesmere to take advantage of good hunting.” He went on to quote Larsen’s views:

As you know Craig Harbour was reopened last year after being closed for over ten years,
but the disadvantage with Craig Harbour is that it is very poorly located from the patrol
point of view and from a supply point of view, as it is nearly always choked up with ice...

307.11.51, RG 22, Vol. 124, File 82-34-1, Vol. 3. Grant maintains that Larsen was first concerned about sovereignty
and then only later became concerned about game. Larsen never did express a concern about sovereignty in these
letters and his letters show an overwhelming concern with overhunting. Grant, p. 8.

126.1.52, RG 85, Vol. 294, File 1005-7(5). Responsibility for “Eskimo Affairs” was vested by Order-in-Council with
the Department of Mines and Resources from 1937 to 1949 and after that with its successor departments - Resources
and Development, 1950-1953; Northern Affairs and National Resources, 1953-1966; Indian Affairs and Northern
Development, 1966 to the present. Throughout this report they will simply be designated as the Department.

32 Cunningham to Christensen, 10.6.52 and Christensen to Greenland Department, 20.6.52, and also Larsen to
Commissioner, 14.10.52. Ibid.

3 National Defence to External Affairs, 12.2.52. RG 22, Vol. 124, File 82-34-1, Vol. 3.

3* See point (xi) above.
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(xv)

conditions were much more favourable for establishing and supplying a detachment in
the vicinity of Cape Sabine... The advantage of placing the detachment directly across
from Greenland would be that we would then have full control and supervision of
Greenland Eskimos and others travelling back and forth, and over hunting activities they
may engage in.

As will be discussed further, it is also in this letter that Nicholson passed on to Young Larsen’s view that if
the detachment at Cape Sabine was opened three or four Pond Inlet Inuit should be “recruited” to form a

small settlement there as well, in order to “improve their economic circumstances.”*

Proposals for moving Inuit to the High Arctic, which appear in the post-war files as early as 1950, were
given considerable impetus in early 1952 in letters between the RCMP and the Department and especially
at a major Conference on Eskimo Affairs, held in May 1952. This was the first conference of its kind ever
held, bringing together 60 of the key figures in the main organisations concerned with the Arctic. Out of it
came a patchwork quilt of policy which was important not so much for its consistency and coherence but
because it was the first time any overarching, semi-systematic policy had been articulated. Overpopulation
and its amelioration by moves to “areas not presently occupied or where natural resources could support a
greater number of people”, was one of the policies that was approved by the Conference. Stevenson, who
was Officer-in-Charge of the northern leg of the Eastern Arctic Patrol, had visited Craig Harbour in
September 1952, was impressed by the plentiful game and suggested that Inuit from overpopulated
Northern Quebec might move there. His comments, since they bring together the issue of “sovereignty”
and the relocations, are regarded by Grant as crucial evidence in support of the thesis that sovereignty

was the “primary motive” for the relocations, and deserve quoting at length:

Craig Harbour

...Walrus, seals and other country food are quite plentiful in the area and there is no
reason why Eskimos should not be moved over to Ellesmere Island to live permanently.
This was suggested to Inspector Larsen and he expressed his willingness to have the
Police detachment cooperate. ...A similar arrangement could also be made if a further
detachment is established in the Cape Sabine area next year. Six or eight families could be
placed there also and could probably be drawn from one or other of the over-populated
northern Quebec areas. A few families at Port Harrison have already expressed their
willingness to go further north and others could also probably be found in other areas if
they were to be canvassed.

Muskox and caribou were reported to be fairly numerous on Ellesmere Island although
no estimate of the actual numbers could be obtained. The Craig Harbour natives shot a
few caribou during the winter but otherwise land animals were left unmolested. The most
disturbing news is, however, that Greenlanders are crossing over to the island and
apparently hunting there. Six of them visited Craig Harbour last spring by dog team and

% 11.2.52, RG 85, Vol. 1070, File 251-4, Pt. 1.

3% As noted earlier there was in fact one previous direct reference as well, see point (vi) above. There was also an item
on the Agenda of the Conference on Eskimo Affairs to search for permanent employment of Inuit to carry out
security and sovereignty tasks. This will be dealt with in Chapter 4.
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Eureka has since reported that twelve Eskimos had arrived from around Bache Peninsula,
where they had apparently spent the winter. Mr. Christensen wrote to the Greenland
authorities at Thule last spring, asking them to discourage Greenlanders from crossing to
Canadian territories but he admitted that it was unlikely that this would have any effect.
The only way that any control could be exercised would be to have a R.C.M. Police
detachment in the Cape Sabine area where these people are entering. If Police
detachments could be maintained at both Craig Harbour and Cape Sabine and
arrangements could be made to have them supplied through the “loan fund”, ten or
twelve Canadian Eskimo families could be transferred to Ellesmere Island and use made
of the natural resources that are undoubtedly available there. The occupation of the
Island by Canadian Eskimos will remove any excuse Greenlanders may presently have for
crossing over and hunting there (my emphasis). Using Craig Harbour and Cape Sabine as
starting points, consideration might then be given to the possibility of finding
employment for natives at Eureka and Alert, under the supervision of the Police, during
the summer months. Such an arrangement would probably be welcomed by the
Meteorological Division and also have the support of the R.C.M. Police.”’

(xvi) On October 13, 1952, the Officer-in-Charge of the Eureka Weather Station reported that three “Eskimos”
had arrived at the Station and said that they had been living on the Bache Peninsula, “where food was
plentiful” during the previous year. Larsen then sent a radiogram to the Constable-in-Charge of the Craig
Harbour detachment, which had been opened in the previous year, stating that in the next spring when
travel conditions were good a patrol should be made to the Bache Peninsula to “make these people return

to Greenland.”*

The issue of the Greenlanders did not end there. In March 1953, the Craig Harbour post reported
(incorrectly) that two families (four adults and eight children) of Greenlanders were still living near Bache
Peninsula.”” On May 29, 1953, the Secretary of State for External Affairs, writing to the Canadian Ambassador in
Copenhagen, asked that the Danish government be informed that the “Eskimo” who had been living on Bache
Peninsula would be given rifles, ammunition, and food and then sent back to Greenland in the near future and

requested that the Danes cooperate in preventing “casual migrations.”

The Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs replied in September 1953 that the Danish government concurred
that casual migrations should not take place, and that the Inspector of the Thule district had been asked to so

inform the population.*

The Canadians were apparently unaware of the full effect this letter would have because four years later, in
1957, the Danish Ambassador wrote to the Canadian Embassy in Copenhagen that because of some previous

“illegal migration” Greenlanders had been forbidden by Denmark to travel through parts of Ellesmere Island

37 “Report on the Eastern Arctic Patrol”, September 1952. RG 85, Vol. 1207, File 201-1-8, Pt. 3. Grant, p. 8.

38 Larsen to Commissioner, 14.10.52. RG 85, Vol. 294, File 1005-7 (5).

¥ Dick to Commissioner, 19.3.53. RG 85, Vol. 294, File 1005-7 (5). See also Young to Under-Secretary, External
Affairs, 2.4.53, noting that more Canadian Inuit families were moving to Ellesmere (in addition to the two already at
Craig Harbour) and steps should be taken to send the Greenlanders back (who had in any case already left), “before
any difficulties may arise through the intermingling of the two groups”. Ibid.

40 Allard to Canadian Minister, 29.5.53; Note verbale to Canadian Legation, 28.9.53. RG 25, Vol. 3278, File 6732-40.
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while on hunting expeditions. While the Danes agreed with the Canadian Government that migration of
Greenlanders to Ellesmere Island should not take place, they were concerned that this extensive limitation would
preclude Greenlanders from getting the skins of polar bear which provided necessary clothing, particularly since
Greenland territory no longer offered a sufficient supply. They, therefore, requested that Greenlanders be given
permission to travel through three sections of Canadian territory to hunt polar bear on the open ice. The Under
Secretary of State for External Affairs supported this request and emphasized that in 1953, Canada was
concerned about “illegal permanent migration” (my emphasis) and seemed surprised that the Danish
government had prohibited “any” access whatsoever. According to External Affairs at least, this had not been the

intention.*

In any case, notwithstanding the bureaucracies involved, the Greenlanders had continued to visit parts of
Ellesmere on polar bear hunting expeditions, and the Commissioner of the RCMP noted on April 16, 1957, that
the detachments at Alexandra and Grise Fiords had become well acquainted with these people who visited each
spring, and expressed themselves as being in favour of allowing the visits to continue since they were very

beneficial.*

Conclusion

1. There was clearly nothing but excellent cooperation between Denmark and Canada at the time. The files
indicate that the two countries cooperated on a number of issues and that there was a great deal of mutual
admiration and cooperation between the top officials dealing with the North in both countries. Denmark

respected Canadian sovereignty on Ellesmere (and elsewhere) fully and unequivocally.

2. There was no “threat” to Canadian sovereignty from the two families of Greenlanders who lived on Bache
Peninsula for two years, nor was there any indication in the archival material that the Canadian
government felt its “legal” sovereignty threatened or that it feared some de facto loss of sovereignty
because of this migration by two families. External Affairs, the “lead” department on matters of
sovereignty, showed not the slightest indication that this was at issue in this instance. To apply the term
“sovereignty” here is a case of a popular, not legal, usage, an instance of McWhinney’s observation that the
word “sovereignty” is “sometimes employed out of intellectual fuzziness and sometimes to extract the extra

public relations mileage deriving from a presumably ancient and hallowed concept like sovereignty.”*

3. The notion that visits by very small groups of Greenlanders to southern Ellesmere Island, which had been

taking place from time to time for many years previously (without evoking much concern or comment),

4 Danish Embassy to Secretary of State, 3.4.57; External Affairs to various Deputy Ministers, 4.4.57. See also
correspondence 24.4.57. Ibid.

42 RCMP Commissioner to Under Secretary External Affairs, 16.4.57. Ibid. Rowley, too, writing in late 1953 to the
Deputy Minister, thought the excluding of the Greenlanders to have been a mistake. They were an “excellent” people
who should be allowed to visit Ellesmere, provided they obeyed the game laws. Rowley to Deputy Minister, 23.10.53.
RG 22, Vol. 124, File 82-34-1, Vol. 3. In 1958, possible overhunting of polar bear by Greenlanders became an issue
once again. Rowley to Deputy Minister, 21.10.58. RG 22, Vol. 545, Rowley ACND, 1958.

# McWhinney, Op cit.
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constituted either a “benign” threat to (an odd oxymoron) or a de facto loss of sovereignty on Ellesmere
Island is so overblown and exaggerated that it stretches credibility to the breaking point. The claim that
this “threat” required, as a response, a fairly large-scale (by the standards of the time) colonization scheme
is even more far-fetched. The Greenlanders were ignorant of Canadian immigration laws and had (perhaps
for many years previously) contravened the hunting regulations pertaining to the Arctic Preserve.
However, the numbers involved were so tiny, and the fact that Denmark also disapproved of these visits,
suggests that to talk of a “threat” to sovereignty is thoroughly misleading.

4.  There was a serious concern about illegal overhunting and game depletion, especially the hunting of musk-
oxen, a concern the RCMP did not take lightly. This concern about game depletion was greatly
exacerbated by reports of a trading post being set up at Etah.

5. These concerns were dealt with in the usual way, namely by plans to set up an RCMP detachment after

informal communications between the Greenland and Canadian administrations seemed insufficient.

6.  The issue of effective occupation, already well established according to Dean MacDonald, had been

strongly reinforced in 1951 by the opening of the Craig Harbour RCMP detachment. In the mind of
Stevenson (who at the time, admittedly, was only a fourth level public servant), the opening of that post
meant that “sovereignty was now a cinch.”* The two Joint Weather Stations, with their Canadian
commanders and post masters (the same person) provided further reinforcement. As the RCMP noted in
their 1953 submission to the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND), the Alexandra
Fiord (they refer to nearby Cape Herschel, at that time the preferred site) Detachment was to be
established in that year in order to “encourage the move of some Canadian Eskimos into that part of
Ellesmere Island” and the opening of the Detachment would “tend to prevent Greenland natives from
making hunting excursions into Canadian territory”, i.e., control over Greenlanders was an RCMP task.
There is no indication in any of the documentary material that a “primary”, “sole” or even secondary
preoccupation with a so-called “threat” to sovereignty required colonization and settlement as a response.

Law and order could more than easily be maintained by a detachment of two regular and two special

(Inuit) constables. The RCMP did not require the assistance of other Inuit colonists to maintain control
over hunting by Greenlanders on Ellesmere.

7. In the case of Ellesmere Island, at least, the preoccupation with upholding the Game Ordinances and
protecting the Arctic Preserve was the primary concern. Onto this concern were grafted, as we shall see
later, problems arising from a crisis in the “Eskimo economy” which were also of major concern to both
the RCMP and the Department at that time.

8.  Stevenson’s 1950 and 1952 references, rather than supporting the primacy of a sovereignty motive,
emphasize the primacy of a concern with improving hunting (economic) conditions for a small group of
Inuit families. The two sentences, “The occupation of the island will remove any excuse Greenlanders may
presently have for crossing over and hunting there” and, “... also if it is considered necessary help improve
the position regarding sovereignty rights” are a flimsy basis for supporting the sovereignty thesis,
especially when considered in the light of the discussion to follow on the origins and purposes of the

46.9.51, RG 85, File 1127, File 201-1-8, Pt. 2A.
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relocations. It is worth noting these lines, however, because they are the only two in all the mass of the
documentation which suggest a sovereignty function, albeit indirect, for Inuit civilians in dealing with
Greenlanders.*

9.  Even had there been a primary concern with a “threat” to sovereignty, given the minuscule nature of this
threat it could quite easily have been handled by the Craig Harbour post or by the (Cape Herschel/Cape
Sabine /Alexandra Fiord) police post that was proposed in 1952-53 for Ellesmere Island. The question
then arises as to why were the Inuit from Inukjuak sent so far north, if we are to take Stevenson’s 1951

comment seriously, namely, that “sovereignty was now a cinch”?

10.  Finally, it should be noted that a memorandum of January 13, 1956 from Rowley, Secretary of the ACND,
to the Department Deputy Minister states that the move of six families of “colonists” was part of the recent
“great increase in Canadian activity in Ellesmere Island.” The memorandum, which dealt with “Canadian
Sovereignty in Ellesmere Island,” detailed 26 examples of “effective occupation” since 1950, including the
opening of two Joint Weather Stations, the opening of two post offices, the appointment of a game officer
and two immigration and customs officers, a game survey by the Canadian Wildlife Service, an insect
survey by the Department of Agriculture, biological studies, a geographical reconnaissance, brief
reconnaissances during the annual weather station sea supply, the opening of two RCMP posts, and four
long RCMP patrols in 1952 and 1953. All these had taken place before the arrival of the six families at
Craig Harbour in August 1953. Whilst the contribution made by the settlement at Grise Fiord to the
maintenance of sovereignty was clearly acknowledged by 1956, this does not help much with the issue at
hand since this does not imply that this was the primary reason for sending this group to Ellesmere in the
first place.*

11. Marcus makes the mistaken claim that Greenlander Inuit were hunting on “Canadian Land without any
(sic) means of the government asserting Canadian sovereignty over the region” and assumes that only
“permanent” residents could solve this problem. This is a strange misreading of MacDonald (Op cit.) who
is quoted on the same page. There were many means of asserting sovereignty before the RCMP arrived in
1951. The visits of officials during the sea supply, the Weather-Stations, and the research carried out by the
CWS and the Department of Agriculture were all assertions of sovereignty through effective occupation.

After 1951, it was reinforced considerably by the presence of a permanent RCMP force which could have

> As pointed out earlier in footnote 26 there is one additional reference to sovereignty. An agenda item for the May
1952 Conference on Eskimo Affairs proposed discussing the possibility of seeking the “permanent employment” of
Inuit for purposes of “security and sovereignty”. I point out in Chapter 3 that this one reference, which is then not
picked up in the Summary of Proceedings of the Conference, dealt with long-term possibilities which, even had they
become part of the recommendations of the Conference, had no further relevance to the 1953 relocations.

¢ Rowley, 13.1.56. RG 22, Vol. 545, File Rowley ACND, 1956. In 1955, Rowley had prepared a memorandum on
activities which had been carried out on Axel Heiberg Island, Banks Island, Cameron Island, Cornwallis Island,
Devon Island, Ellef Ringnes Island, Ellesmere Island, Mackenize King Island, Prince Patrick Island, Queen Elizabeth
Islands, Stefansson Island and the Northwest Passage between 1950 and 1954, and which could be designated as
examples of effective occupation of the High Arctic. There were 63 such patrols, surveys, explorations, etc., including
the two settlements. No heading, nd (approximately April 1955). RG 22, Vol. 545, File Rowley ACND, 1955.
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evicted the Greenlanders at any time if necessary.*

12.  The Greenlanders were neither a threat to legal or de facto sovereignty over Ellesmere Island — nor were
they perceived to be so. Greenlander hunting expeditions could easily be controlled by the RCMP and the
Special Constables. The resettlement of the Inuit to Grise Fiord was not done to counter a non-existent
threat.

47 Marcus, p. 62.
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CHAPTER 3

U.S. THREATS TO DE FACTO SOVEREIGNTY
AND THE RELOCATION TO RESOLUTE BAY

The contention that the relocation of the Inuit families to Resolute Bay was primarily because of a threat

to de facto sovereignty is based on the following claims, largely by Grant:

(@)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

There was an “intense” concern to protect sovereignty, particularly on the part of the Privy Council
Oftice (PCO) and the Department of External Affairs after the end of World War II.

“Numerous” legal and political assessments in and after 1946 indicated that Canadian claims to
sovereignty in the Arctic were “tenuous and weak” and it was particularly important that northerly
islands “be occupied.”

While this debate went on, “U.S.A.F. Intelligence” was studying the possibility of claiming uninhabited

regions in northern Ellesmere Island and elsewhere.

Canadian strategy was to “Canadianize” U.S. military operations by assuming responsibility for as
many of these activities as possible and by establishing a Canadian presence and carrying out as many
Canadian activities as possible in the High Arctic. The Canadian government also attempted to keep
the extent of U.S. military operations in the North from the media in order to prevent public criticism
by applying “strict censorship rules” to all military activities in the North.

Because the “Canadianization” plans were proceeding too slowly (and other events) the government
created the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND) in 1948 to get improved advice
and policy coordination. Although it did not continue for long, its first five meetings were “dominated”

by sovereignty concerns. ACND ceased to meet in early 1949 for the next four years.

In December 1952, the Under Secretary of State wrote to the Minister of External Affairs suggesting the
need to “re-Canadianize” the Arctic in the light of “new” U.S. defence plans and that ACND be revived

to coordinate a “vigorous” Canadian policy in the Arctic.

On January 19, 1953, Cabinet held a meeting to discuss the concerns of the Secretary of State for
External Affairs about increasing U.S. activity in the Arctic, especially the projected DEW Line.
Pearson stated that he was concerned about the risk of possible de facto loss of sovereignty to the U.S.

in the Arctic such as had happened in parts of Canada in the last war. Cabinet agreed that ACND

should be re-constituted to keep Arctic policy under “serious examination” and “constant ... review.”

At the first meeting of the reconvened ACND, the Secretary to the Cabinet (]J. Pickersgill) suggested
that the Committee address the important questions of a “seeming encroachment” on Canadian
sovereignty and the need to ensure that “civilian activities in the North were predominantly Canadian.”
The potential threat posed by U.S. military plans “seemed” to dominate ACND discussions over the
next six months. While sovereignty concerns were “central” to government they were rarely
“mentioned in public” because public sensitivity on the matter led government to “demand strict

confidentiality and censorship regulations for reasons that had little to do with national security.”
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(ix) While Canadians comprised a majority of on-site personnel at Resolute Bay in 1951, by 1953 the
situation “threatened to change with the announcement of plans (our emphasis) for a new radar station
at Resolute.” The proposed construction of a massive radar network would increase traffic through

Resolute Bay enormously.

(x) On February 20, 1953, the Department Deputy Minister wrote the Commissioner of the RCMP to
request the opening of a detachment at Resolute Bay “so Inuit could be employed at the weather

station.”

(xi) At the next ACND meeting on March 16, 1953, External Affairs distributed a report showing “U.S.
plans” to construct a GCI radar station “in the vicinity of Resolute” (our emphasis). Grant continues:

It was hardly coincidental that on the same day, the director of the northern
administration would submit his request for funding the resettlement projects to include
Resolute. At the same time, the RCMP suddenly changed their report to Cabinet to
include reopening of the Resolute post. The sequence of events suggests that
Canadianization discussions at the two ACND meetings (February 16 and March 16)
had a direct influence on these discussions, verified by the fact that the deputy minister
of Resources and Development chaired the meetings and the director of the (sic)
northern administration was in attendance.*® (Dates of ACND meetings my addition.)

Some background information on U.S. activities in the Canadian North is needed to consider this second
crucial issue, namely, whether the primary reason for locating a second group of Inuit families at Resolute Bay in
1953 was because of a concern about an actual or potential loss of de facto sovereignty in the High Arctic to the
United States.

Canada was neither sanguine nor indifferent to the U.S. presence in the North. Far from it, there was a
continuing nervousness and concern well into the early 1960s and the issue of de facto loss of control was a real

one.¥

The following sections i) review the early post-World War II threats to Canadian sovereignty in the High
Arctic; ii) examine government publicity policy with respect to U.S. activities in the North; iii) discuss the early
activities of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development (ACND); iv) consider U.S. activities in the
North in 1951/1952; v) summarize the key 1953 Cabinet meeting which discussed how to proceed, especially in
response to the impending DEW Line; vi) analyze the discussions and decisions of the newly reconstituted
ACND in 1953; vii) review an ad hoc August 1953 meeting where the functions of the settlement policy were

discussed; and viii) conclude by evaluating the materials considered in the previous sections.

Early Post War U.S. Threats to Sovereignty

The large and sometimes overpowering U.S. presence in the North started during the Second World War.

Defence of Greenland and the need to support forces in Europe led to the establishment of the Crimson Staging

“8 Point vii is drawn from Marcus, p. 63. The other sections are drawn from Grant, pp. 9-11.

* The Hickling Report misses the significance of de facto sovereignty. See, for example, Rowley’s discussion on the
status of Hans Island (was it Canadian or Danish and what should be done about clarifying the question). Rowley to
Deputy Minister, 12.2.54. RG 22, Vol 544, File Rowley ACND 1954, Pt. 3.
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Route across the Eastern Arctic, and the defence of Alaska and the delivery of supplies to the Soviet Union gave
rise to the Alaska Highway, the Northwest Staging Route and the CANOL pipeline projects. Canada played little
or no part in these activities. By the end of the Second World War, the United States had made very considerable
expenditures in northern Canada and according to G.W. Rowley (Secretary of the ACND from 1953 to 1967):

...many of the senior officers considered this gave them propriety rights and it was only owing to
the statesmanship of Mr. LaGuardia at the Permanent Joint Board on Defence and the substantial
payment (nearly 100 million dollars) to the United States to cover the cost of several of their
projects In the Canadian north that Canada was able to regain de facto control.”

Although it was expected that U.S. interests in the North would decline after World War II, this did not
occur. The first shock to Canada after the War was when the United States Government decided in 1946 to
establish a number of weather stations in the Canadian Arctic. This was planned unilaterally and it was only
after all the preparations were complete and a U.S. Navy task force had assembled that Government of Canada
permission was sought. Alarmed at this U.S. assumption that Canadian permission was a pure formality, Canada
withheld permission. Instead, it was agreed that the two countries would operate the weather stations on a joint
basis. The Canadians contributed the minimum needed to protect sovereignty (half the personnel at each station
including the Officer-in-Charge, the site, and the provision of certain buildings). The United States, however,
provided the sea and air transportation, the expensive part of the program. It was this program which, as much
as any, was to bedevil discussions within the Canadian government on issues of sovereignty. It took Canada an
inordinate length of time to take over the weather stations although the principle of such take-overs had been
agreed to early on.”' The problem was not resistance on the part of the Americans. Differences of opinion within
the Canadian government led to a delay in the Canadian take-over of these “civilian” activities, with the
Department of Transport and others finding all sorts of technical and financial reasons for not doing so. It was
not until 1954 that Canada assumed sole responsibility for supplying all the weather stations, and U.S. personnel
were finally withdrawn only in 1972.

There were other problems and challenges. Grant cites Bankes’ discussion of the U.S. proposals to
construct the weather stations which included (as a fall back position) a U.S. Air Coordinating Committee
proposal (obtained by Canada through unofficial channels) that the U.S. Army might carry out reconnaissance
flights in the sector west of Greenland to discover if unexplored islands existed which could be claimed by the
United States in order to establish a weather station. Bankes says that this led to “major concerns within the

Canadian government,” and Grant, too, suggests that this was a “serious challenge.”*

* Rowley to Cunningham, 22.4.58. RG 22, Vol. 545, File Rowley, ACND 1958. This memorandum provides an
interesting overview of Rowley’s views on aspects of the U.S. presence in the North.

>l Cabinet had expected the eventual full take-over of the weather stations right from the start. This position was
reiterated in 1954. “Canadian Operation of Joint Arctic Weather Stations”, 5.3.54. MG 30, E 133, Vol. 294, Rowley,
File January to May 1954.

2 N.D. Bankes “40 years of Canadian Sovereignty Assertion in the Arctic, 1947-1987”. Arctic, Vol. 40, No. 4 (Dec.
1987), p. 187. Grant, p. 9. It is unclear whether this was taken quite as seriously as these two authors suggest since two

days after receiving a memo about this proposal from the Head of the Third Political Division, the head of the Legal
Division of External Affairs merely advised that no questions should be raised concerning this report (reflecting the
interest of some U.S. circles”) on the grounds that “It would not be wise to indicate that we entertain any doubts with
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Grant cites as further evidence of these potential American threats a 1946 study carried out by the Army
Air Forces Headquarters, Atlantic Division, Air Transport Command. This she claims was a study looking at the
“possibility of claiming uninhabited regions in Grant Land (Northern Ellesmere) and on Prince Patrick and
Melville Islands.” This is a curiously distorted reading of the study (which, of course, did not necessarily
represent the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, let alone the Department of State or the official views of the U.S.
Executive). It was actually a study of problems of Canadian-United States cooperation in the Arctic.

One of the issues that it examined as one of a number of hypothetical options considered the issue of
effective occupation with a view to examining whether there were any weaknesses in the case that Canada could
make, particularly in areas where its activity had been “slight,” such as those mentioned above. The study comes

to the firm conclusion that in view of the East Greenland Case, “We are forced to conclude that the Canadian

claim to sovereignty over the entire American Arctic would be substantiated by an international judicial body.”
The paper then gets to the nub of the issue and notes that any such U.S. hypothetical attempted legal claim to
Grant Land, Prince Patrick and Melville Islands would have consequences “so grave” that “they could scarcely be

justified even in terms of short-term expediency.”

This paper, which is cited as grist for the “U.S. threat” mill, actually ends up recommending that the
United States offer Canada, in order to ensure cooperation in the Arctic, a reassurance which the U.S. had never
previously been willing to provide. They recommended strongly that Canada’s claims in the Arctic be given
“formal recognition,” even though it had failed to meet the rigid standards that the United States had
traditionally set for promulgation of sovereignty claims over uninhabited areas. Had this recommendation been
accepted as U.S. official policy the Canadian government would have been delighted. Far from adding to the
sense of threat, the paper is one of the most reassuring on the intentions and willingness of the U.S. (or rather of

some U.S. military analysts) to fully accept and respect Canadian sovereignty in the High Arctic.”

It was not until the 1954 agreement to build the Distant Early Warning (DEW) Line that, according to R.J.
Sutherland, “Canada secured what the United States had up to that time assiduously endeavoured to avoid,

namely, an explicit recognition of Canadian claims to the exercise of sovereignty in the Far North.”>*

regard to our sovereignty”. Documents on Canadian External Relations, Vol. 12, 1980, No. 908, p. 1545 and No. 909,
p. 1547.

>3 Problems of Canadian-U.S. Cooperation in the Arctic, 29.10.46. U.S. National Archives (hereafter USNA), RG 59,
Box 10, File 1946 Correspondence.

Grant does note in her conclusion on the document that it recommended that “The U.S. (reassure Canada that it) has

no intention of claiming sovereignty over any section of the Canadian Arctic” (Grant, p. 9), but she vastly understates
how very favourable the document was towards Canada. However, Grant is quite correct in drawing attention to a
memorandum prepared by Major General Spry in 1946 on sovereignty and defence in the Canadian Arctic in which
he expresses concern that because of an absence of effective occupation, Canada’s claims in the region are “at best
tenuous and weak” and further that it could not be assumed that these claims to sovereignty, “will continue to go
unchallenged”. The memorandum then proposes a set of principles and policies intended to guarantee Canadian
sovereignty. External Affairs had some reservations about this paper (a senior official appended a note saying “Spry
underestimates the amount of action taken in the past to fortify Canadian claims in the Arctic”) but in general
approved of it. Documents on Canadian External Relations, Vol. 12, 1980, No. 913, p. 1554-1561, nd.

> R.J. Sutherland, “The Strategic Significance of the Canadian Arctic”, p. 271 in R. St. J. MacDonald, ed., The Arctic
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The weather station contretemps had the utility of leading to discussions on overall post-war cooperation
between the U.S. and Canada. As a result the Prime Minister, in February 1947, announced a new framework for
extensive joint-defence measures between the two countries. This was not to be on the basis of a treaty, an
executive agreement or any contractual obligation, said the Prime Minister, and either country might at any time
discontinue collaboration on any or all of the projects and activities proposed. The underlying principle of all
future cooperative arrangements was to be without “impairment of the control of either country of all activities
in its territory.””> A month later, C.D. Howe announced that the weather stations were to be a joint cooperative
arrangement and, according to Bankes, “thus ended what was the last potential legal threat to Canadian

sovereignty over its Arctic lands.”*

Publicity in the Arctic

Public opinion was, however, still extremely skittish about the possibility that the joint defence
arrangements were going to allow for the possibility of the establishment of new U.S. military bases in Canada —
a problem to which the government remained extremely sensitive. As Grant notes, the Canadian government
was acutely aware of the possibility of adverse publicity in connection with U.S. activities in the North. She says,
“strict censorship rules were applied to all (sic) Arctic military activities” as a result of this policy.”

This is an over simplistic account of publicity policy for the North. However, sensitivity on the part of
Canada there certainly was. The Secretary of the U.S. section of the Permanent Joint Board on Defence noted to
its Chairman:

All of us connected with the PJBD and with Canadian-United States relations recognized that
Canadian sensitivity on press matters is something which we have to bear with, and that we have
to lean over backwards at times in order to avoid any difficulties. They themselves on occasion
make announcements without prior consultation with the United States but there is the
consideration that most of these installations are placed on Canadian soil.”®

In fact, the directive concerning publicity that was developed by the United States and Canada through
the Permanent Joint Board of Defence in 1948, the “Forrestal Directive,” was designed rather to ensure that

unnecessary secrecy did not become counterproductive. The Directive noted that:

It is considered a fundamental principle that Canadian United States defense arrangements
should, within the limitations necessarily imposed by the requirements of military security and in
the light of the international situation, be made known to the peoples of the two countries. Apart
from the fact that secrecy is counter to the traditions of the United States and of Canada, the

Frontier, U. of T. Press, 1966.
> For political reasons, Mackenzie King wanted to minimize publicity about the U.S. military presence in the North

and as Granatstein says, “...he maintained with a straight face” that Canada’s northern programme “is thus primarily
a civilian one to which contributions are made by the armed forces”. Granatstein, Op cit, p. 24. This “policy” was to
reappear in the significant Cabinet discussions on sovereignty in the North on January 18, 1953.

% Bankes, Op cit, p. 287. For extracts of the speech see “PJBD Canada-U.S.” 21.10.52, USNA, RG. 59, PJBD, Box 12,
File Documents 1951/52. (This reference may be an error.)

7 Grant, p. 9.

%8 27.8.54, USNA. RG 59, PJBD, Box 12, File Basic Papers.
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strength of the defense arrangements depends in the last analysis upon their general acceptance
and support by the two peoples. Again, undue secrecy has led occasionally to sensational stories
in the press — stories embarrassing to the two governments and harmful to the joint defense
program.”

The main political concern (apart from the military security aspect) of the Directive was to avoid the
embarrassment (particularly for the Canadian side) of unilateral issuing of press releases by the U.S. and the
operational details it contained were designed to ensure that “no information on Canada-U.S. defence matters is

released by either country without the approval of both governments.”*

The issue of joint U.S.-Canadian information about the North was only one aspect of the discussion

within government about publicity in the North. There was also a difference of opinions about how extensively

the Official Secrets Act should apply in the District of Franklin. In early 1952, the secretary of the Joint Security
Committee criticized an attempt by National Defence to have more restrictive special security provisions for the
High Arctic. The secretary noted that the Department of Resources and Development was opposed to these
proposals because “they want the area as open as possible” (my emphasis). The revised security regulations that

followed restricted the scope of the National Defence proposals to “vital installations” and provided for complete

openness both with respect to movement and information for the rest of the North.*'

The question of public information in the North was taken up by the ACND which in 1954 issued
guidelines on the matter to government departments. These provide not only a very useful indication as to how
the government wished to portray itself in the North but as well, a statement of its overall goals there. While the
guidelines deal also with economic and political development, the sections quoted below are drawn only from
those that are concerned with northern development in general, defence and Canadian-U.S. relations and
sovereignty:

PUBLIC INFORMATION

The first object of public information on the north is to emphasize that the northern regions are
as much a part of Canada as any other area in the country.

It is most important that all Canadians should be aware of this fact in order that the measures to
stimulate and encourage the development of our northern frontier will be supported and
sustained. It is also important that the rest of the world should be aware that the Canadian Arctic

»? “Memorandum on Publicity, etc.” 1.4.48, USNA. RG 59, PJBD, Box (unknown), File Meeting Journals.
% Publicity Directives, etc.”, 24.1.51. RG 24, Acc. 83-84/167, Vol. 4480, File 5-1225, Pt. 39. A 1947 memorandum
“U.S. Activities Northern Canada” (which became an intense source of disagreement within the ACND in 1948). RG
22,Vol. 499, File 5-82-10-3, Pt. 1, says:
In spite of any agreement to the contrary which may exist, the United States military agencies have
released to the press, news on activities in Northern Canada. Such reports have often been coloured
from the American point of view, have been inaccurate and have naturally given the impression abroad
that most activity in Northern Canada is under the American auspices.
Three examples were then given of the kinds of distortions “that Canada wishes to avoid”.
¢ Dwyer to R.G. Robertson, 5.4.52 and “Security Regulations”, 10.9.52. RG 2, Series 18, Vol. 235, File S-100-6. See also
sections 2, 3, 4 “Security Regulations for Vulnerable Installations in the District of Franklin, etc.” PCO to ACND,
Document ND-55, 9.6.53. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File ACND, Vol. 1, 1953.
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is not an “Ultima Thule” but is being effectively occupied, administered and developed by the
Canadian Government and people.

This emphasis should underline all public information on the north whether it relates to long-
range policy plans or to spot news. It may be developed through reference whenever possible to
the Canadian civil administration and activity in the north in order to draw to the attention of the
general public, both at home and abroad, that the north, like any other part of Canada, has its
own civil government and a developing economy.

There are, of course, wide areas where the civil administration is not represented on the ground,
but where there are Canadian activities of a military, scientific, or commercial nature. It is
important that the public be aware of these activities and the contribution which they are making
to northern and national development....

Northern Development

The Prime Minister and members of the Cabinet have made many public statements on the
growing importance of the north and the growing attention to be focused on that area. This
growing importance should be emphasized. The reason for the increased interest is not, in the
government view, due primarily to defence requirements, but it is the logical extension of the
development of Canadian nationhood....

Canada is interested in northern development in part to exploit for present and future
generations its immense natural resources. In part, also, Canada is developing the north merely
because it is Canada and because we have a responsibility to ensure that conditions are
established to permit residents of the north, Eskimos, Indians, and others, to share in the benefits
of and to contribute to Canadian national life. Our shortcomings in the past, particularly in
relation to policy for native people, are recognized but there is now a determination to fulfil our
responsibilities.

Defence

The role of the military in the development of the north should be given full credit, but we should
avoid the impression that defence activities are the only, or even the main, interest of the
Canadian Government in the far north. To some extent it is in fact necessary to correct the
imbalance between military and civil aspects of the north which has sometimes been created by
journalists....

Canadian-United States Relations and Sovereignty

Canada welcomes cooperation with the United States in northern activities which are of mutual
concern to the two countries. We fully acknowledge the useful work which agencies of the United
States have done in cooperation with Canada in the Canadian north. Northern development,
however, is never a joint responsibility; it is a Canadian responsibility which cannot be allowed to
go by default or left to others to carry out.

Reference to U.S. activities in the Canadian north in isolation should be avoided, if they can be
coupled with reference to Canadian work. The status of U.S. defence activities should be clearly
defined. For instance, if any mention is made of U.S. troops at Frobisher, it should be
accompanied by a report in some form that the installation is an RCAF station in Canadian
command and control. Any extensive reference to the five joint Arctic weather stations should be
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accompanied by some mention of the large network of Canadian stations.

No emphasis should be placed on Canadian claims in the north lest we seem to be on the
defensive. Canada owns all the lands shown on official maps of Canada and we recognize no
differences in degree of control between any of the northern islands and counties in a southern
province. We do recognize, however, that the maintenance of sovereignty in any part of Canada
requires continuous, effective administration which there now is and will continue to be.*

We cannot assume that these guidelines also applied (perhaps in unwritten form) in the period before
1954. However, they do coincide with the persisting equation of a civilian government presence with effective

administration as the keystones to maintenance of sovereignty.

Advisory Committee on Northern Development

In January 1948, the Government decided that a senior-coordination and advisory mechanism concerned
with the North would be required and set up the Advisory Committee for Northern Development (ACND)
comprising the main departments and public servants concerned with the North.

ACND only functioned (initially) for two years and very imperfectly at that, but its debates throw some
light on the complexities of Canadian-U.S. relations and help us to understand why, although concern with the
U.S. continuing presence in the North was an ongoing and serious one, it never did become the “obsession”
which Grant claims. At its first meeting in February 1948, the new ACND considered a memorandum highly
critical of the U.S. presence in Canada prepared by the Chief of the Geographical Bureau (T. Lloyd) on “U.S.
Military Activities in Canada.” A number of the important members of the committee disagreed strongly with
the way the U.S. presence in Canada was portrayed in this evaluation. A.D.P. Heeney, Secretary to the Cabinet,

and L.B. Pearson, Under-Secretary of State for External Affairs, were particularly critical. Heeney stated that:

He had, however, received the general impression from the memorandum that the United States
authorities were consciously attempting to carry on activities in Canada without seeking proper
authority or fully informing the Canadian government. This was a view which might be held by
others but his experience would indicate that there was no underlying design of this sort in the
United States; rather the condition arose from lack of coordination in Canada and failure of
departments to keep other interested departments fully informed both in Ottawa and
Washington.®

He went on to point out a number of inaccuracies in the report. Pearson echoed this view saying that there was
no intention on the part of the United States to conduct such activities in clandestine fashion, rather the problem

was one of lack of coordination in both countries.

The issue of the U.S. presence in the Arctic was again taken up at the second ACND meeting in June of
1948. Pearson repeated his opinion that “The U.S. authorities have not attempted to evade Canadian authority in
the projects undertaken in Canadian territory, but rather authority had sometimes been loosely drafted and had

been, therefore, somewhat ambiguous.”

62 “Policy Guidance Paper for Release of Information on the North”, 28.5.54. RG 85, Vol. 376, File 1009-3(6).
¢ Minutes ACND, 2.2:48. RG 85, Vol. 300, File 1009-3, Pt. 1.



146 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

General McNaughton, the Chairman of the Canadian Section of the Permanent Joint Board of Defence,
thought that the problem tended to be with comparatively junior officers in Washington who were often not
familiar with proper procedures and that the basic problem was a general lack of knowledge of proper
procedures at lower levels. The U.S. authorities had to be reminded regularly that when operating in Canada the
proper authority had to be obtained for every project undertaken and the Canadian authorities kept fully
informed. O.M. Solandt, the Chairman of the Defence Research Board, believed that “nothing had been done
which had not been authorized or would not have been authorized if authority had been sought” on the part of
the United States. Keenleyside, the Deputy Minister of Mines and Resources and Chairman of ACND, when
summarizing what he saw as the problems, mentioned only three issues. At this distance in time these seem
relatively minor. The problems between Canada and the U.S. were due (1) to boastful ignorant talk on the part of
comparatively junior officers; (2) disregard of established procedures by field officers either through lack of
knowledge or an impatient effort to get things done; and (3) publication by U.S. services or other official

agencies relating to Canada without prior clearance with Ottawa.*

The ACND stopped meeting in 1949. This was an odd time to stop meeting since the entry of
Newfoundland into Canada meant that the large number of U.S. military personnel based there would add
materially to the U.S. presence in Canada. Curiously, as late as June 1952 there was apparently still “difficulty in
outlining an agenda which would warrant bringing the committee together and so it was decided to hold the

matter (of a meeting) in abeyance.®

Before continuing with developments within the ACND it is well to consider how some of the key U.S.
(PJBD) officials understood the Canadian concerns and irritations and also because these documents show the

Canadian tactics in responding to U.S. requests for defense facilities.

General A.V. Henry, Chairman of the U.S. Section, PJBD, wrote U.S. Secretary of Defense, R.A. Lovett, in
October 1952 regarding the continuous delays that Canadians came up with on defense proposals. Canadian
policy, Henry believed, was oriented to keep the defense program “in the planning phase” rather than the
maintenance of forces in being. This was because the Canadians had a different estimate of the “danger inherent
in the Soviet threat” and also because they did not want to give defense a higher priority than economic and
industrial development. Canadian resources were inadequate to discharge the mission they had taken on for the
defense of Canada. However, the Canadian government, “fearful of public criticism, has a basic objection to the

stationing of U.S. troops on Canadian soil in peace time.”

A second and equally “potent” factor that underlay the attitudes of Canadian politicians was their belief
that if they did not create actual defense facilities in the relatively sparsely-settled sections... there would be no

cause for the potential enemy to take neutralizing action. (Creating “hostile” defense installations would, in other

 Minutes ACND, 2.2.48; 1.6.48 and 9.3.49. RG 85, Vol. 300, File 1009-3, Pt. 1.

% Young to Chipman, 13.6.52. RG 2, Series 18, Vol.210, File A-25-2-(C). According to Rowley, Keenleyside stopped
calling meetings of ACND because he had lost his battle to use the committee “as a means of discrediting the activities
of the Department of National Defence in the north and enhancing the role of his own department”. He failed partly
because his proposals were “in some respects unreasonable” and also because DND was “better briefed than he”.

G.W. Rowley, The Role of the Advisory Committee on Northern Development in the Development of Policy and the
Coordination of Federal Government Activities in Northern Canada. Mimeo., DIAND, 1992, p. 7.
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words, simply be a hazard for Canada should there be conflict.) The letter then turned to the second major
irritant in U.S.-Canadian relations - the lack of adequate joint planning, that is, the “coordination” difficulties
which had concerned the ACND. The rest of the letter is focused on methods of ameliorating the situation and
meeting the Canadians’ concerns. A month later, a critically sympathetic memorandum (possibly) from Wight

(US-PJBD) to Raynor (State Department) provided a more detailed view of Canadian criticisms and tactics.®

Canadian desire for better order in presentation of military requests. In the past the USAF had laid

itself open to criticism in that it has presented frequent and improperly coordinated requests for
various facilities. The Canadians have often asked for a long-range plan listing U.S. military
requirements in Canada two or three years in advance. The U.S. does not have such an overall plan
all worked out, and it is impossible to give the Canadians a statement saying this represents all U.S.
requirements....

The Canadian thinking that the U.S. asks for too much. Here again there is some justification in the

Canadian view and we feel the U.S. Services should screen their needs carefully to keep them to a
minimum. The Canadian attitude, however, seems to stem from their innate caution, their desire to
give everything careful consideration, and their basic opposition to more U.S. projects. The U.S. is
often in the position of asking for operating requirements for the defense of the Northeast and the
Arctic because the Canadians do not have the manpower or the equipment and have not taken
steps of their own to defend Canada’s vast territory. For example, the Canadians have only three
aircraft at Goose Bay, none of which is a military type.

Canadian desire to be convinced of the need for facilities. This well-known attitude often serves a

useful purpose since it causes the U.S. Services to consider carefully their requirements. However, it
appears that the Canadians use this as a means of delaying projects to which they are reluctant to
agree; e.g., the very long delays suffered by the GLOBECOM project, and what appears may be a
long delay in the approval of the six additional radar stations. We are afraid that the defense of the
area will be seriously hindered if every project is subject to months and even years of
examination....

Canadian desire for more civilian control of military requests. The Canadian Services are under
strict control of External Affairs and receive a much greater degree of political guidance than is the

case in the United States. The Canadians at times fail to appreciate the great size and complexity of
the U.S. Government and the fact that the U.S. has decentralized its military planning....

One great difficulty in military cooperation at present is the Canadian desire to keep everything in
the planning stage rather than in the operating stage. They do not have the sense of urgency of the
U.S. and appear not as seriously concerned by the Russian threat. Therefore, they do not appear
worried over the fact that fighter planes in Canada are not on the alert, that the radar chain is not in
operation and that the anti-aircraft units are not in place. The U.S. is constantly in the position of
prodding Canada to do more, or else to let the U.S. furnish certain installations if Canada is unable
or unwilling to do so....

% Wight to Raynor, 13.11.52 and Henry to Lovett, 24.10.52, USNA. RG 59, PJBD Box 2 or Box 12, Correspondence
File 1951/52. See also the U.S. document on all the requests by the Canadian section of PJBD for improved planning
and coordination, October (probably) 1952. Ibid.



148 Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

I believe the Canadians should appreciate the fact that the U.S. does not wish to station U.S. troops
in Canada merely because we like to spend millions of dollars, nor because we wish to infringe on
Canadian sovereignty. The two countries have agreed that we constitute a single unit for defense
purposes. It is because of the geographic and strategic necessities that so many installations have to
be located in Canada.

The U.S. in the North during 1951/52

The overall lack of a sense of urgency about U.S.-Canadian Defence relations throughout 1951 and 1952 is
surprising. Despite two suggestions by General Young that the ACND be revived there was apparently little
support for the suggestion. Perhaps this was because Cabinet received few urgent issues to discuss. External
Affairs, as might be expected, expressed more concern about the U.S. military presence but not to the point of
taking the issue to Cabinet. The only matter referred to Cabinet by the Cabinet Defence Committee during 1952
concerned the Loran stations in Newfoundland. Out of 380 issues discussed by Cabinet that year this was the
only one on U.S.-Canadian defence relations and the only one with sovereignty overtones.” The main pre-
occupations of the Cabinet Defence Committee were NATO and the Korean War. In 1951 only 17 out of 102

issues, and in 1952 only four out of 60 issues on the agenda of this committee concerned Canada-U.S relations.®®

There was no lack of potential and actual issues. In December 1951, a draft memorandum (prepared by
PCO) on U.S. activities in Northern Canada noted 17 items still pertinent to the matters discussed in March
1949 on the “Re-Canadianization of Northern Canada.” None of these issues were particularly controversial but
some did create uneasiness. For example, Canada had given permission to the U.S. to station some 300
additional personnel at Frobisher Bay for various activities including the operation of a radar station — more
requests to station personnel there were expected. In a covering letter, Chipman (Secretary of ACND) noted that
he had not included in the memorandum a concern that if the U.S. went ahead with the Frobisher and other

proposed radar stations, “Their people will considerably outnumber the Canadians in the district.”®

This same memorandum also mentions the radar stations which Grant believes provide a key clue to
understanding the move to Resolute Bay. However, Resolute Bay is not actually mentioned as a possible site

approved by Cabinet:

Coburg and Ellesmere Islands

The United States government recently requested permission for the U.S. Air Force to conduct
surveys of Coburg Island and the East Coast of Ellesmere Island, with a view to establishing in each
locality a radar station as part of a network surrounding the USAF base at Thule, Greenland.
Cabinet Defence Committee, on August 30, approved the proposed surveys subject to the usual
conditions regarding representation of the RCAF and the provision to Canada of resultant reports,
and agreed that, in the event of a subsequent request for permission for the USAF to construct and
maintain radar stations at these locations, the government, although unable to grant long-term
leases, would be prepared to grant such rights and facilities as the USAF required in order to
construct and operate the stations effectively.

67 Cabinet Document ND35 and Young to Chipman 13.6.52. RG 2, Series 18, Vol. 210, File A-25-2(C).
%8 RG 2, Vol. 2749, Vol. V and VI, File Cabinet Defence Committee Conclusions.
 Chipman to Young, 27.12.51. RG 22, Vol. 499, File S-82-10-3, Pt. 2.
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The Cabinet Defence Committee which had approved this proposal to first survey, and then,
provided that there was a further formal request, to build and operate radar stations on Coburg and
Ellesmere Islands, met on August 30, 1951. In attendance, inter alia, were St-Laurent, Claxton,

Pearson, as well as Robertson (then Assistant Secretary to the Cabinet) and Heeney.

The U.S. proposal was for the use of some 100 acres of land on each of the two Islands, to build
radar stations required for the defence of the Thule, Greenland base and for aerial navigation. At
that point the Americans were proposing only surveys of possible sites.

The Chiefs of Staff had no objection to the site surveys provided that, in the usual way, the RCAF
were free to be represented on them and all copies of resulting reports were made available to the
Canadian Government.” Canada should retain ownership of the land and any immoveables placed
thereon and the U.S. should bear the full cost of equipping and maintaining the stations. The
minutes report that Pearson said:

... the government had taken a firm stand against granting long term leases in Canada to U.S.

Forces. He thought the government should do everything to facilitate the Coburg-Ellesmere
project and accord the rights and facilities required by the USAF at the two sites, but that it

should be made clear to the Americans that it would not be possible to grant long term
leases which appeared unnecessary. (my emphasis)

This was the same kind of arrangement NATO countries made with one another for airfield
infrastructures, the Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff pointed out.

The proposal to survey sites was then approved “subject to eventual negotiations for use of sites by
the USAF.””

The Radar Stations at Cobourg and Ellesmere Islands were never discussed again by the Cabinet Defence
Committee. There were a number of discussions of continental radar defence but nothing further on these
stations. For example, in a lengthy and crucial memorandum to Cabinet of October 3, 1953 which was intended
to “summarize our relations” with the U.S. in the field of continental radar defence under the heading of

“Presently Authorized U.S. Radar Installations in Canada,” nothing is said of the Cobourg and Ellesmere sites.”!

A memorandum from the Defence Liaison Division (External Affairs) to the Under-Secretary for External
Affairs in July 1952, noted eleven issues on defence policy which involved U.S. requests for closer cooperation
and the problems this might create. Difficulties were likely to arise because of U.S. impatience with Canadian
delays in processing requests (once appropriations were received by the U.S. military they were in a hurry to get
things done); once one facility was established they inevitably led to subsidiary requests; expansion of a U.S.
military presence was likely to lead to more incidents of U.S. military personnel “throwing their weight around.”
While the most important concern throughout 1952 was the expansion of, and who was to command U.S.
installations in Newfoundland and Labrador, the memorandum included a reference to the U.S. request “to

survey sites in the Arctic Islands for two additional radar stations” (presumed for the protection of Thule Base

70 77th Meeting, Cabinet Defence Committee, 30.8.51. RG 2, Vol. 2749, Vol.5.

7L It was to be years after the August 30, 1951 meeting before the Defence Committee discussed any matter even
tenuously related to this issue. See Minutes 9.10.52; 14.11.53; 10.2.53; 17.3.53 and 6.10.53. At none of these is there the
remotest reference to the two GCI Stations. RG 2, Vol. 2749, Vol. V and VI.
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but no mention of location) as one of the eleven potential problem issues. The memorandum recommended
that the basic policy, which had been worked out during the Second World War and after, be continued on all

these projects:

(i) The U.S. should be granted no long-term rights of occupation to defence sites in Canada;

(ii) As far as possible all facilities should be joint enterprises, in which Canada would maintain
command and control;

(iii) Canadian command for defence of Canadian territory (to make this effective we should be
prepared to provide the major forces required for the defence of Canadian territory);

(iv) We should avoid entering into arrangements which would permit the stationing of U.S. troops
in Canada and seek to liquidate existing arrangements... (e.g. the manning of radar stations by
U.S. personnel).

The Phillips Memorandum

While a serious preoccupation of External Affairs and Defence in the latter half of 1952 was with the
immense increase in the U.S. presence in Newfoundland and Labrador, there were other matters of concern.
The anticipated presence in Ottawa, in early January 1953, of most officials interested in the Arctic, led R.A.].
Phillips, who was responsible for the sovereignty “file” in PCO and who was to represent Pickersgill (Clerk of the
Privy Council) at future ACND meetings, to prepare a note on December 29, 1952 on new problems which had
emerged in the Arctic as a result of increased U.S. activity in the area. The urgent context for this memorandum
was the Truman administration decision, in December 1952, to propose a start to what was to become within
two years the DEW Line.”

The note set out ten “unfortunate incidents” involving the U.S. which had taken place in the Arctic in the
previous three years. All were rather minor in scope and impact but they were also potentially embarrassing. In a
separate note Phillips set out five “possible” developments in the Arctic which had ramifications for the
government policy of maintaining sovereignty in the Arctic. While some of those developments “might fail to
materialize,” the government had already received or could expect to receive requests to approve these five. One
of these concerned the possibility of the U.S. building radar stations for the defence of Thule in the Northeastern
Arctic:

Over a year ago the United States asked to make surveys as a preliminary for the establishment of
radar stations on Ellesmere and Cobourg Islands for the protection of Thule. During the spring
airlift in 1952, the USAF investigated the possibility of putting these radar stations in the vicinity
of the Joint Arctic Weather Stations at Alert, Eureka and/or Resolute. Resolute, with about 35
Canadians, has the largest Canadian community in the Arctic Archipelago. Alert and Eureka have
seven Canadians between them. Each U.S. radar station would probably have about 200 US
servicemen....

72 Bankes, Op cit, p. 287.
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There is at least the possibility that the U.S. will ask to put a U.S. main radar station with between
100 and 200 men at Resolute.”

This is the first mention of Resolute as a possible radar site. Phillips’ preoccupation was that until now the
main Canadian activity in the Arctic Archipelago had been the weather station program. Canada had less than
50 “men” (i.e., government employees) in the whole of the Arctic Archipelago and now this figure was matched
by the United States”. Any new U.S. activity would change the “delicate balance of manpower in the northern
Arctic.” This, Phillips said, was not necessarily in itself serious, but experiences during the Second World War
indicated that extreme care had to be taken to preserve Canadian sovereignty in remote areas “where Canadians
are out-numbered.” He was not worried about formal claims since “the U.S. administration has been eminently
reasonable during the past six years that we have been working together in the Arctic.” There was greater
concern about the sort of “de facto U.S. sovereignty” which had caused difficulties during the Second World
War and might embarrass the government. Phillips then suggested eleven proposals for dealing with the

situation. These included:
- possibly taking over the Arctic weather stations. This would require 20 men;

- opening up new RCMP posts. “There is a proposal that the post at Resolute should be reopened and
I recommend we support this idea”;

- Canada might assume responsibility for the Padloping Island weather station, for operation of all
radio aids to navigation, for any future Loran stations; use of expeditions of exploration and flag
rising;

- improving coordination for Arctic government activities, more study of Arctic problems, more

lectures and films and speeches by Ministers to educate government officials and the public on the
North.

The only proposal which has any bearing on the issue of the GCI radar stations on Cobourg and Ellesmere
Islands, and possibly Resolute Bay, was his suggestion that “there is a proposal that the post at Resolute should be
re-opened and I recommend that we support this idea.” (The earlier detachment had been closed in 1951 because
it had “nothing to do.”) This suggests that Phillips may have been aware of the proposal made some months
earlier (in October 1952) of possibly moving Inuit to Resolute as part of the policies developed in May 1952 by
the Conference on Eskimo Affairs and in October 1952 by the ongoing Committee on Eskimo Affairs set up by
the Conference. It is significant that nowhere in the Phillips’ memorandum is mention made of the possibility of
moving Inuit to Resolute or Eureka or Alert as a possible counterfoil to the possible increased U.S. Radar Station
presence in the High Arctic. However, even if I am wrong we can be reasonably sure that he knew of Cantley’s
proposal (to be discussed in a later section of this report) after the 1952 Eastern Arctic Patrol that the RCMP post

at Resolute Bay be re-opened so that there would be a “central authority governing the settlement as a whole.””

There was some confusion about these radar stations. Phillips was wrong about the “possibility” of a radar
station at Resolute Bay. The Cabinet Defence Committee had, as noted earlier, only approved surveys on

7> Documents on Canadian External Relations. Vol. 18, no. 744, p. 1197 and 1198.
7 In the summers there were far more people working in the North. For example, in the summer of 1952 there were

200 people (mostly government employees) working at Resolute Bay alone.
> “Report on Eastern Arctic Patrol - 19527, nd. RG 85, Vol. 1207, File 201-1-8, Pt. 3.
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Cobourg and Ellesmere Islands, not Resolute Bay, as possible sites for GCI radar stations. This error was
confirmed the day after Phillips had penned his memorandum. Wilgress wrote to Pearson, also noting some
“prospective new developments,” but differed from Phillips about the possible location of one of these new

developments, namely the radar stations.”

Wilgress repeated the earlier information that there was a possibility of two early warning/GCI stations,
one on Cobourg Island and one on Ellesmere Island. That is, although the possibility of a station at Resolute Bay
had been “investigated,” no site survey approval had yet been sought by the U.S. nor given by the Cabinet
Defence Committee. A site survey required RCAF presence and none had been requested. Nor did a site survey
mean there would in fact be a station. Separate approval for building stations would be required by the Cabinet
Committee. Wilgress went on to say that since there was every likelihood that in the next three or four years
there could be a new influx of U.S. citizens in the Arctic, it was perhaps time to give serious consideration to the

adoption “at the highest level of a vigourous policy of all-Canadian services, including communications,

transportation, aids to navigation, meteorology and police” (my emphasis). He felt that this was a matter of some
urgency since past experience had shown that a lengthy period was required when dealing with Arctic activities

to convert decisions into realities.”

Pearson, on January 15, 1953, returning Phillips’ paper to the Clerk of the Privy Council, noted the danger
of being excluded from developments in the Arctic by U.S. penetration and that he intended to talk to the Prime
Minister about it as soon as possible, preparatory to a full consideration in Cabinet. He ended his note saying “In

this regard I am not so critical of the United States’ action as I am of our own inaction.””

The January 22, 1953 Cabinet Meeting

A week later, at the January 22, 1953 meeting of Cabinet, Pearson raised the issue of developments in the
Arctic, basing his introductory statement on the Phillips and Wilgress memoranda. He, too, noted that a year
previously the United States had been given permission to make surveys as a preliminary to the establishment of

radar stations on Ellesmere and Cobourg Islands (our emphasis) for the protection of Thule. (He made no

mention of a GCI station at Resolute.) His main preoccupation was, however, the proposed 40 radar station
DEW Line, the expansion of some air strips and a proposed Loran station. He expressed concern that if
Canadian claims to territory in the Arctic rested on discovery and continuous occupation, Canadian claims to
some “relatively unexplored areas” might be questioned in the future. He noted that there might be a problem
with the de facto exercise of sovereignty by the U.S., examples of which were numerous during the last war in
other parts of Canada. Increased U.S. activity in the Arctic would “present risks of misunderstandings, incidents
and infringements on the exercise of Canadian sovereignty.” He urged strongly that the Advisory Committee on
Northern Development (ACND) be reactivated. The Prime Minister also expressed concern and noted that it
was “within the realm of the possible that in years to come U.S. development might be just about the only form
of human activity in the vast wastelands of the Canadian Arctic.” He proposed one concrete suggestion, namely,

that the ACND consider some practical way in which normal Canadian customs and immigration facilities could

76 Phillips was also in error on the number of personnel the radar stations would require - it was 100, not 200. Walsh,
USAF to Wright, PJBD, 24.10.51. RG 22, Vol. 499, File S-82-10-3, Pt.2.

7 Documents on Canadian External Relations, Vol. 18, No. 745, p. 1201.

78 Ibid. No. 746, p. 1202.
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be extended to the Arctic where the more important developments were taking place. (This was done in October
1953 when 23 northern officials were appointed Customs and Immigration officers.)

The only dissenting voice was that of the Minister of National Defence who noted that in the most recent
report from the Pentagon, there was in fact a decrease in the total numbers of civilian and military U.S.
personnel in all parts of Canada except Newfoundland and Labrador. “He was satisfied that everything which
could be done had, in fact, been done in respect of existing U.S. activities in Canada to ensure preservation for
Canadian sovereignty.” But he, too, felt that continued U.S. activity in the North merited review by the ACND.”

The New ACND

The ACND was then reconvened, and its extremely important sixth meeting (that is, the first meeting of
the newly revived committee) on February 16, 1953, is, according to Grant, a major source of evidence
supporting the thesis that the Inuit were sent North primarily for sovereignty reasons.

The Secretary to the Cabinet (Pickersgill), who was greatly exercised about sovereignty, noted at the
meeting that a reason why the ACND was formed was because “there was...... an apprehension (on the part of
Ministers) of seeming encroachment on Canadian sovereignty” and thus Cabinet wanted to be informed of all
activities in this area and also wanted recommendations as to what could be done “to promote Canadian
initiative.” Cabinet wanted Canada to “take the lead rather than be paced by the United States in the areas of
joint participation.”

As was not unusual, government was divided (or at least the top public servants, presumably also
representing the views of their ministers, were divided) on how important and how urgent the issue was. The
Chairman of the Defence Research Board noted that there appeared to be, “little or no real grounds for objecting
to U.S. activities. On every occasion the U.S. had been more than willing to cooperate with Canada.” He saw the
problem more as one of coordination between the military and civilian interest within the government and the
need to adjust military interest where possible to conform to projected civilian developments. General
McNaughton, Canadian Chairman of the PJBD, also “expressed the view that there was nothing sinister about
U.S. activities in Canada.” He noted the 1947 declaration by the Board (i.e., PJBD) which included a self-
liquidation clause by which either the United States or Canada could participate in joint activities as long as
required and then withdraw. Ownership of sites reverted to Canada on completion of operations and he felt that
sovereignty was not under threat. The Chairman of the Chiefs of Staff Committee stated that he, too, did not feel
“that Canadian sovereignty was in jeopardy” and suggested great caution in Canada attempting to assume too

great a share of defence and related activities in the Canadian North.

Pickersgill, however, was not willing to leave the matter there and argued that there seemed to be a lack of
Canadian initiative in the Arctic. For example, he queried the need for the use of U.S. facilities for working up
Canadian statistics at the Joint Weather Stations. He asked “what was the root of the problem of Canada not
taking the initiative...... personnel, salary limitations, the priority on departmental estimates for the Arctic”? At
this point, the Deputy Minister of Finance agreed that in the preparation of department estimates, “The Arctic

was a fringe problem and asked whether a higher priority should be assigned to northern development”?

7 Minutes, Cabinet Meeting, 22.1.53. RG 2, Vol. 2652, File 07, January 1953 - 26 February, 1953.
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Great importance has been attached to a further statement by Pickersgill who “emphasised the need to
ensure that the civilian services in the North were predominately Canadian.” It is important to bear in mind that
what Pickersgill is referring to here is government civilian services (such as transportation, communications,
mapping, policing, etc.). There is no hint that this might have meant sending civilians to widely dispersed parts
of the Arctic. From at least the time that Mackenzie King referred to most government activities in the North as
being civilian rather than military, it became government policy to emphasize the civilian side of its work in the
North.

There was also a question raised on the “potential of the inhabitants of the North.” Had the primary or
secondary purpose of sending Inuit north been sovereignty, this would have been the perfect place for Young®*

to indicate what his Department was doing with respect to Pickersgill’s concern, since at this point in the

discussion each department was listing activities that strengthened Canada’s presence in the North in support of

sovereignty. Yet Young, in reply, says nothing about the three settlements being planned for the North. Instead
he “outlined the plan for education of the Eskimos over the next ten year period.” The implication was that only
with more formal education would the Inuit be able to make the kind of government civilian contribution

Pickersgill was asking for.

The relocation proposals had been under very active consideration for over a year. By February 1953,
plans were in the last stages of decision. The question then arises why at this point did Young not mention them
since almost any, even small, activity in the Archipelago contributed to the maintenance of sovereignty? The
obvious answer seems to be that sovereignty was seen as a matter of effective administration in the North and
this involved government activity by either civilian or military staff. It also suggests that the idea of sending Inuit

civilians north for purposes of sovereignty was absent from their intentions.*

The seventh meeting of the ACND was held on March 16, 1953 and considered sixty pages of reports

submitted by twenty departments and agencies on their Activities in Northern Canada.

The GCI radar stations for the defence of Thule are reported but there is no indication that these were of
any great urgency and indeed there were already, by this time, indications that they would not proceed and that,
instead, emphasis was now being placed on three experimental radar stations that were to be the precursors of
the DEW Line. However, they do make the second reference to Resolute found in the documents although they
speak of the “general area” rather than the settlement. External Affairs in its report listing thirteen current U.S.

activities says:

The U.S.A.F. has been granted permission to carry out surveys for sites for radar stations in the general

area of Resolute, Eureka and Alert. The proposed stations would have a compliment of about 200 men
each. Permission had however, not yet been asked to establish these stations.* (my emphasis)

Grant reports this as follows. She says that at the March 16 ACND meeting, External Affairs, “Distributed

8 Deputy Minister of Resources and Development.

81 All the 1953 minutes of ACND meetings referred to in this section can be found in MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol.
294, File ACND, Vol. 1 to 31, December 1953.

82 ACND First Report on Activities in Northern Canada. External Affairs “U.S. Activities in the Canadian Arctic”.
MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File ACND, March 1953. External were wrong. Cabinet Defence Committee had
not approved this general area. They had approved site surveys specifically for Coburg and Ellesmere Islands.
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a report showing U.S. plans to construct a GCI radar station in the vicinity of Resolute.”®

This is an extraordinary distortion of the facts. There was no report showing plans of any kind. External
Affairs did distribute a two and a half page account of U.S. activities, present and future, real and possible, in the
Canadian Arctic. The section on the radar stations for Thule merely notes that the U.S. had received permission

to carry out surveys for sites in an area larger than the size of Great Britain (not specifically the vicinity of

Resolute Bay). Specific mention is made of the fact that no request for permission to construct any stations had

yet been made. While some site examination activities had been carried out in the spring of 1952, the uncertainty
of the project was such that by March 1953, the U.S. had still not indicated whether it was interested in pursuing
the project, and by May 1953, the ACND had dropped further reference to a possible station “in the general area
of” Resolute. On May 8, 1953 a map issued by the PCO to ACND on actual and projected U.S. government
personnel in the High North shows a projected, potential large increase of U.S. personnel at Alert and Eureka

(because of the GCI stations), but none at Resolute where no projected increase over the five existing U.S.
employees was forecast, while the 37 Canadians there were to have only one additional governmental employee
(presumably, the RCMP constable going to Resolute with the Inuit settlers). The Inuit settlers are not noted on
this map, neither at Resolute nor Craig Harbour nor Cape Hershel (the projected RCMP detachment at that
point). They are not seen as a relevant factor in offsetting the presence of U.S. Government personnel. At that

point there were 140 Canadian government and 72 U.S. government personnel in the Arctic Archipelago.™

Grant goes on to say that: “It was hardly coincidence that on the same day (March 16, 1953), the Director
of Northern Administration would submit his request for funding the resettlement projects to include
Resolute.”® Since this meeting of ACND started at 2:30 p.m. and had a weighty and lengthy agenda, the
likelihood that Cunningham rushed back to his office, drafted and had typed a seven-page revised list of projects
which now included the Resolute settlement, all before the end of the work day, is highly unlikely.

There was some discussion of the early warning radar stations (Operation Counterchange - the DEW
Line) at the seventh ACND meeting. The Canadians were highly [skeptical] about the value of the proposal and

had as a consequence only agreed to permit one experimental station without any commitment to the whole
chain. The Joint Pine Tree Line was at that point under construction (a network of 33 stations running from
Vancouver to Labrador, 17 of which were manned by Canada). The Canadians were already considering their
“cheap” early warning system (the McGill Fence) which was to become the all-Canadian Mid-Canada Line
involving 98 stations that were approved in 1954 and built by 1957. However, more to the point, ACND was
informed that a Canada-United States study group was being set up to consider the whole problem of air
defence. It was clear from this that there was not going to be any precipitous move on the highly tentative

proposals for the Thule air defence radar stations.*

8 Grant, p. 11.

8 Chipman, PCO to ACND, Document ND-52, 8.5.53. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File ACND, Vol. 1 to 31
December 1953. Chipman does say if “all the projected and presently proposed” U.S. developments were
implemented, this would in the future have meant 1200 U.S. personnel in the High Arctic.

8 Grant, p. 11.

8 Minutes Seventh Meeting ACND, 16.3.53. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File ACND, Vol. 1 to 31, December
1953.
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Curiously, the Department of Resources and Development made no mention of moving Inuit to the High
Arctic in their March 1953 report Activities in the North. However, the RCMP did and under the heading of

“future plans” stated:

The force expects to continue the service we presently give the North and to open new
detachments when Canadian interests seem to call for such action. For instance - it is planned to
open a detachment at Cape Herschel on the east cost of Ellesmere Island and another one at
Clyde River on the east coast of Baffin Island this year.*’

This “interim report” submitted to the March 16th meeting of the ACND was modified and a final version
of Activities in the North was completed by March 31, 1953. In this later version the RCMP report added two
detachments to the previous two the RCMP had planned to open in 1953:

.. it is planned to open four new detachments in the Arctic Islands this year: one at Sachs
Harbour ... one at Resolute Bay. ... one at Cape Herschel, ... and one at Clyde River. The
detachments at Sachs Harbour and Cape Herschel will have to do almost solely with the
administration of Eskimo affairs, and in respect to the latter point, it is hoped by setting up a
detachment at Cape Herschel to not only encourage the move of Canadian Eskimos into that part
of Ellesmere Island, but to prevent or control the movement of Greenland natives on hunting
excursions into Canadian territory. The projected detachments at Resolute Bay and Clyde River
will be set up to provide for the administration of Eskimo families working in and about these
bases.®

Grant, however, believes this addition of Resolute Bay to the list of detachments was directly due to
discussions at the March 16 meeting of ACND and the “plans announced” there to construct a GCI radar station
“in the vicinity of Resolute.”® It is significant, too, that the RCMP said nothing of their going to Resolute Bay to
control a possible increased U.S. presence. It is of interest, too, to note how the RCMP separate the
“administration of Eskimo Affairs” from the control of Greenlander hunting.

The difficulty with Grant’s hypothesis is that, as noted earlier: (i) there were no such “plans” to construct a
GCI station; and (ii) there was no indication of any concern, nor was there any discussion at ACND of the
imminent likelihood of a massive radar station, involving possibly hundreds of American troops and civilians,
appearing in the vicinity of Resolute. There was discussion of three issues relating to the U.S. presence in the
North at the March (seventh) ACND meeting, including concerns about the Northwest Highway System, the
NWT and Yukon Radio System, as well as the proposed DEW Line. If the Resolute radar station had been a

concern, a concern sufficient to warrant colonisation to counter the U.S. threat, it is inconceivable that there

would have been no discussion at ACND of such a massive U.S. intrusion and how to deal with it.*

The seventh ACND meeting also set up a sub-committee under the chairmanship of the Commissioner of

87 ACND First Report etc. “The Work of the RCMP in the Canadian North”. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File
ACND, March 1953.

8 RG 85, Acc. 89-90/233, Vol.3, File Report to Cabinet, “Activities in Northern Canada”, 31.3.53.

8 Grant, p. 11.

% Minutes, Seventh Meeting ACND, 16.3.53. Op cit. It would be more accurate to say that it would have required a
“conspiracy of silence” of some considerable scope which would be hard to explain given the openness with which
other U.S. activities, and coping with them, were discussed and recorded at the time.
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the RCMP - the Administration Sub-Committee — which had the responsibility of dealing with issues such as
the relocation of the Inuit to the North. Among its draft terms of reference approved at the eighth ACND
meeting on April 13, 1953 were:

(d) to study questions arising from the employment of natives, both Eskimo and Indian, and to
examine the desirability of recommending arranged movements of natives with a view to bettering
their conditions.”

These draft terms of reference which were proposed by the Commissioner of the RCMP aroused some sharp
comment. Pickersgill pointed out that, “Nowhere in the terms of reference of the sub-committee was there any
mention of the question of sovereignty. It would seem that the sub-committee would be the appropriate one for
consideration of certain aspects of sovereignty problems”. The full committee, thereupon, added a sixth
guideline for the sub-committee, namely, “To consider from time to time reports on U.S. activity in the
Canadian North and to recommend measures which would contribute to maintenance of Canadian sovereignty
in the area.” Representatives from PCO and External Affairs were added to this sub-committee. Here then, one
would assume the issue of relocations and sovereignty might become linked. Yet despite this mandate and the
preparations that were in process with respect to the relocations, the sub-committee waited until August 29,
1953 to have its first meeting — long after the planning for the move to Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord had been
initiated. This de facto separation of the relocation from the sovereignty concerns of the ACND is another
matter which will be discussed in the conclusion to this section.

The eighth meeting of the ACND was interesting in some other respects. There was a discussion on the
supply of the Resolute Joint Weather Station and despite the considerable costs which would be involved, it was
strongly recommended that by 1954 and in subsequent years the resupply of Resolute be undertaken completely
under Canadian auspices through the use of Canadian icebreakers and the chartering of vessels necessary for the
resupply. Transportation was the key to the North and Canadian control of that transportation was the key to
maintaining effective control. Here again, some departments were not particularly forthcoming in support of
showing effective occupation with respect to government civilian activities in this way. The Royal Canadian
Navy was unable to give assurance that its icebreaker would in fact be made available each year for Arctic supply
purposes. Even the normally enthusiastic Pickersgill noted that while the project seemed desirable, it might be
useful to delay a decision until more information was available on the costs that were involved. No one

suggested that the presence of Inuit civilians at Resolute Bay now made such expensive projects less necessary.

The U.S. always invited Canada to send observers on the resupply missions to the Joint Arctic Weather
Stations and in 1953 had invited ten Canadian observers to participate. Only three departments had indicated a
willingness to send observers and once again it was the Secretary of the Cabinet who had to remind the ACND
that because of the importance which the government attached to the sovereignty question, more than three

observers should be sent.”

It was not until the eleventh ACND meeting, in September 1953, that Young reviewed “Government
Policy on the Administration of the Eskimo.” The Department’s emphasis was on provision of adequate

°! Minutes Eighth Meeting ACND, 13.4.53. MG 30, E 133, Series V, Vol. 294, File ACND, Vol. 1 to 31, December
1953.
%2 Minutes, Eighth Meeting, ACND, 13.4.53. Ibid.
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education over the longer term while at the same time dealing with many short term problems on a more ad hoc
basis. Young reported that he had set up a Committee on Eskimo Affairs and suggested that its “valuable”
proposals should be referred to the Administration Sub-Committee for consideration. (The Sub-Committee
later simply referred the question of general policy back to the ACND.) Nothing was said about the possible
contribution the Inuit who had left for the High Arctic in July might make towards maintenance of
sovereignty.”

Another opportunity arose in October 1953, at the twelfth ACND meeting, to mention the contribution of
the Inuit settlers to the maintenance of sovereignty. However, under the heading of “Movements of Eskimos
from Certain Areas,” it was simply noted that:

36. An experiment is being made in moving Eskimo from areas where conditions are difficult to
places where they can find employment or good hunting. Seven families from Port Harrison have
been moved to Ellesmere Island and Cornwallis Island while five young men have gone to Fort
Churchill where they are employed by the services.**

The thirteenth ACND meeting (November 1953) involved a wide ranging and important discussion on,

“One of the most sensitive Canadian areas for the maintenance of sovereignty ... the Arctic Archipelago ...”

where the main installations were the five Joint Weather Stations. So Rowley noted in a memorandum which
was to provide the basis for a discussion of the future of the weather stations. For effective occupation, he
argued, permanent Canadian installations were “highly” desirable since joint stations in which another nation
played an equal part did not provide “the type of sole occupation” that was “desirable to demonstrate our
sovereignty.” In the Far North these five weather stations were the only civilian installations which were not
operated entirely by Canadians. To take them over would require replacing the 23 American civilian employees
with Canadians. There were, however, serious impediments to such a takeover, including serious difficulties in
finding the personnel, the costs involved and the inability of Canada to supply at least one of the stations. The
Department of Transport was particularly insistent on the importance of the weather stations to their work
while stressing how difficult it would be for them to be solely responsible. Rowley stressed that:

If Canada is to maintain and develop its position in the north, it must, even at considerable cost,
build a growing corps of men, both civilian and service, who know the Arctic. Canada must have
within the country, and preferably within the reach of the public service, a reserve of Arctic
specialists who will eventually make Canada independent of outside help in the development of
its north, even though the co-operation of other countries will always be welcomed.”

As alonger term proposition, he suggested the possibility of training Inuit to take over the work of the stations.

The discussion which followed, based on this report, showed the usual divisions of opinion between the
various departments about how seriously to respond to this concern, and even more division about what to do
about it. Some departments maintained that there was no effective occupation problem at the stations. For
example, General McNaughton felt that since there was a Canadian Officer-in-Charge and Canadian

representatives at each station, the requirements of sovereignty were being met. Moreover, the benefit from U.S.

> Minutes, Eleventh Meeting, ACND, 14.9.53. Ibid.
¢ Minutes, Twelfth Meeting ACND, 19.10.53. Op cit.
> Minutes, Document ND-69-A, Thirteenth Meeting ACND, 23.11.53. Op cit.
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participation in the weather stations was considerable. The Department of Transport “considered that “effective
occupation was demonstrated” by the fact that Officers-in-Charge of the stations were also postmasters, justices
of the peace and game wardens. The Meteorological Services were establishing new stations in Northern Canada
and until these were completed they did not want to prejudice these new programmes by assuming new

responsibilities. However, the Commissioner of the RCMP thought that “such civilian operations should be

carried out by Canadians.” The PCO representative (Phillips) also felt that “Canadian sovereignty could be
fortified by the Canadian manning of civilian stations.” In the end, the committee agreed to recommend the
takeover of the stations “as soon as time and resources permit.” During this discussion there was no mention at
all of the contribution that the four families of Inuit at Resolute Bay were or might be making to Canadian
sovereignty there. If sovereignty had been the primary motive in sending them to Resolute Bay why was it not
mentioned? Why was it not understood by the participants that the Inuit had allegedly been sent to help
ameliorate this problem?

The total silence about any “sovereignty” role of the Inuit settlers at the ACND meetings in 1953 is, in my

view, overwhelming evidence that there was in fact no such function.

Canada seems to have done well in dealing with the U.S. presence in the North. When the Prime Minister
met the U.S. President in 1958, Rowley was asked to prepare a memorandum on “recent” U.S. infringements of
Canadian sovereignty since the issue might be discussed between the two. He cited only four incidents, one in
1946 (the weather stations), one in 1950 (an unauthorized excavation of an Inuit site), and two in “recent years”
(both less serious), and noted there were “very few instances where Canadian sovereignty in the north has been
ignored by agents of the U.S. government.” There had been two more “serious” occasions involving U.S.
commercial companies: one an “announcement” of a “plan” to divert the Yukon River, and the other a
construction of a road without permission. He reported also a number of other “annoying but insignificant
incidents.” All in all, given the extent of the U.S. presence in the North this was a very considerable achievement

in maintaining de facto control of Canada.”

The Ad Hoc August 1953 Meeting

In August 1953 an ad hoc comparatively low level meeting took place where comments by one of the
public servants who participated are regarded as fundamental to proponents of the case that sovereignty was the

prime motive for the relocations.

The RCAF had expressed strong objection to the Resolute Bay settlement project and at this ad hoc inter-
departmental meeting, held on August 10, 1953 in an attempt to resolve the difficulties, Sivertz made a statement

which is taken to be representative of the true government motives in this case.

Sivertz says, at one point in this meeting after Cantley had indicated that Resolute was an experiment with
some uncertainty about the availability of wildlife there, that the:

Canadian Government is anxious to have Canadians occupying as much of the north as possible
and it appeared that in many cases Eskimo were the only people capable of doing this.

Sivertz seems clearly to be referring to the expectation that occupation of the North by Inuit civilians would

% Rowley to Deputy Minister, 7.7.58. RG 22, Vol. 545, File Rowley ACND 1958.
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enhance sovereignty and that this was the policy of the Government in sending the relocatees to the High
North.” This statement must be given some weight. Although Sivertz was a fifth level public servant at the time
(below the DM, ADM, Director and Division Chief), he was a special assistant to the Deputy Minister and
would, within the next two years, succeed Cunningham as Director of Northern Administration. This is not all
Sivertz said, but his further comments have been overlooked by both Grant and Marcus. Sivertz expands on
what he meant at the end of the meeting when he goes on to say:

... That the Eskimos’ prime purpose in going to the High North was to see if it were possible for
them to adapt themselves to conditions there and secure a reasonable living. Steps will be taken to
see that the Eskimo are provided for in case the experiment is not successful and that every effort
will be made to see that the RCAF is not inconvenienced.*®

Sivertz, in my view[,] believed that the presence of Inuit in as much of the North as possible would
enhance effective occupation, as well as assist in the economic development of the North — which was becoming
an important objective. He is, however, also clear that the “prime” purpose of the move to Resolute Bay was to
secure a “reasonable living” for the Inuit provided they could “adapt” to the new environment. He also believed
here that it was government policy to settle as much of the North as possible, and although he does not mention
the word sovereignty, it seems reasonably clear from the context that this was part of his meaning. If this
interpretation is correct then Sivertz is the only Departmental official to link the Resolute relocation with
sovereignty functions both in 1953 and 1960. Sivertz’ recollection of what he said differs from my view.”

The 1960 Review

On June 27, 1960 the Department submitted a Memorandum to Cabinet on “Canadian Sovereignty over
the Arctic Archipelago.” This, essentially, repeated the form, contents and claims of the memorandum prepared
by Dean MacDonald ten years earlier but updated the record of Canada’s administrative and other activities in
the Canadian Arctic, reinforcing MacDonald’s claim that effective sovereignty had been displayed in so many
respects and for so long that title was fully established. The summary of record includes only government
activities in the North and says nothing about the contribution to effective occupation made by the Inuit settlers
at Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord. However, the government services provided the settlers, such as schools, Family

Allowances, etc., are mentioned as examples of effective occupation.'®

Later in 1960, the possibility of further relocations to the High Arctic (to take advantage of oil explorations
occurring there) was raised by Sivertz, then Director of Northern Administration, with Bolger, the

Administrator of the Arctic. Bolger had pointed out “some” problem that there had been in supplying Grise

7 Rowley disagreed with this interpretation. He believes the statement had nothing to do with sovereignty, but
wanted to convey the determination of government to use the vast resources of the North more effectively. He
believes Sivertz’s focus was on economic development. Personal communication, 22.9.91.

% “Minutes of Meeting ... to discuss the transfer etc.”, 10.8.53. RG 22, Vol. 254, File 40-8-1, Pt. 4.

% Sivertz in a 1990 letter explained to Marcus that his comment “was a reference to concern over sovereignty, but not
in the sense that we thought there was a danger of the USA appropriating Canada’s Arctic Lands”. Quoting from
Keenleyside’s Memoirs, he explained that he was referring to a “new appreciation” for the economic possibilities of
that region. Sivertz to Marcus, 25.5.90.

100 Memo to Cabinet, 27.6.60. RG 22, Vol. 545, File Rowley ACND, 1960.
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Fiord. There had also recently been a death of a child (during an epidemic) which might have been prevented
had there been a doctor in the community. Bolger reports that Sivertz felt:

. that while Grise Fiord should be continued for sovereignty purposes, it should not be
duplicated at other isolated locations.'”

Instead consideration should be given to the possibility of new colonies based around the other weather stations.
Sivertz asked that a paper be prepared on the history of the communities, and the advantages and problems of
establishing additional colonies in the High Arctic. The paper should also:

.. ask if it is the wish of Government to fortify our claims to sovereignty of these islands by
establishing Eskimo groups on them and it should contain our best recommendation on what, if
anything, should be done along this line.'”

Bolger submitted a seven page report on November 15, 1960. This is a very important document since it not only
provided the first opportunity to do a frank, internal evaluation of these projects, but to do so, again for the first

time, within a context of a concern for sovereignty and it is quoted here at length:

In the early 1950s this Department instituted several projects whereby encouragement and
assistance was given to various groups of Eskimos to move from areas where they were finding
difficulty in making a satisfactory living from the available resources to areas where hunting and
trapping conditions were more favourable or where there were opportunities for other steady
employment. One of these projects started in the summer of 1953 when four families ...
voluntarily transferred ... to the vicinity of the Air Base at Resolute Bay. Another small group ...
moved to Grise Fiord.

This movement of Eskimos was regarded more or less as an experiment to determine how well
Eskimos from southern areas would adapt to conditions and the environment of the High Arctic,
together with filling all the requirements of making a good living for themselves. It was thought at
the time of the move that the Harrison group would not only find the environment strange, but,
as they had never experienced the dark period, the assumption was that travelling and trapping
would be most difficult. This is one of the reasons why Pond Inlet people were involved, so as to
help the southern group adjust to their new terrain and related situations ...

The outcome of these ventures has been more successful and satisfactory than had ever been
anticipated. The Eskimos have been able to obtain all the country food they need and sufficient
fur and additional produce to purchase their other requirements from the store. They have
adapted themselves quickly to the changed conditions and have been, on the whole, happy in
their new environment. So much so, they requested that arrangements be made to have some of
their relatives transferred north. This was done - in 1955 and subsequent years when small
numbers of Eskimos were moved north.

The memorandum goes on to note the initial opposition of the RCAF to the project at Resolute and that
the RCAF now welcomed the Inuit employees as being very much to their advantage. The memorandum

continues:

101 Bolger to Stevenson, 4.10.60. RG 85, Vol. 1962, File A, 1012-13, Pt. 1.
102 Thid.
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Although the Eskimos at Grise Fiord have not had the opportunities of employment, they have,
however, obtained a good livelihood from the country and this community also serves a distinctly

useful purpose in confirming, in a tangible manner, Canada’s sovereignty over this vast region of
the Arctic. (my emphasis)

You will recall that part of the history of the migration scheme was one of a greatly increased
population over-burdening a depleted game population. Withdrawal of some hunters from the
area not only benefited them but relieved Port Harrison of some of its large human population.
However, the Canadian Wildlife Service have always showed great concern that this adjustment
should not proceed to the point where the population would exceed the known available game
resources. At the present time the number of people hunting seem to be able to obtain enough
country food, but an increased population living off the country entirely could swing the
pendulum in the other direction.

Therefore, no further large scale moves have been made, awaiting surveys which would determine
whether the animal population could stand the present amount of killing or whether other
resources were available. Because of staff limitations, it has never been possible to make the survey
required...

In considering any moves north and to meet changing conditions in the Arctic, is our policy still
along the lines as follows:

1. To ensure to Eskimos the means of obtaining a reasonable standard of living according to
their stage of development.

2. To assist those of the more primitive groups to continue their hunting and trapping way of
life by seeing that they are adequately equipped and by encouraging them to make fuller use
of the resources that are available. Assistance is also to be given to members of these groups
to transfer, when necessary, to areas where hunting conditions are more favourable. They are
also to be encouraged to take up other occupations besides trapping, where feasible, such as
handicrafts and small home industries.

3. To assist more advanced groups to combine other occupations with trapping and also take
up employment, temporary or permanent, that will enable them to augment their income
without, however, unfitting themselves for the life of a hunter should employment cease and
they be thrown back on their own resources. Seasonal employees will spend part of the year
working and part trapping. Year-round employees should be allowed reasonable time off for
hunting throughout the year. In this way they will retain certain ethnic skills and be more
content in their work.

4. The more advanced, younger men of any group will be given opportunities and encouraged
to take employment or training for employment in order that they may fill positions
available at the weather stations, other military and civilian centres, and with oil companies.

I raise the above policy statements because we have had some problems at Grise Fiord in respect
of supply and medical services and I believe we should not duplicate such communities at other
isolated locations....

Therefore, taking all the foregoing facts into consideration, I would suggest that the time has
come for the reconvening of meetings involving the D.O.T., the R.C.A.F., oil companies and this
Department to assess the employment potentialities of Eskimos in the High Arctic. If adequate
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assurances are received that employment opportunities exist for Eskimos, and as to whether they

are permanent or temporary, then we should consider the relocation of further groups in the

High Arctic and the most advantageous bases from which they would operate.

One important factor to always keep in mind is that the Eskimos at Resolute Bay and Grise Fiord

are an invaluable human resource in the Northern economic development taking place on
Cornwallis Island and the adjacent islands, and other groups at several other points in this vast
region might develop a similar importance. Then again, as already mentioned, the occupation of
these northern islands by Canada’s first Arctic citizens only enhances our claims to sovereignty of
these regions.

In summary, it is recommended for your consideration and approval that we do the following:

1.

Canvass or hold meeting (sic) individually or collectively, with organizations concerned to
discuss employment opportunities.

Revise the suggestion that proper surveys be carried out to ascertain the wildlife and other
resources of the region. We consider this important in the interests of the Eskimo people and
the economy of the country. More adequate knowledge of all the resources would be
invaluable in planning for the future.

We should make a careful survey of the present distribution of population with a view to
determining which areas are over-populated and which groups would benefit most by being
transferred, provided they are willing to move! Presumably, as a result of any surveys as
suggested in Recommendation No. 2, we would decide on the areas to which such groups
should be transferred, keeping in mind the resources available and other advantages that may
accrue.

Pursue, immediately and vigorously, with the RCAF their desire to employ more Eskimos,
provided they have training as outlined in my memorandum to you of July 21.

Related considerations which will have to be made in any move are numbers, educational
facilities, housing, supplies, medical treatment and supervision. There are also other features
which will be brought out if we have your approval and direction of the scheme in
principal.'”

These latter six steps outline what ideally the Department should have carried out in 1953 had they had the

resources to do so and what they attempted to do in a much more rough and ready way.

What should be noted is the marginal significance assigned to the sovereignty role of the Inuit in any new

resettlement policy. No mention is made of any sovereignty purpose in 1953. The overwhelming message in this

policy statement is that resettlement was designed to improve economic circumstances. Once established the

settlements did contribute to effective occupation, as Rowley’s memoranda of 1955 and 1956 had already stated.

103 Bolger to Director, 15.11.60. Ibid. Marcus takes just one line from this memorandum (the useful sovereignty

function of Grise Fiord) to support his claim that the Canadian government’s concerns about sovereignty led to the

establishing and maintaining of the Resolute and Grise Fiord settlements. Marcus, p. 64. This despite the fact that

Resolute is not specifically mentioned in this connection and that no sovereignty motive is ascribed to the 1953

objectives. Marcus, too often, relies on one line taken out of context to make his arguments.
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Conclusion

1.

The relevance of the various 1946 accounts of potential U.S. threats to and Canadian uncertainty about
Arctic sovereignty to the Resolute settlement are not only remote but also ambiguous as to the nature of
the U.S. threat to Canadian sovereignty. As late as 1948-1949, the discussions within ACND show that
the Canadian concerns about sovereignty were moderate and considered quite manageable by improved

administrative coordination measures.

The issues in the High Arctic at that time were not legal sovereignty but, because of an increase in U.S.
activities in the North, there was a concern with a de facto loss of sovereignty which was serious and
real, at least for some important sectors of government (PCO and External Affairs). However, some
Departments did not regard the U.S. presence as a threat (Defence) while others, although concerned,
felt that sovereignty concerns could be well taken care of by improving joint administrative and
coordination arrangements with the U.S. (Defence Research Board). Some departments, because of
financial constraints, felt that sovereignty concerns should take second place to more practical issues
(Transport), while others believed sovereignty to be a rather “intangible” question and hence not of that
great a concern (RCAF). There was no unified government voice on the question - there were different
views held with different intensity coming from different department perspectives. With the exception
of the two statements made by Stevenson noted earlier, (and one reference to the long term possibility
of Inuit finding permanent employment to occupy and patrol the Arctic for the purposes of sovereignty
and security), none of the plethora of documents written by Resources and Development in 1951 and

1952 says anything about sovereignty.

Upholding sovereignty through the maintaining of effective occupation meant increasing and more

effective (civilian) government services, not activities by civilians. This preoccupation stemmed from the

rash assurance by Mackenzie King in 1947 that “All civilian activities in the North were under Canadian
control.” There is no indication in the documents that “colonization” was considered necessary for
maintenance of sovereignty. The absence of any comments during various crucial ACND meetings on
the significance of the Inuit relocations appears conclusive. At many of these meetings, both in 1953 and
in later years (all the minutes of the Committee were reviewed), sovereignty issues and concerns were
discussed openly, and yet never once are the Inuit relocations mentioned in connection with
maintenance of sovereignty. Nor are they mentioned when, for example, there were direct discussions
about other sovereignty concerns at Resolute Bay in 1953. This overwhelming silence is significant and,

in my view, decisive.

Government policy on publicity in the North was more complicated than simply being an attempt to
prevent Canadians from having any knowledge about the U.S. military presence there. A review of the
extensive newspaper coverage on the subject at the time shows how futile any such attempt (if in fact it
was tried), was. On this matter, too, government was divided. National Defence wanted extensive
security and censorship, Resources and Development wanted as much openness as possible, both for
travel and publication of information. The result was a policy which limited the application of the

Official Secrets Act to “vulnerable installations” which were designated by the Department of Defence

and for the rest all other parts of the District of Franklin were to be “fully open.”
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The Phillips memorandum is of considerable significance. It can be taken as representing the PCO view,
including that of J. Pickersgill. The memorandum provided the basis for part of Pearson’s contribution
to the January 22, 1953, Cabinet meeting. It was the first attempt at a systematic development of an

overarching (albeit, ad hoc) policy response to the anticipated increase of U.S. activity (DEW Line) in

the archipelago and its possible effect on de facto sovereignty. Phillips’ reference to the reopening of the
Resolute Bay RCMP detachment suggests he may have been aware of the Inuit settlement proposals
which had first been put to paper in concrete form in October, 1952 by the Department. Even if he did
not know, we may ask why he makes no mention of the possibility of using Inuit settlers to help obviate
some of the de facto sovereignty problems that he thought might be anticipated? Why, in such a wide
ranging document is no such suggestion made? The answer cannot be some “fear of publicity” since it
was an internal secret document. Other such secret documents discussed sensitive issues of sovereignty
quite frankly. Are we then to believe that using Inuit settlers for sovereignty purposes was so secret,
something so embarrassing perhaps, that no mention of it could be made, even on paper? It would be
more plausible to assume that if the planners had felt that defending Canada’s interests in the North
required the sending of volunteer Inuit settlers to the High Arctic for sovereignty purposes, they would
have said so. The conviction that “using” people for sovereignty is wrong is part of a later value system
and it would not have been seen the same way in the more government trusting, less individual rights-
oriented white culture of the 1950s. The absence of references that could reasonably be expected in so

many pertinent documents must be given considerable weight.

There was no “plan” to construct a GCI radar station in the vicinity of Resolute Bay. Nor had there been
an “announcement” to this effect. Permission had been granted to “survey” possible “sites” for GCI
radar stations on Coburg and Ellesmere Islands, but the U.S. had given no indication that it in fact
would proceed with these projects. Even had the U.S. wished to proceed, there was no information about
whether there would be one, two or three of these stations. Until the January 18, 1953 Cabinet meeting,
External Affairs believed there might be two stations located on Coburg and Ellesmere Islands (PCO
believed they might be in the “vicinity” of Resolute, Eureka and Alert) for which permission to survey
sites had been given. The formal survey of possible sites seems not to have been carried out since no
RCAF presence during the surveys had been requested nor had reports of any survey results been sent to
National Defence. Had there been any possibility of actually constructing the radar stations this would
have reappeared in Defence Committee discussions and memoranda after August 1951, but this did not
occur. Nor was there information on where the stations might be. In fact, by May 8, 1953, it was clear to

PCO that Resolute Bay was no longer even a possible site for one of these stations — yet despite this, the

Department continued with the relocations, the purpose of which was to counter, Grant alleges, a

sovereignty “threat” which no longer existed and, in my view, had not existed in the first place.

The only two accounts mentioning the relocations which appear in the 1953 ACND documents state
that the sole reason for the moves was to take people from “areas where conditions are difficult to places
where they can find employment or good hunting.” These cannot be dismissed as a kind of facade and

cover up.

The seeming indifference of the ACND Administrative Sub-Committee to the sovereignty and
relocation issue, which would have been its specific mandate, also suggests a lack of connection between

these issues.



166

Human Flagpoles or Humanitarian Action?

10.

11.

The fact that there is no discussion of the Resolute “threat” at either of the crucial February and March
ACND meetings must also be considered. Grant believes that there was a real chance of a 200-person
U.S. GCI radar station in the vicinity of Resolute Bay, as well as a vast increase in air traffic at Resolute
Bay that would follow. Had such a station been built and manned it would have completely upset the
balance of U.S.-Canadian personnel in the High Arctic. Given all the matters relating to the U.S.
presence in the North that were discussed, this one would have far outranked them in terms of impact
and importance. The likelihood that while, for example, take-over of the Joint Weather Stations merited
a full memorandum and discussion while nothing was said about a possible U.S. presence that would
have been overwhelmingly more intrusive than these civilian stations is both implausible and extremely
unlikely.

Sivertz is the only official who on two occasions, once in 1953, when he was a junior official (who had
been away from Ottawa during much of the time in 1952 and 1953 when the planning of the relocations
was taking place) and once in 1960, when he was a senior official, linked a general concern with

sovereignty to the resettlement policy.'*

Was Sivertz, despite his junior status, articulating Government policy in 1953? Had there been, even, just
one or two more such references, especially if coming from management level officials, then a case for
such an interpretation might be possible. However, it is the only statement of its kind found in the
documentation examined. The conclusion must be that his was an idiosyncratic interpretation since no
one else repeated or authorised this view. Moreover, the fact that he, too, stressed that the prime reason
for the move to Resolute Bay was to find better living conditions, diminishes the significance that can be
attached to his earlier statement (to which he attributes a different meaning) at the August 1953

meeting.'”

The statements made by Sivertz in 1960 have far greater weight but do not help decide the issue at hand.
The fact that Sivertz felt that Grise Fiord should only be kept going for sovereignty purposes in 1960 tells

us little about why the settlement had been created seven years earlier.

Moreover, the review he had called for confirms again that sovereignty was not the primary reason for
creating the settlements in the first place but that they did make a contribution to effective occupation,
something that had been acknowledged as early as 1955. There is a fundamental difference between
setting up a project for sovereignty reasons and its making a contribution to sovereignty once set up.
There were many projects in the High Arctic that made contributions to effective occupation without
ever having been planned for that purpose.

The proposals to situate people at Resolute Bay started much earlier than the reconvened ACND
meetings. They originated with the Cantley Report to be discussed in the next section and with proposals

made as early as the 1951 Eastern Arctic Patrol Report which suggested that Inuit should be engaged:

104 Sivertz, Personal Communication, 15.12.91.
195 This, too, is the conclusion of the Hickling Report on this matter.
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12.

... at all weather stations, airfields and other establishments where they could learn a trade
and be taken on some sort of contract which could guarantee them some kind of
future.'®

In my view the evidence in support of the sovereignty claim is minuscule, flimsy and flawed. The

evidence against this claim is overwhelming.'"”’

106 “Report on Eastern Arctic Patrol - 1951”. RG 85, Vol. 1127, File 201-1-8, Pt. 2A.
107 Soberman, who bases his conclusions on the 1950 and 1952 statements by Stevenson and some debateable

speculations about the political motives of Stevenson and Sivertz, ends up, in my view, with an unnecessarily

circumloquacious conclusion when he says:

In summary, the evidence ... with respect to sovereignty affecting the relocation may be considered
circumstantial, but this does not mean it is insignificant. On the balance of probabilities, it is reasonable
to conclude that sovereignty was a material, even if not a dominant, concern of the Canadian
Government and may well have influenced relocation decisions. While I do not think the Government
would have relocated Inuit for reasons of sovereignty alone, and indeed, might not even have thought
of using relocation for that purpose, nevertheless -- having previously used relocation of native peoples
for other purposes, and having concluded that Inuit in the Inukjuak region ought to be relocated —
sovereignty concerns may well have played a role in the timing and location of the new settlements, and
particularly in selecting Ellesmere Island. ... the speed and apparent lack of deliberation with which the
decision was made aboard the “d’Iberville” to abandon this location, (Alexandra Fiord) after more than
one year’s planning, suggests that sovereignty was not a dominant concern. It remains problematic just
how significant territorial sovereignty concerns were. Soberman, pp. 11-13.
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CHAPTER 4
BACKGROUND TO THE RELOCATIONS

Rather than starting with the issue of sovereignty and fitting the Inuit relocations immediately into an
external relations framework, it is more fruitful and gives a better understanding of what happened if one starts
with the issue of the relations between the Inuit and the Government of Canada in the context of domestic
policy.

This chapter is divided into sections which will consider: (i) “Eskimo” administration before 1950; (ii) the
Cantley Report as a response to the collapse of the “Eskimo” economy in 1949; (iii) responses to the Cantley
Report and the evolution of Eskimo policy into the later 1950s; (iv) Inspector Larsen’s views on causes of the
crisis and proposed remedies; (v) the Conference on Eskimo Affairs, May 1952; and (vi) the first meeting of the
Committee on Eskimo Affairs and the decision to proceed with the settlements after October 1953; (viii) the legal

and organizational basis of the administration of Eskimo affairs.'*®

Eskimo Administration - The “Dark Ages” before 1945

Diamond Jenness in his well-known Eskimo Administration: IT Canada'®

provides a useful starting point
when he divides the administration of what were then called “Eskimo Affairs” into four periods after 1903. The
titles he used for these periods are evocative. From 1903 to 1921 the Inuit were “simply wards of the police.”
Subsequently, from 1921 to 1931, there was the period of a “shackled administration” which did not treat the
Inuit very much better. Administration was carried out by the government’s “handymen,” the RCMP, the least
of whose tasks was a concern with law breakers, since there were not many of these. The RCMP were concerned
primarily with enf