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Let us write passages that will sway the centuridsmpressions that others
have about our true colours. Let us put, withootcament's hesitation, a voice
in the mouth of our silent mind. Let us help bheabut the songs that want to
be sung. Let us free ourselves from the chainsstiatkle our imagination and
explore the unknown world that is within us. Lethedp our silent mind speak

through the beauty of the written word. Let ugpltel release it from Hell’s

world of pure silence. Let us dream forever andewr
(Ipellie, in Ipellie, 1997, p. 101).



Abstract

This thesis considers questioning of rigid conaatiof identity with regards the parallel and
integrated contexts of the Canadian Arctic and exwaa. The text has been written as a
conversation between texts written by Inuit (theirse literature) and non-Inuit. | have
searched and analyzed these sources on the breatkghof research, colonization and

pedagogy.

The theme of research is a guide for the firstiseaif this thesis where | locate the research
by detailing my rationales and methodologies. Myjeotive to conduct this research

ethically, responsible to writings by Inuit and ets represented within this thesis, led me to
use a literary approach considered by some as taodard within the social sciences.

Drawing only on secondary texts for this researehding and writing are my methodologies

and | utilize intertextuality as a theoretical andthodological guide.

The theme of colonization in the Canadian Arctioviies a main focus for the second and
third sections of the thesis. | review perspecti®th on colonization in the Canadian
Arctic, and contemporary social health challengas] consider these in relation to the
educational sphere most specifically. Colonizattodiscussed as something that has incurred
trauma for Inuit, and as something that Inuit seeke resilient to, but | emphasize a need to
recognize diversities within the colonization anohtemporary experiences of Inuit. |
discuss that narratives can be misleading and paligrharmful, particularly when there is
an overreliance on rigid externally-defined nawesi which conflict with internal
conceptions of identity. And | discuss how nakadi can also be affirming, particularly
when an individual has agency over the construdciod the sharing processes. | consider
the writings within the source literature as enamita of resilience through inherent
guestioning of hegemonic ‘truths’.

Pedagogy is a thematic guide for the fourth sectibthe thesis. | suggest that under the
intangible terminologies of ‘overcoming trauma’ desilience over colonization’ sit
pedagogies that Inuit discuss whereby such ideay be pursued. Learning theorists
focussed more broadly promote critigues of maiastrgpedagogies and ideal pedagogies
similar to those discussed by Inuit. Considerimgse connections leads to an articulation of
five characteristics of ideal pedagogies for contmgew understandings on difference: 1) a
need to revalue diversities and ‘soft’ skills suab imagination; 2) a tolerance of an
individual's need for freedom to define one’s owdentity; 3) a conceptualization of
pedagogy as a contextualized way of living rattemta decontextualized activity; 4) the
importance of a dialogic pedagogy and humility oftbteacher/learner; and 5) the promotion
of a cognizance, through pedagogy, that essemtsliare necessary but also potentially
misleading and damaging. Such an articulatiordeél pedagogies has also guided my own
learning within this research.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

Aim and objectives

| originally began this research with a broad amnbetter understand resilience of the
Canadian Arctic in the face of colonization withgaeds adult education. My choice of
research topic had come out of my past experiauceyland working within one particular
community on Baffin Island and my time working atit representative organizations in
Canada, the Ajunnginiq Cenfrat the National Aboriginal Health Organization (N@®) and
Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami (ITKY. In the Arctic, | conducted graduate researchnurit Women's
perceptions of adult education programs and comiyuealities which involved listening to
stories from Inuit women on experiences of violersigstance abuse and suicide, realizing
that above all | was being told about hope andieesie. | also participated as a researcher at
ITK and NAHO on a project looking at Inuit experg&s of climate and environmental
change where resilience was discussed in relataimdse and other aspects of change in

Inuit communities.

Hegemonic narratives — at times what | call forteaminologies, formalized by academic or
other institutional discourses — inherently taken ¢granted as true, can marginalize and
devalue certain viewpoints. This devaluing can lead crisis of self, which can manifest in
the body concretely as health problems, substaboseaand even suicide, to list some
examples. Discourses, as defined by Foucault (duat8all, 1990, p. 2), are “practices that
systematically form the objects of which they spgak.] Discourses are not about objects;
they do not identify objects, they constitute thamal in the practice of doing so conceal their
own invention.” With a focus on the Canadian Arciied drawing largely on writings by
Inuit within this thesis, rigid conceptualizatiomsade hegemonic through discourse is
discussed as impacting some Inuit to experiencéeciyges with self-identity constructions
and health problems (see Appendix 1 for a summargogcial health challenges in the
Canadian Arctic). In the first year of my doctodagree, | attended a conference where |
encountered questioning on being a researchegadup of which | am not a part, which was
also an encounter with rigid conceptions of idgnthirough discourse. This experience

caused me to reconfigure my research so that thiextoof academia has become a parallel

2 Renamed Inuit Tuttarvingat
% Inuit Tapiriit Kanatami is the national representative organization for Inuit in Canada.



and integrated focus. The mirroring of these entared challenges due to promotion of rigid
conceptions of identity and reliance on discourgmeountered in my own research and as a
factor within high levels of social health challesgfor Inuit more broadly — provides a
framework within this thesis to question these dwantly considered ‘truths’. In the first
section of this thesis, | consider methodologiggiuenents with an aim of establishing the
rationale for why such questioning is useful. Thyloout the thesis | engage with these
arguments more indirectly as | portray a perfornean€ the claim that ideal pedagogy
involves tolerance for ‘alternative’ ways of engagyiand methodologies which trouble rigid
conceptions of ‘truth’ and difference, and bettdova for connections to be made across

differences’

The presence and, when relied upon in a rigid sepetential danger of essentialist
understandings of identity within academia and @amadian Arctic have become recurring

and parallel themes of this research. My resequelstion has become:

How have Inuit responded to colonization througliting and what do themes from these
writings, and corresponding themes in writings bgn4inuit, convey regarding ideal
pedagogies for overcoming challenges stemming frefiance on rigid conceptions of
identity?

Behind this research question, sit three objectives

1) Considering the long history of exploitativeeasch on Inuit, and considering questioning
and reflection on my own positionality as a nonigigshous researcher, one objective has
been to conduct this research in an ethical angect&ll manner, considering the facets of

such an approach.

* Evident within this discussion is the use of inverted commas to problematize certain terminologies
which is a convention typically employed in writing which highlights and accents accounts considered
as different or counter to hegemonic accounts. | wish to problematize hegemonic definitions, to use
terms in alternate fashions and to communicate these understandings to the reader (i.e. | question
truth as absolute and the west as a coherent and non-hybrid culture). As this can become distracting,
however, | do not draw upon the convention throughout the thesis. Instead, | use inverted commas
when obviously required, but in most cases | allow the convention to fall away so as to not overstate
or distract.



2) A second objective has been to place differextstregarding colonization, research and
pedagogy — in relation to the particular contexthaf Canadian Arctic — in conversation with

each other and to write a text accordingly.

3) After recognizing similarities between pedagegigeemed as ideal for overcoming
challenges from the perspectives of Inuit and pastipes more broadly, a third objective has

been to characterize these pedagogies, highligtimgrossover of these perspectives.
These three objectives frame my research which iderss the themes of research,
colonization and pedagogy in relation to the patahd integrated contexts of academia and

the Canadian Arctic.

Section summaries

Section 1: Locating the research

In the first section of this thesis (chapters 2i8hcate my research. In chapter 2, | discuss
and reflect on the experience at the academic cemte early on in my studies which left me
feeling disconnected from the Arctic context andareking out alternative ways of
researching. This experience caused me to recaralesgt the research and led to a decision
to listen to context within this research whichisaliss in chapter 3. | present a literature
review in this chapter where | consciously predenit perspectives speaking to an initial
text | had written on research, which facilitatagsearching of research along with the initial
aim to research colonization within the Canadiawtidr In the latter part of chapter 3, |
discuss my rationale for searching out accountsaifty which were alternative or counter to
dominant or hegemonic stories. Such a perspeletivene to begin with writings authored by
Inuit which leads into chapter 4. In this chaptegritically question the formal or academic
categorizations of such writings. In conceptuadisiruth as partial and in seeking to use a
research methodology which allowed me to listenctmtext and critically question

throughout, I relied on an understanding of intdriality which | explore at length in chapter

° Hoy (2001, p. 25) emphasizing partiality, notes that in her writing she “meet[s] [her]self again, hiking
on in the opposite direction, a little higher up, a little lower down.” | have tried to keep repetition to a
minimum within this text but, like Hoy, there are places | repeat the same terrain approaching from
different directions and looking at different meeting points. This is a characteristic of conversation and
I have considered this to be part of the conversational nature of this text.
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5. Contemplating such a concept allows me to addtres questioning | encountered initially
at the conference. In chapter 6, the final chaptehis section, | discuss the methodologies
of this thesis, namely my methodologies of readind writing. First, | discuss my process of
identifying these methodologies, and | encountel @afidress misgivings on textual research.
Next, | situate the methodologies within the witigrature, | outline the theory | have drawn
on for the reading and writing methodologies reipely and | discuss my selection of texts

in more detail.

Section 2: Reaffirmation of context

In the second section of this research, chapteasdr 8, | reaffirm the focal context, the
Canadian Arctic, drawing largely from sources arglddoy Inuit for both chapters. In chapter
7, | detail colonization within the Canadian Arctiaiscuss how Inuit conceptualizations of
colonization tend to highlight the transformativeainful and violent aspects, before
considering impacts of colonization, including hidévels of social health challenges,
generational experiences of colonization and aspeadintaining such high levels of
challenges. In chapter 8, | focus more specificalty schooling and education within the
Canadian Arctic. | review that a historical coldrn@eology, which many link to subsequent
changes from a nomadic lifestyle to settlementsaatienges with identity constructions for
some Inuit, has been described as impacting Imuitangible ways through the forcible
introduction of new or mainstream forms of eduaamd schooling in the Canadian Arctic.
| conclude this chapter discussing how, in the @mmorary Arctic, education is described by
most as being in crisis at primary through to higlegels of education, though many point
towards transformations in contemporary educatiemnempowerment of individuals and
communities.

Section 3: “Being Inuit is just a story™®

In chapters 9 and 10, | consider that ‘being Imujust a story’ and therefore the fluidity of
narratives. In chapter 9, | begin by highlightingatt through colonization, particularly
contemporary forms, Inuit discuss losing aspectsl@blogical freedoms, such as an ability

to form one’s own identity or to name oneself. Afteeviewing the relevance and

® A quote by a suicide counsellor from Pangnirtung as quoted in Stevenson (2006, p. 176) and used
as a title for section 3 and chapters 9 and 10 throughout.
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applicability of formal or clinically diagnostic tainologies of trauma and both the relevance
and potential harm of essentialist understandirigailbure, | come to an understanding that
narratives — particularly those that we draw omfroutside our selves and particularly when
considered as rigidly true — can be misleadingvenenarmful. In chapter 10, continuing on
with this focus on narratives, | discuss that nares can also be affirmative in that they also
offer ways to foster resilience to challenges fa.lin this chapter, | discuss how narratives
can foster resiliencies through processes of coctgdn and sharing. | then discuss my
realizations, through reading the source literattin@t Inuit tend to question hegemonic
accounts on the Canadian Arctic in four general syayhich | discuss as enactments of
resilience: deconstruction, offering alternativeuths’, reversing the gaze and reactionary

humour.

Section 4 (Chapter 11): Conversations on pedagogy

In chapter 11, | tie together the different threaflthe thesis thus far and move the discussion
forward by bringing together different perspectives pedagogy. | begin by reviewing
pedagogies discussed by Inuit (within the sourterdiure) as ideal for empowerment of
individuals and communities. After recognizing damiies between wider critiques on
mainstream pedagogies with those offered by Indiace my path to what | have come to
term ideal pedagogies and illustrate this notiorough five different characterizations.
Reviewing the understanding that narratives canbb#h harmful, misleading but also
potentially affirmative, | explore pedagogies whanie ideal in the sense that they help one to
face and rise above challenges in life which stevmfover-reliance on fixed conceptions of
identity. Finally, | re-examine the link betweeruihideal pedagogies and ideal pedagogies

more broadly.

Chapter 12: Conclusion

In chapter 12, | conclude by returning to discuse addressing of my main aim and
objectives. | then offer brief summaries of thefaliént sections of the thesis, | discuss my

conceptualizations of ideal pedagogies and crossowé perspectives on pedagogy as
conclusions of this thesis and | offer a reflecttoamthese conclusions.

12



A note on sources

For this research, | draw on writings by Inuit whiitsave been published in English as my
source literature and | use this term to deschieliterature throughout. Petrone (1988a, p.
xiii) explains that despite the growing number ofit writing in English since the 1970s,
“more recently [in the late 1980s], however, théies been a revival of interest in the
preservation and use of Inuktitut as well as attsnip standardize the various regional
dialects and orthographies. And in 1988 almostaterial is published bilingually (English
and Inuktitut) or trilingually (English, Inuktitutand French)” (Petrone, 1988a, p. Xiii). In
2010, the same is often true, with many sourcesslkaged into both Inuktitut syllabics and
orthography versions. Many of the sources | inelud this research (especially advocacy
documents and documents from newspapers) exisotim Inuktitut and English versions,
while some also exist in other Inuit languages. Tt languagesare a diverse grouping of
distinct languages and dialects which are, in mam@as of the Canadian Arctic, still very
much in use as the dominant languages for commiumica References to Inuit language
words and terminologies as included within Engliteixts have been maintained as is

throughout the source literature reviewed in thests.

| draw from both formal and informal sources by itnfor this research. Of the formal
published sources, there are single-authored mtldits, inclusion in wider Native literature
anthologies, inclusion in wider literature antho&sy inclusion in wider Inuit literature and
Arctic writing publications, specific research pmecco-authored with non-Inuit, academic
journal articles, newspaper articles and two filmsere | have drawn on excerpts. Non-
formal published sources | have drawn on includettdrs to the Editor’ fronNunatsiaq

" Inuktitut is the name given to the language of the Inuit of the Eastern Arctic and is often referred to
as a language base for Inuit, although as Harper (2000, p. 155) explains, globally, “[llinguists
generally divide the Inuit language into 4 groupings of dialects (Alaskan Inupiag, Western Canadian
Inuktun, Eastern Canadian Inuktitut, and Greenlandic).” Inuktitut is a well-preserved and well used
language in the eastern Arctic particularly. But it is important to note that within Canada many
different Inuit languages and dialects are used both between and within the four Inuit land-claim
regions. As French (in Watson & French, 2000, p. 37) states, “[a]ny little settlement has its own
dialect so it's very hard to say that everybody has the same language, because they don’t” and she
goes on to discuss different dialects, speaking of the main language base in the Western Arctic as
Inuvialuit, which is also referred to as Inuvialuktun, language of the Inuvialuit. Harper (2000, p. 155-
156) explains the Inuit languages in Canada as follows: “Those spoken in Nunavut are Eastern
Canadian Inuktitut (North Baffin, South Baffin, Aivilik, Kivalliq, and Arctic Quebec dialects) and
Western Canadian Inuktun (Inuinnagtun and Natsilingmiut dialects).”

13



Newswhich, due to the vast number of letters, | aapily narrowed for inclusion those

published in May of each available year.

The selection of texts for inclusion in this thesigs accomplished in an organic manner as
consistent with my methodological perspective. Tgiou discuss this in more depth in
chapter 6, | wish to briefly highlight the naturémy text selection here. As | read texts
authored by Inuit and non-Inuit, | came to see thatmanner in which these texts fit together
around developing themes resembled a conversati@elected texts which contributed to
this developing conversation. Reflecting back oy selection of texts when it came to
writing my final thesis draft, | realized that Idhaelected sources which fit within the three

broad themes of this thesis: ‘Research’, ‘coloniratand ‘pedagogy’.

The terms Inuit versus non-Inuit which | have usleughout this thesis, particularly as
applied to sources, are not always clear categtite@sone can assign. | have had difficulties
categorizing the literature but also felt it neeggso privilege sources that, because of the
authors’ greater experience of the Arctic contaxhiieve and relay a different ‘truth’ than
those not derived out of this experience. To fge such writings, within this text | have
relied on and applied over-simplistic binary terotogies, such as Inuit versus non-Inuit,

despite cognizance that this binary is overly sistigl

| have used three categories within the refererseesion. These are ‘primary sources’,
‘secondary sources’ and ‘bibliography’. The oviemdistic nature of labels becomes
apparent when we look more closely at the conteitisese categories. The primary sources
are those that have largely been authored by linithis category, | have also, however,
included sources written by non-Inuit that were llied in sites where it was likely that the
author is a northerner, whether Inuk or not (irethe magazinénuktitut or in Nunatsiaq
News. | have also included sources written by Inugttivere published in academic journals,
as academic theses, anthologies edited by nondnbiboks co-authored with non-Inuit. The
category entitled ‘secondary sources’ includeslitdtature that 1 have drawn from non-
northern newspapers and institutional reports. Wehancluded reports written by
organizations that represent Inuit (and have stefimbers who are both Inuit and non-Inuit)
in this second category. In the third categoryavéhincluded all writings that | have drawn

on from academic journals, books, conference pametiseses that were not included in the

14



first category which have spoken to the broad trseaigesearch, colonization and pedagogy

and were found to be relevant to the developingdéry thesis.

15



SECTION 1: Locating the research

CHAPTER 2: Locating the research: A change in direction

Introduction

In this chapter, | detail a conference presentatidrere | encountered questioning on
researcher positionality and representation. Thertheme of the questioning centred on
how I could research a cultural group of which lswet a part. | reflect on the questioning
and discuss how, when applied acontextually, itlead to over-intellectualizing, a fostering
of divisionary thinking regarding identity and adeiracking from practical concerns. |
explain how a choice towards, what | consider,egrfimethodology allowed me to research
in a way which felt more respectful and to retuonpractical issues which prompted this
research initially while it also allowed me to leettinderstand and develop my personal sense

of ethics.

Conference presentation: How can you speak for?

| began my doctoral study with an aim to condudligative research examining resilience of
Inuit in relation to adult education in the Canadfectic context. | was not a new researcher
to this context and was already aware of the quesiy | would encounter as a non-
Indigenous researcher examining Indigenous iss@&mwing this, | decided to approach a
presentation | made during my first year of my doat work with an aim to better
understand literature on cross-cultural commurocaind experiences of researchers who

have conducted research with groups of which tiheyat a part.

This approach to my presentation led to amplifiatesgioning on positionality. The
guestioning from the audience was predominantlyf boan or should be doing this work. 1
was asked to justify my positionality. Where wagwoice? What was the experience which
justified this research (or allowed me to speak dthers in this regard)? | felt that my
academic naiveté was highlighted in that | was alge to relate what ‘real’ experience
justified my wish to do this research. One of teatter questions allowed that my experience
might better exemplify a justification for me to dlois research than | articulated at the

16



conference. But there was a general undercurrgggtepning whether | should be doing this

research as a non-Indigenous researcher.

The manner in which | structured and presented apep played a role in leading to this
reaction from the audience. | purposely did noluide previous practical research experience
within my paper as my goal had been to explore bthers within the literature define cross-
cultural space and communication. But in this sieqi, | did not make it sufficiently clear
that this paper was a contemplation piece befodemaking new research. With the paper
being extremely literature heavy, | used the liien@ as a screen to hide behind. With few
experiences at academic conferences to go on andowmy misunderstanding of the

allowance for voice within papers presented at earfces, | purposely excluded my own.

When writing my paper, | had considered includingy woice. | resisted the over-
cautiousness exhibited in some of the languageimitiis field of study and wrote a short
passage on cross-cultural interactiohVe interact as people and know within ourselves
whether or not we can trust each other in interaicti We often have a sense intrinsically of
the motivations, values, beliefs, understanding$ @isdoms that people are bringing to the
table of interaction. But | deleted this and forced myself to re-approtwh writing better
integrating what | heard in the literature. | exdx#d my voice because | felt unsure of it and
unsure whether it would be appropriate to includeny presentation, particularly as | was a

non-Indigenous researcher of an Indigenous context.

During the question period after my presentatiaeturned to these thoughts as the audience
asked directly for a better articulation of my dbivity. But my impression of the main
thread of the question/answer period was for mjastfy how | could be allowed to study a
group | was not a part of. | was asked for my saiyity but | was also left with a sense that
it could not justify my conducting this researclAt one point during the questioning, |
attempted to explain that | had researched thieds@and hybridity with an aim to respond to
the audience of academics and that I felt the Ihkitew and had worked with would not
have expected me to justify myself in this mann&here was a particular questioning, one
that | had expected from the audience but had nowk how to prepare for, which was an
acontextual questioning where there seemed to bgooo enough’ rationale for my wanting
to research this context as a non-Indigenous relsear After this experience | also

guestioned whether or not I, as a non-Indigenossareher in a position of class and racial

17



privilege, should conduct this research. It hdsetame the full course of my doctoral

research to arrive at a response.

Always define: A reflection on questioning

Moving away from repetitive questioning over pasiality meant a return to my own values
or personal ethics. | found my way out of thisleyaf questioning through reflecting on my
response to it, through externalizing the issue régding about a similar experience
encountered by another researcher and by arrivinga aealization that acontextual
guestioning cannot make for ethical research. questioning at the conference led me to a
crossroads: To look for a different research taphere | could choose a more comfortable
path not involving such questioning or continue with my chosen topic. | decided to
continue on with my original topic of research kbe sting of the questions on my
consideration of the context pushed me into a ctisnision that | would only conduct
research that felt to be respectful and | wouldpen to different or non-standard ways of
researching especially if useful for these purposes

Such questioning has been encountered by othetnaigenous researchers working with
Indigenous groups. Questioning which O’Connor @0p. 67) encountered is strikingly
similar: “I began to encounter sometimes subtle andhetimes blatant warnings from
concerned colleagues of my positionality as a “a/lgtly” interested in Indigenous issues.
The more extreme responses were: “You can’t do wWosk, you're not Indigenous.”

O’Connor (2008, p. 67) also discusses a similatiainresponse when faced with such
guestioning: “My initial reaction to these quesBowvas one of puzzlement — in my teaching
positions up north my motives had never been questi before and, while my work had not
been unchallenged, no one before had questionedmoiyves.” The similarities with

O’Connor (2008, p. 76) run consistently to the sroads he also encountered:

I was warned of a possible lack of publications amiployment and the
constant scrutiny that surrounded a non-Indigeramaiemic in the field of

Indigenous education. | was even offered othey{lulhded research projects
that did not involve Indigenous issues to pursumyndoctoral studies. It was
positioned as having to make a choice between tathsp taking a simple
more straightforward non-Indigenous path or talangnore difficult path that

would have me directly involved in Indigenous edima Again, frustrated

but determined, | chose the latter.
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O’Connor (2008, p. 78) goes on to discuss thatetla@e benefits from being asked these
guestions. | have also come to see how such quesgi has been useful for my research. It
forced me to better understand my values and atlofee my voice and opinions to come

through better in my work.

But it is in the reconciliation of the questionimgpere | differ from O’Connor (2008). Where
O’Connor (2008, p. 78) explains that these questam@ meant to force new researchers to
better examine epistemological issues and are eantrto create walls of division between
identity constructs, | worry that sometimes suclesjioning on positionality, in neglecting
that identities are hybrid, dismisses real expeasrthat justify some contextual knowledge.
Though the intent is not to create divisionary sjahese walls — though imaginary and often

ironic — do get constructed.

Binary or rigid conceptualizations of identity aulture inevitably exist and can prove useful
in conceptualizing reality but | have concerns thgtractice our recognition of such binaries
does not always extend to the corresponding retiognihat they can prove harmful and
misleading when discussed as fiXe#l.theoretical perspective on binaries is well-ssbtn
Derrideari deconstructionist theory which implies that biearinvariably exist through the
“the longing for a center” whereby “one term of tbpposition [is] central and the other
marginal” and “centers want to fix, or freeze thaypof binary opposites” (Powell, 1997, p.
23). Though there is recognition of these Derridelairms within academia, there are aspects
of academia, even within qualitative spheres, wisith rely on positivist notions of reality
where essentialist claims are still very much ckligopon, for example in the creation and
imposition of standards within resear@is Picart (2004, p. 11) discusses, “[c]ontemporary
debates concerning race, gender, and class oftem teetreat these categories as though they

are monolithic binaries, rather than porous synapse

| have worked at understanding why questioning asitnality is often where | get returned
to in my conversations on my research. This gaestg can stem from a genuine concern

for participants or participant communities invalvim research. It is important to critically

® See further discussion on this in chapter 9 in ‘Essentialisms’ and in chapter 11 in ‘Tracing my path to
ideal pedagogies: False binaries, not false difference’.

% See Derrida’s discussions on binary oppositions (i.e. Derrida, 1981, p. 4, p. 97).

19 Refer to a discussion of standards versus alternatives in ‘Situating methodologies’ in chapter 6.
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guestion each other within academia and we neampémly question and interrogate each
other if we are to create new and useful knowledQeestions like ‘how can you speak for’
when used to critically question research relatigrs and impacts from research, out of a
genuine concern for those who do experience im@stis an important and necessary

guestioning.

At other times, however, | feel that such questigncan be an acontextual questioning
performed as a reaction to well-documented histookeexploitation of Indigenous peoples
by non-Indigenous. The subject of a non-Indigen@searcher working in an Indigenous
context is contentious due to this history. Bundhedigenous researchers working with
Indigenous groups, as with any researcher workingny research context, is not one issue,
but a multitude of issues — complex, complicated mr@ssy. As Picart (2008, p. 11) argues,
“everyone lives the insider-outsider perspectivesause given the complex fluctuations of
power, no single group is so privileged that itcempletely immune from an outsider
perspective, and no single group is so utterlynalied that it is robbed of its own “insider”
perspective.” Each relationship a researcher fomith her participants is a specific
relationship that is accompanied by the compledihd myriad identity constructs that
interplay any relationship. When a researchernisoentered within academia, especially
when the context being studied is one with a hystdrexploitation accompanying it, | think
there is a tendency to return to well-trodden pathgquestioning over positionality that do
rely on identity constructs as there is a senseithiae researcher is questioned sufficiently
and correctly, the research that results will itedMly be ethical and respectful. Discussing the
modernist belief that one is capable of being dbjecas still very prominent within
academia, which he discusses predominantly inioeldb the notion of criteria, Bochner
(2000, p. 267) explains that “we hide behind thenteology of the academic language
games” which come out of the “illusion that evetijuave will unanimously agree on the
culture-free standards to which all evidence mpgeal, so that we won't have to rely on our
own “subijectivity” to decide.” But, as it is withll research, there is no standard, acontextual
guestioning which can be used in encountering alndigenous researcher researching an
Indigenous context which will ensure that the redeavhich results will be ethical and

respectful. Our subjectivities have a much greiattwence than we might like to admit.

Acontextual questioning on positionality can heghold up a facade that standardardization

guarantees research will be ethical. In convessatiwhere we question according to
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acontextual standards, we are doing ourselves serdise because we are allowing for
academic conversations to resemble well-reheahssdrical productions, where spontaneity,
creativity and uniqueness get dismissed to holdhip facade, portrayed as protecting a
‘marginalized’ context, when actually protecting iatellectual fissure. Such questions or
areas of discussion can also be trends or acadéasicions which have become
decontextualized from the experiences of those fiisb asked these questions and from
social and political contexts ‘beyond’ the academysuch a disservice, | think, we “delimit
by ourselves the realm of the possible” (Thriftotjng Ginsborg, 2008, p. 3). Similarly,
Bochner (2000, p. 267) expresses concern “thagr@itare the very means we ourselves
created to contain our desire for freedom and espee, a way of limiting our own
possibilities and stifling our creative energy.”c8istatements highlighting how we ourselves
can act to stifle research(er) creativity also ptowvards Foucault’'s (1989, p. 39) assertions
on the ability of discourse to perpetuate itsetft Example, he states that “the gaze that sees
is a gaze that dominates and although it also knwovg to subject itself, it dominates its
masters.” When we put weight on rigidity of birearin this manner, the field itself could be
said to be over-sanitizing or being overly politicaorrect as we perform acontextual
guestioning which, on the surface, may appear @ laams to protect marginalized contexts
but which can actually be protecting — and holdipg- the illusion that standard acontextual

guestioning can ensure research is ethical.

Acontextual questioning can also create divisiorenghnone existed and can cause us to
become bogged down in circles of questioning witah be irrelevant to contexts outside
academia. When | encountered such questions, drb&g see myself first and foremost
under the construct of a non-Indigenous reseatol&ing to research an Indigenous context.
All of the real experiences | had working withinetltontext began to fall away as this
perspective took centre stage. | began to seedlaionships | had with Inuit and my
experiences within the Canadian Arctic as over-ghtuvith this view. In this way, these
identity constructions, which | had encounteredswmi# of the context and which were

triggered from people unfamiliar with the Arctidyidled me from my ‘real’ experiences.

Bochner (2000, p. 267) asks “what is it we aretating about when we are talking about
criteria?” When | encountered this particular dioesng, | entered into endless interior
guestioning and guilt over constructed identitiestisat finding my way back to issues of

practical concern became difficult. In its repe&t nature, this questioning felt to have
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similarities with the traumatic aspects of coloti@a | was considering in my research.
Encountering such questioning, my own personaksthi developed through interaction in
the world, and which can get refined through redear social settings — was being neglected
and overruled. What was potentially lost was thieggpality of the practical issues which
had motivated my research initially, my concernsnmshing from experiences of social
problems in the Arctic. | found my way out of des of abstract questioning by returning to

my personal ethics, and listening to accounts fhout and from the Arctic.

Personal ethics and care-full research

My personal ethics have been developed throughgxgstrience working with Inuit. Making
the choice to approach this research with an “epistogical diffidence” (Appadurai, 2001,
p. 4) where | slowly, hesitantly and carefully canted this research meant that | could
follow a way of researching which was in line witty inherent values regarding research. |
also consider this approach a freer methodologinamt following a set methodology, | had

a freedom to choose one in line with my values.

Before the conference during my first year, | haérb planning to conduct fieldwork in the
Canadian Arctic considering Inuit perceptions otilaceducation programs with regards
resilience in the face of colonization. Consifliethroughout the first year, | was asked to
solidify my research topic into a research questiavas finding this difficult as | felt unsure
how to contextualize my research. Strong-WilsonO@®. 58) discusses how research on
Indigenous peoples has come to be judged on “whéthl@ectly benefits actual rather than
mythical Indigenous communities and individualstidrhold a similar perspective which led
me to question the validity of my own potentialdwork. Studying in Glasgow, Scotland for
a year after having lived both in southern andhert Canada working directly with Inuit, |
felt disconnected from the context and was haviffgedity conceptualizing a question that |
felt sure would be relevant and ‘valid’ enough fiee to conduct fieldwork in this context.

Because of the disconnection, which made it undfeary research would be beneficial to
research participants, | decided against sourciggnmaterial from fieldwork or interview

derived narratives which felt to be intrusive metblogies for this research. | am not
denying the potential usefulness of interviewing fualitative research. As Mohatt and

Rasmus (2004) explain, interviews allow for the powf voice to shine through. The
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collection of qualitative data in an interview cdimwever, cause inappropriate crossover of
something private into a public realm. As Berg#986, p. 1445) explains, sometimes
interview conversations and settings influence enedte responses: “[A] solicited opinion is
one that may not have existed previously and isetbee a reified artefact of the question or
interview situation.” Inuk writer, Rojas (2000, 2), echoes this concern, highlighting how
the interviewer holds the control in an intervieituation: “When authors ask the ‘non-
civilized’ informants to provide information, thethor is in the position of control and she or
he can easily be selective about what she or hddworefer to inform the reader.” In
addition, there is a naturalness of some situalimrees for sharing and a non-naturalness to
others. An anecdote of a conversation | had witbleeague when | worked at ITK serves to
highlight this:

Sitting together with a group of women in a workgl&kitchen over a lunch
break, one woman mentioned that, as an Inuktiutdiator, she was planning
on attending a formal meeting examining the statusromen in the Arctic.

Having decided | was going to research challenged eesiliencies in the

Canadian Arctic the following year, | asked if ibwd be alright if | came

along to the meeting. She thought it would be tiineome along but cautioned
that nothing (of importance) would be mentionegla&xking that this is not

where stories get told, going on to say that inigitchens, or during informal

times like our informal lunch-break, where thingls meaning actually get
discussed.

Though fieldwork is not necessarily an intrusivetimoelology, when, as was the case for this
research, the researcher does not see a cleatiahiréar the research to take, it can feel to be
intrusive, inappropriate and potentially a wastepebple’s time. It felt like | was forcing a
stage for my own research agenda that was not atehpotentially lacking in significance.
Though | could have gone to the ‘field’ which wouidve allowed for aspects particular to
the Arctic to guide the research and make a sianfte more concrete and clear, | felt a
strong pull to try something different with thisearch.

| tried to devise a more organic approach. Witk Htcessibility to the contemporary
writings by many Inuit available to me in Glasgdwadugh the internet and through books
that | had brought with me, it began to occur to thiet | was already receiving contextual
knowledge and guidance to concretize my researcid With many of these writings
expressing urgency to be heard and teaching met dboit and the Canadian Arctic, |

realized that | was already listening to issuegvaht and meaningful to Inuit. As my
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research developed, it became obvious that the sjueatity of these writings as well as the
extent, diversities and vastness of what the astlaere writing about were more than
enough for me to draw upon. By conducting researdly drawing on these sources, my
research was non-invasive which felt to be mordina with my personal ethics of not

drawing individuals into research framed by an eackesearch agenda.

Moving away from the primary questioning | encouatkat the conference, and with a goal
to conduct ethical, respectful and meaningful resed made a decision to attempt careful
research. This decision meant listening to thetecdrwhich formally became my reading
methodology. Directly after the conference, | readexcerpt by Carpenter (1997, p. 226)
that — although speaking of the Arctic context, agsllience to challenges therein — | heard
as equally essential for my understanding of hoga@bout research and the need to follow
my own values. “The poorest bargain of our liveshe one we make when we forfeit our
deep knowing life for one that is far more frail [] We make this bargain without realizing
the sorrow, the pain, and the dislocation it walise us. If we listen to our dream voices, to
images, to stories, to our art, to those who haueegoefore, and to each other, something
will be handed to us.” This piece of writing helped to understand the enormity of what |
felt | would be giving up if | decided to go aheath fieldwork in the Arctic and affirmed

the value which | felt to be inherent in my diffatehoice in methodology.

Following a more literary route — drawing on andalgming written sources versus those
derived from speech — is considered by some agygical approach in the social sciences
and has had its challenges. As Milner (1952, p.si®es, “what is really easy, as | found, is
to blind one’s eyes to what one really likes, tdtdnto accepting one’s wants ready-made
from other people, and to evade the continual dagaty sifting of values.” But the research
process, though challenging, has been driven byerauige care for the context which

Qitsualik (2001b) explains is “[a]ctual researcim@an more than reading a couple of library
collections of Inuit myths) [which] requires a lot work. [. . .] One has to care about the
culture before one can present it properly.” Utalang this decision to change the direction
of my research and draw on a more literary methmgjomeant that | became free to follow a
methodology more in line with my personal ethicsl éisten to Inuit and others discussing

the Arctic — those who were already expressing tttmiughts and ‘speaking’ themselves in
public spaces which they had chosen. In this wastefore, reading as listening to context

became a main methodology for this research.
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Summary

In this chapter, | have reviewed and reflected ugorexperience at a conference in the first
year of my doctoral studies where | was questionrdresearcher positionality. Upon

reflection, | have considered that such questiomizwg be performed acontextually out of a
belief that standardized questioning can make fibical research. In my experience,

however, such questioning can act to hold up basaof identity constructs which can create
divisions that had not previously existed, gettinghe way of real interactions and being a
distraction from challenges of real concern. lédiscussed how a freedom in methodology
in this research has allowed me to move beyond sucles of questioning. | discussed how,

in moving away from this experience, | felt it nesary to approach my research carefully,
where | slowly and tentatively followed a more resffiul research path. This route meant
undertaking a literary approach in this researcbmsosed to undertaking fieldwork, which

meant considering reading as ‘listening to contéxt’drawing on and analyzing sources
written by Inuit. In the next chapter, | discusgdning to context in more detail, and consider
how such an approach has allowed me to researcteslearch(ers) and brought me to new

understandings of truth.
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CHAPTER 3: Locating the research: Listening to context

Introduction

The concept of listening has helped frame my apmraa this research. In reading or
‘listening’ to the source literature for this th&sl began to see that these writings speak to
and back to research in/on the Arctic. In thisptbg under an aim to research the research, |
first present a literature review on exploitativersus ethical research within the Canadian
Arctic, with the source literature speaking to dratk to this text. This review leads into a
guestioning of stereotypical narratives regardirprginal peoples and communities and a
brief consideration on the nature of truth. Truththe Arctic context is more often derived
from first-hand experience and memory rather thaantuial accuracy. In the final section of
this chapter, | consider how beginning with wrisngy Inuit for this research has meant that |
begin with truths of this kind as chosen and cchfig the authors, not framed primarily for

research purposes.

Researching the research(ers)

Slowly and carefully listening to context allowederto research research itself, along with
researching a context outside academia, which in@ksties to Appadurai’s (2001, p. 4; p.
18) discussion of “epistemological diffidence” wlby “academics from the privileged
institutions of the West [. . .] must be preparedédconsider [. . .] their conventions about
world knowledge and about the protocols of ingifresearch”) that they too often take for
granted.” As part of researching the research,r aftnducting a literature review on
exploitative versus ethical research in the Camadigctic, | then placed excerpts from the
source literature in conversation with this reviewhe following text where | draw largely

from Inuit authors is the result.

Research on Inuit has been copious. As Kaukjakdkatin Wachowich et al, 1999, p.
176) explains: “In Igloolik there was lots of raseh going on about the “Eskimo”.
There was study after study after study aboutluson’t even remember all of them.
It was like they couldn’t get enough!” Carpente@@Pa, p. 11) expresses this bluntly:

“We have been scrutinized to death!” Freeman (188242) explains that with such a
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large amount of research on Inuit, researchers oftea welcomed into Inuit families
and communities. “Over the years scientists hdweays been very welcome in Inuit
communities. Some have been adopted by Inuit][lt.has been said that the ideal
family in the arctic consists of a husband and wifeur children and an
anthropologist.” As Freeman goes on to explain .98 242) part of this welcoming
has meant that Inuit have felt responsible forrd@es. “As scientists are often willing
to admit, Inuit have clothed them, fed them, talteem to wherever they wanted to go
to do their studies. Often Inuit have taken chande matters of life and death,
because they felt responsible for a particularndige” And just as Inuit have been
studied by Qallunaat, so have Inuit been scrutigizesearchers. Freeman (1988, p.
242) states, “[w]e have studied them while theylistd us.”

Some of the research on Inuit has been useful gmcheresearch, and some of it has
been unethical, exploitative or colonizing researéimeeman (1988, p. 242) explains
that “[s]cientists from the south | know have beeorking in the arctic for a long

time, but only a few have made some southernersratahd Inuit culture.” Joanasie
and Akulukjuk (2005, p. 70) also discuss ethicaisue unethical research stressing

that the amount of research on Inuit has not akategtent years.

Some researchers, we understand, help Inuit andielrententioned with the
work that they do. Many thanks for your dedicateord the history you have
uncovered. However, there are others who tend tpelsky and persistent in
the eyes of Inuit, and ask stupid or almost conapfaiseless questions, which
only makes them seem to be studying Inuit throughia@oscope, dissecting
organs and making conclusions from Qallunaat pets@s, giving
suggestions and recommendations on how to go alwng things better for
their lives.

Kaukjak Katsak (in Wachowich et al, 1999, p. 17631&xplains that some Inuit have
not resisted being researched: “Sometimes | wondhgr people agreed all the time
even when they didn’t want to. | guess what it esmdown to is that the Qallunaat
have always been the people with the authoritieatned that in school [. . .] So if a
study was being done in a particular way, | guesslidn’t question it.” Though there

has been much research on Inuit, only some isddlaive been respectful research.
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Research based on racist assumptions of resegrohéadd order research” has been
an arm of colonization historically and has oftearked to facilitate, validate and
substantiate state hegemonic policies and procg&sesine et al, 2004, p. 24).
Though many identify positivist research as moshprto be colonizing, Smith (1999,
p. 1), a researcher who is Maori, explains thairg Ihistory of exploitative research
‘on’ Indigenous peoples has meant that researadolasizing is much broader from
the perspectives of Indigenous groups. “From thetage point of the colonized, a
position from which | write, and choose to priviggthe term ‘research’ is
inextricably linked to European imperialism andaroélism.” Research carries such
links due to a long history of it being carried awtethically and for hegemonic

purposes exploitative to Indigenous groups.

State colonial processes have often been justifidgrms of belief in stereotypical
images of Aboriginals created and maintained thinoagademic research as well as
through ‘documentary’ photography and film. StgéWilson (2008, p. 54) speaks of
the prevalence and influence of these constructedjés of Indigenous peoples which
she explains as “imaginary” or “storied memorigsaff have been influenced by
colonialism.” Robertson (2006, p. 20), notes #edency of those academic studies
that draw on and maintain such images to be anthwgral in nature, and states that
the stereotypical images promoted by them tendaty between “noble savage” or
“superstitious savage.” In the context of the @hawa Arctic, stereotypical images of
Inuit have tended to vary between the ‘noble savagd “happy-go-lucky sporting
folk” a phrase Binney (in Nungak, 2005) uses tocdbs Inuit in a book entitledhe
Eskimo Book of Knowledgriblished in 1931. Nungak (2005) speaks dirdzdigk to
this book stating how it was promoted as “a greéatesof truth” while essentially it
was a manual trying to instruct Inuit “on how to lbetter Eskimos than they already
were.” Other stereotypical images of Inuit wereated and promoted through
missionary work which tended to present “photosrohinal looking ‘heathen’ Inuit
alongside photos of smiling Inuit who had been &bV (Tippett, 1994, p. 8-10).
Creation of images of Inuit through anthropologictiidies or missionary work
purposefully objectified Inuit. “All of these phajcaphers looked for sameness not
difference, types not individuals. By so doingytipait their Inuit subjects firmly into
the sub-category of ‘the other” (Tippett, 1994 8p.
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Such stereotypical images of Inuit created and tasied through colonizing research
have been used to justify exploitative treatmeninait and their intellectual property
rights. Nungak (2002, p. 92) explains that mateg@ds were stolen from Inuit as
“Eskimologists have carted off Inuit traditional ottiing, artefacts, hunting
implements, tools, ancient stories and legends, lamdan remains for display in
museums, bartering such things for very littlerfuit were also made to participate in
scientific experiments and in the late™®@entury, some individuals were even taken
from the Arctic to museums as living ‘artefacts’ af different way of life?
Remembering how she participated in a skin grafiteexent “in 1971 or 1972”,
Kaukjak Katsak (in Wachowich et al, 1999, p. 1751p7) explains “[w]e figured that
we didn’'t have any sort of scientific knowledge, t®re was no way we could
disagree [. . .] | remember with my skin graftsythald us that they were trying to find
out if a person got burned if they could get a tghafm a sibling’s skin [. . .] | was
happy that | disproved their theory. | have hagl sbars ever since. They don’t go

away.”

Stereotypical images of Inuit have been further lérag through the geographical
and physical divide between northern and southama@a (and the rest of the western
world). This divide necessarily means the Arctimften thought of as unknown or
mysterious and considered as the last frontieromFa southern perspective, Grace
(2001, p. 267) explains that within Canada, norslgnibolize[s] future hopes for
purity, freedom, wealth, fame and regional andamati identity” and she (2001, p.
268) explains that the “the magnetism of North e#tnact (is even irresistible to)
everyone who lives, or comes to live, in Canad&bdurnoyea (1988, p. 286) explains
how romantic stereotypical images of the Inuit sets promote a unique national
identity construct of Canada. “Canadians like & &bout us eating frozen meat and
living in the cold. It gives Canada something tlmdher countries don’t have.
Everybody likes the Inuit.” The geographical dividgs meant that realities within the
Arctic were historically, and in many ways currgritill, necessarily filtered through
media where representation of chosen images wastdethe discretion of the
photographer or film-maker and often were shot i goal of radiating a positive
image of the photographer or film-maker rather taanalistic portrayal of the Inuit or

ie. See Harper, K. (2000). Give Me My Father’s Body: The Story of Minik, the New York Eskimo.
South Royalton: Steerforth.
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the Arctic. “[T]o present the indigenous peopléshe Arctic as superb cartographers,
navigators and hunters rather than in line withvemtional thinking, as “happy-go-
lucky,” sporting folk, affectionate to their famel [. . .] would have diminished the
author’s own heroic accomplishment” (Tippett, 19946).

Interestingly, Hulan (2002, p. 14) recognizes aiapdimension to difference within
the wider field of ‘Northern studies’ as a whol€‘[N]orthern studies tends to
spatialize difference by comparing oppositionahter inside and outside, north and
south, northerners and southerners, us and themghilighted within much of the
source literature is the actual spatial differetic tends to exist between fieldwork
and collection of research data in the Arctic, émel dissemination and discussion of
the results in and to the south. As Ipellie (19%ates, in reference to 1993, “[i]t was
the first time an Inuit Studies Conference had abttubeen held in an Inuit
community. This was never so until the originatoirshe previous conference finally
had the good fortune to have a premonition that tbeght to” take their conference
to (and be amongst) the very people they had beelying for many decades.” Inuit
Studies conferences are still not consistently lelthe Arctic, and many have few
Inuit in attendance as Joanasie and Akulukjuk (2G0570) explain regarding the
2004 conference. “Some people might think it irotat the theme of the gathering
was “Bringing Knowledge Home: Communicating resbaeesults to the Inuit,” since
the odd thing about it was that barely a handfuhaeit attended the conference! And
it did not help that the meeting was held in Cajgaome to relatively few Inuit.” A
suggestion for more ethical research and reseaactngrships is “to hold such
conferences in Inuit communities and work more alpsvith the Inuit” (Joanasie &
Akulukjuk, 2005, p. 70). This theme of communityckision is not something of note
only for Inuit communities but is a theme commordysed at academic conferences
and this theme, highlighting questions of accedsp dighlights questions of
belonging which, in conceptualizing identity inidgerms can return us to challenges

discussed in chapter 2.

Exclusion of community from conferences particylaresounds for some Inuit,
however, as there has been a long history of tkesusion which has perpetuated
misrepresentations of Inuit. There are concerng Wisat is circulated at these

conferences can be and oftentimes is taken assegegive of all Inuit. Akulukjuk
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(2004, p. 212) explains this: “I guess what | ddike about having Inuit Studies is
because it misrepresents Inuit values and custansingle research project in one
community is not likely going to have the same woi@s another community.”
Research on Inuit and Arctic issues can maintaifonizing aspects if
misrepresentations or stereotypical images getlaited through referencing circles
whereby the uninformed reference the uninformegati@l distance is a factor as the
removal of ‘material’ from the geographic Arcticrcenean that once reinterpreted into
research results or findings down south, there@medimes a loss of meaning as it is
understood in the Arctic or by Inuit. “Inuit intettual property rights are treated with
dishonour and taken away. Taken away so that wsities, largely inaccessible to
Inuit, can widely teach, and constantly reinterpressearch results. Reinterpreted,
maybe, to the point where their true meanings dadepof origin become unknown”
(Joanasie & Akulukjuk, 2005, p. 70).

Continuing reliance on old texts that contain armmhpte these images as realistic are
of concern to those looking to change the ‘old ordé research. As Deloria (in
Ermine et al, 2004, p. 24) states regarding Fiedidws groups, “the book remains in
the library where naive and uninformed people ve#d it for decades to come so they
take the content of the book as proven and dehige knowledge of Indians from it.”
In her thesis running into academically held ‘tgitAbout Inuit for the first time when
studying at university, Rojas (2000, p. 1) workdatonstructing some of these old
texts that she does not recognize in the realitthefArctic that she is familiar with.
“It was not until | was studying at the universigyel that | began to consciously learn
many interesting things about the Inuit. | reaalt tiuit practiced wife exchange and
that Inuit practiced female infanticide. | readtthauit women were dirty and could
not or did not make decisions [. . .] | had mangsjions about the validity of what

was written. To me it seemed so different fromIthet | knew.”

Despite the concern regarding unethical researcinoih exhibited in much of the

texts written by Inuit, there are also some disiunss that point towards research
becoming more ethical. Nungak (2002, p. 92) ftleds there is more research now
that better integrates Inuit traditional knowledg@reviously, Qallunaat seemed to
hold a monopoly on being the only ones who knewtwalo. This has changed and

their previously-held appearance of invincibilitpshbeen cut down a few notches.
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Qaujimajualuit, those of them who ‘know a great Igeaith strings of academic
degrees attached to their names, are more oftémgeguidance from the reservoir of
traditional knowledge possessed by Inuit.” With @ager number of researchers
looking to conduct ethical research with Inuit, Jasie and Akulukjuk (2005, p. 70)
explain that ethical research involves researchexgrcis[ing] caution with their

subjects” of research.

The movement towards more ethical research in tleéicAhas been facilitated by an

increase in the need to follow ethical guidelined &censing that have been created
by the communities or land-claim regions. Freeifi®88, p. 242) explains that such
ethical guidelines have been needed to ensure rdsgarchers were not being
dishonest and unethical with Inuit but also witeleather.

There are some communities now that have beguoréeis scientists before
they get to the community. One of the reasondHi@r was because in some
places scientists who came to study community gtay@ hostel, hotel or in a
gallunaat house, and got their information from glalunaat who have never
really been involved themselves with householdsntivent back south and
wrote their reports based on hearsay. Inuit candidese scientists not only
dishonest with the Inuit, but also dishonest tartheperiors in the south.

Ermine, et al (2004, p. 14) have referred to teadrtowards ethical guidelines and
licensing procedures being increasingly the normthes “post-1996 trend toward

guidelines and research agreements in any respartdining to Indigenous Peoples.”
In the Canadian Arctic, licensing procedures faesrch involving Inuit have been

established for all four Inuit land-claim regionsdaa guide has been published for
researchers (ITK & NRI, 2006).

An ethical concern mentioned often in the sourtexdture is that research results are
not always made accessible to Inuit and Arctic camities. As Carpenter (2000a, p.
11) expresses, “[w]e rarely see these reportsspestt many of them are irrelevant.”
Freeman (1988, p. 242) explains the necessitysio l@ve this information translated
so that a greater number of Inuit can benefit fibm‘My question is, when are you
scientists going to start to include in your budgeinds to have the information you

gather translated into Inuktitut and sent backhidrt
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An understanding afforded me from writing the abdiwerature review on the history of
exploitative research and factors to consider ésearch to be ethical in the Canadian Arctic
led me to search out non-standard forms of resgwyah the social sciences or more literary
forms of researching where | was cautious and r#ipdo the Arctic context and subjects of
my research. This work helped me to come to as@tetito use narratives written by Inuit

which were already published as my primary ‘data’this research.

Questioning stereotypes and returning to the real

In research regarding colonization and Aboriginabpes, many sources make reference to
formal terminologies that serve to categorize eigmees of Aboriginal peoples under labels,
such as ‘historic trauma’ which mask individual expnces as well as assumptions of
researcher¥’ This can act to further the common “underlyinguasgtion of widespread
dysfunction” (Waldram, 2004, p. 304) in researaharding Aboriginal peoples and contexts.
As Denham (2008, p. 394) found when conducting taimagraphic study with a Coeur
D’Alene family, there is a tendency within acadentea assume that those who have
experienced ‘historic trauma’ or colonization muesthibit a wounded or dysfunctional
response. “[T]he assumptions of historical trauesearch are often presented and accepted
as if all social groups experiencing historicalutraa, particularly American Indian people,
would become prone to dysfunction or exhibit otsigns of psychological or social distress.”
Further there is an assumption that behaviours as@icoholism, drug addiction or violence
within Aboriginal communities are always symptomsfall-outs from colonization. As
Waldram (2004, p. 166) states, such assumptionmddstrate the quickness with which we
researchers are prepared to assume that Aborigaagdles are dysfunctional.” Ermine et al
(quoting Wax, 2004, p. 23) explain that competitionresearch funds often acts to maintain
the perpetuation of a problem-centered view witleisearch focused on Aboriginal contexts
within academia. “The outcome of such intentiogsthe overt misrepresentation of
Indigenous Peoples because ‘in the effort to seguaats for research or for services and
programs, writers are driven toward magnifying a@ndmatizing the problems of the local

community.” Generalized and constructed views aitigular groups as predominantly

12 See chapter 9 for a more in-depth discussion on the relevance of formal or clinical terminologies of
trauma.
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dysfunctional serve to maintain dependency relatigps between marginalized and

hegemonic groups in society.

When researchers listen to individual accounts @xygkeriences of historical and ongoing
colonization within Aboriginal communities within d&h America, it becomes obvious,
however, that traumatic events can also be met avitesponse or reaction alternative to a
wounded response. As Denham (2008, p. 396) std4iess important to recognize that
traumatic events do not always result in psychaatistress; individuals, as well as societies,
differ in the manner in which they experience, gss; and remember events.” Stamm, et al
(2003. p. 92), also express this potential: “linportant to note that some people may have

no reaction or [may] even be strengthened by thgbtes they experience.”

This realization is often triggered for research&hen they begin to face anomalies within
the response to events of colonization, or conteargosocial health challenges, than that
which has come to be expected. Tester and McNid®B9, p. 11), in their research

attempting to get behind some of the statisticswnide by Inuit, found anomalies through
listening to individual stories and experiencegs] #ns led to their arguing for a break-down
of the “rapid change” explanation behind traumatgponse in Inuit. Denham (2008, p. 410)
found that the family he was working with respondedsignificantly traumatic events,

experienced through past and current colonizatieents, with narratives that stressed
learning and positive outcomes. “If a descendamischot manifest an emotional wound or
dysphoric response to historical trauma, can wesiden her as being affected by historical
trauma and her reaction, or lack thereof, a hisébrirauma response” (Denham, 2008, p.
410)? As Denham (2008, p. 393) explains, the tedimexperience of the family he studied

was a “textbook” case of historical trauma, yetas not observing the textbook response:

| expected the Si John family to be experiencingawtould be considered a
textbook example of historical trauma. However ulest “dysfunction,” a
characteristic central to the literature on histaritrauma, was not present. If
there was no obvious wounding or dysphoric reactmnhe trauma, in the
Western diagnostic sense, could | describe thelyaas being impacted by
historical trauma?

13 See chapter 9, ‘Essentialisms’ for further discussion on constructed dependencies.
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Most significantly for my study, after explainingpln most researchers linking Aboriginal
peoples and the historic trauma complex, are qpt&ly exploring the alternative response,
one of resilience, Denham (2008, p. 410-411) dallsnew conceptualizations of the terms
‘historical trauma’ and ‘historical trauma respornsereflect the potential of these alternative

responses.

A more accurate conceptualization or definitionhidtorical trauma would
refer only to the conditions, experiences, and &vérat have theotentialto
contribute to or trigger a response, rather thé@rneg to both the events and
the response. Accordingly, the subsequent maatfest of or reaction to
historical trauma, which | posit varies from exmiess of suffering to
expressions of resilience and resistance, are ppately recognized as the
historical trauma response.

These new conceptualizations set the scene foririgoknto alternative responses to

colonization.

Such a desire to look beyond trauma or dysfunctioraponses is also promoted by
Indigenous political leaders and researchers. 8i(@007b, p. 3), the current president of
ITK, explains that portrayals focused only on hegshess and dysfunction are unhelpful in
addressing contemporary social health challengdsmthe Inuit context: “I am not denying
the statistics. They are sadly accurate, and wathgporting. But there is tremendous hope
among many of our young people.” Smith (1999, p.lt#s identified that responses such as
these are common within the wider Indigenous comtywuwhen encountering media
accounts focused only on hopelessness: “For indigenommunities the issue is not just that
they are blamed for their own failures but thasialso communicated to them, explicitly or
implicitly, that they themselves have no solutibmsheir own problems.” As Simon (2007b,
p. 3) goes on to explain, alternative perspectiteslysfunction come from listening to
counter stories to dark portrayals and sharingetipesitive portrayals with others can help to

promote greater understanding leading to more gemartnerships and effective change.

In the recognition that much research studying eékperiences of Aboriginal peoples in
North America does stem from a problem-centeredpsstive, there are obvious benefits to
searching out alternative stories or resiliencepoases to colonization and ongoing
contemporary challenges. As Denham (2008, p. 4k9esses it: “[A]ttempting to redirect,
focus on or narrate what went right has merit.” tbland Rasmus (2004, p. 212) who led a
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participatory research project on sobriety procgsamong Alaska Natives, call such
approaches within research “innovative” in theirdre away from studying the reasons for [.
. .] social dysfunction and despair.” Research ilogKor alternative perspectives to social
dysfunction are a step toward what Smith (1999,42; p. 92) terms “indigenous projects”
within her explanation of decolonizing methodolagierough the rejection of the “legacy of
what has come to be taken for granted as a nalimtalbetween ‘indigenous’ (or its

substitutes) and ‘problem’.”

| also see a caution from the other side of tha,coowever, namely the predisposition to
focus only on resilience responses, and in thadigpesition potentially ignoring what
individuals may actually be expressing. This timgkwas prompted by Frank (1995), who
speaks of Langer’'s analysis of Holocaust witnessinmnies, noting that interviewers of
witnesses subtly redirected testimonies towardsahees that represented resilience instead
of chaos. There may be a tendency for researcbdook with rose-colored glasses at the
experiences of Aboriginal peoples to simplify andK solely for ‘resilience of the human
spirit’ stories. A perspective looking only formatives representing a resilience conclusion
may lead from a desire to repress chaos as Fra@@5(1p. 100) states, there can be a
“personal and culture dislike” of chaos narrativés perspective simplistically looking only
for positive outcomes, as of those looking at streinforcing perspectives of dysfunction
are similarly unhelpful and distorting as they arpially based on stereotypes. In this case

the charge is of romanticism.

Many Inuit discuss feeling the impact of stereatgbthinking. As Cournoyea (1988, p. 286)
states “[t]hey glamorize and romanticize the IriuiQitsualik (2001a) explains that reasons
for romanticization of Inuit may have to do wittsearching for an idealized society as there
are “those who look to Inuit in hopes of seeingdaal culture based upon the noblest traits
of humanity” going on to explain that when she dssed “social problems in Inuit
communities” in an interview, the interviewer resded by saying “she had simply been

hoping that there was a, “better, happier existentehere somewhere”.

Whether one intentionally looks for ‘resiliencetbe human spirit’ stories or conversely for
stories of dysfunction, they are both ways of logkiwith attached expectations that can
often be linked back to stereotypical thinking. tkg1995, p. 101) explains that instead of

listening for something specific, a listener sholidten to what a narrator is actually saying:
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“The human spirit is certainly resilient, but Landerces his readers to recognize tthett is
not what the witnesses are sayih@itsualik (2001a) states that “misrepresentation is
misrepresentation — no matter how you cut it.” Besior negative, a stereotype can be
equally oppressive. Rojas (quoting Chrystos, 2@069-60) explains: ““See that to pity me
or to adore me are the same.” Despite the appeaage of images [. . .] the images of Inuit
women, whether they are seen to be relatively pesdr relatively negative can actually be
seen to be the same oppressive ethnocentric foeterénders the voicelessness of Inuit
women.” Oppression through contemporary stereo&ypthinking constructing Inuit as
resilient or dysfunctional can be just as challegdior Inuit as oppression which occurred
during historical colonization. In either case, toastruct of ‘Inuit’ has been conceptualized
rigidly. As Qitsualik (1999d) states “stop tellimge that I'm supposed to worship the “sea
goddess” Sedna, or that I'm supposed to spiritefras a shaman, or that I'm supposed to
drum-dance or build igloos or let spirits guide mAnd don’t you dare tell me that I'm
somehow resistant merely because missionaries beaten my culture into submission”
explaining that this is “no different from some d&shioned missionary telling me what to
think and believe.”

Such understandings of a need to listen to indalidiiories and experiences and what the
recounter is‘actually saying’ instead of drawing on generalized narratives améd
categorizations points us towards Foucault, whol BH90, p. 1; p. 3) explains was
“staunchly against the notion of universal or sslfdent humanity” and who considered “the

objectification of the subject by processes of sifasation and division.” Particularly
illuminating to my work is Foucault’s (in Ball, 109 p. 2) conceptualization of discourse

where he explains that:

[T]he possibilities for meaning and for definitioare pre-empted through the
social and institutional position held by those wise them. Meanings thus
arise not from language but from institutional pices, from power relations.
Words and concepts change their meanings and #ffscts as they are
deployed within different discourses. Discoursesst@in the possibilities of
thought.

Drawing on this understanding, we can see that wghahhown to be real or true or actual is
dependent upon who is using a particular narranegwhat that narrative is being used for.
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There are definitions of realism relied upon byooating discourses whereby that which is
hegemonic is what is only considered to be realus. Duran and Duran (in Duran & Duran

et al, 1998, p. 349) discuss realism as a “Eurocemiode of representation” that has
embedded within it a “biased assessment of non-&kesiultures” while Bhabha (1992, p.

316) explains that colonial discourse is based uposystem of representation, a regime of
truth, that is structurally similar to realism.” Buch definitions a realist position is seen to
endorse a modernist perspective. Brody (2000, 43) Hescribes a realist as one who

advocates for “the full participation of indigengusoples in the modernisation process.”

But is it not also ‘real’ knowledge claims one dsa@n when speaking one’s own perspective
or in solidarity with cultures that have been sglajied by a hegemonic culture? As Qitsualik
(2001a) states, after rejecting stereotypical tingk “Personally, | prefer the real thing.”
And Brody (2000, p. 143) questions, “does the heale nothing to do with what is right?”
Researchers that have listened to members of rynotltures know that participant
accounts can express the messiness and compldhgiteaccompany the subjugation of one
culture under another. Brody (2000, p. 144) expslaiat when “[o]ne kind of economy and
culture overwhelms another”, anthropologists heafiinmense and painful detail” “[t]he
realities of this, the pain and dismay to whichgives rise, and the attempts to find
accommodations and alternatives.” Research thatrteghis, Brody (2000, p. 144; p. 147)
claims, is not romanticism but rather being “in¢buvith the real” and “the most relevant
kind of realism.” Brody (2000, p. 146) explaingthesearchers who have been labelled as
romantics have often listened to ‘real’ account thffer somehow in their claims of truth to
those definitions of reality which positivism andl@nial discourse are based upon.
“[Alnthropologists who have worked in hunter-gatesocieties repeatedly celebrate the
humour, gentleness and everyday equality they tiregdle” and to do so is “to identify the
real, not perpetuate the romantic.” Research wihbictits these accounts can be similarly
charged with misrepresentation. As Brody (200@,46) states, “to avoid these concerns, or
to write about a people without expressing theihi@ageements, priorities and fears, is

misrepresentation.”

Conducting this literature review on stereotypicafratives and the nature of truth, where |
draw from perspectives from the source literatuned aon-Inuit authors, | came to the
realization that there is a need to pay attentiothé real within this research but in a way

that is different from listening for an absolutggailar truth which is the essence of realism
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as associated with positivism. Such an understgnofivokes the critical realist position,

most often associated with Bhaskar which Outhwgi@87, p. 34) summarizes as one in
which we are “ontologically bold and epistemologdjicacautious.” This argument for a

boldness in asserting that a reality or world exishut that we also be tentative
epistemologically by ensuring we highlight that gvaccount, version or narrative of reality
is partial, subjective, perspectival and neverltistanost important for this research. In the
following section, | review this in more depth aridim that these truths can be heard within

writings by Inuit.

What truths?

Historically and still very much currently, the ggaphical remoteness of the Arctic region
necessarily impacts the presentations and repesemd of Arctic realities to the wider
world. The remoteness of the Arctic has meant filmamost of the world, understandings of
the Arctic are necessarily mediated and filteraduph representations of reality instead of
through direct experience. As Moss (1997, p.Xplans: “[w]hat we know of the Arctic
now, even of the oral tradition, is largely filtdréhrough a screen of literacy, so that the
Arctic of scholars, adventurers, and to some exténthe Inuit themselves, is a literary
construct.” Though this is true of most regiongha world, the diversity of representations
of the Arctic can serve many interests (Double@®@5, p. 167) and as we shall see, Inuit
versions have tended to be marginalized and exdludefavor of hegemonic accounts.
Drawing on this understanding and considering B4I1'990, p. 2) discussion of Foucauldian
discourse where he explains that “[discourses]roatel combine words in particular ways
and exclude or displace other combinations”, wesssnhow it is the hegemony of particular

discourses which govern which knowledge claimscaresidered as true.

There is a bias towards representations of theiAAtdsed on first-hand experience. As
Hulan (2002, p. 14) explains, the spatial remotersdsghe north has led to a privileging of
first-hand accounts. “In particular, the distinctibetween “real” and “imagined” north has
led to the assumption that only real first-handegigmce in the geographical north authorizes
one to speak about the discursive or imagined riortBxpectations still exist, as Hulan
(2002, p. 18) explains, that one can “pick up a &bout a ‘real’ place” that has never been

seen “or a ‘real’ people” and “find out something [] about what ‘actually’ is.”
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Knowledge based on the experiences of Indigenoaplee themselves, however, has been
silenced or repressed. As Morrisseau (in Valaska@00, p. 81) states regarding Aboriginal
stories “[t]here is no end to the stories that neele told out there, and they are not being
told. | think they are being told from a perspeetthat does not reflect Native reality.”
Outsider accounts of Aboriginal realities have duaed and been promoted. Valaskakis
(2000, p. 78) states that “[s]ince the early daysnon-Native contact, the stories of
Aboriginal peoples have been constructed and dissded by outsiders, for outsiders.” In
the Arctic context, this is no different. Histally, outsider accounts of the Arctic have
dominated. Hulan (2002, p. 81) states that “[ijesgf Inuit have been controlled,
historically at least, by non-Inuit.” Csonka (20@b 321; p. 321-322) explains it is not that
Inuit do not have a “well-developed sense of histbut, rather, “Inuit senses of history [. . .]
have simply been, and remain, under-investigateidpaorly known.”

The problem with hearing only outsider accountsti@d Arctic is not that they are less
authentic than Inuit accounts. Rather the probkemmat they have been taken as authentic
and have become hegemonic. Hulan (2002, p. 8l)amsplthat “[tlhe difficulty with
outsiders’ versions of Inuit life is not that thage more or less authentic, but that they have
been received as authentic.” As Moss (in HameliM@&ss, 1995) explains, the danger of
appropriation becomes larger when outsider accoargdaken as authoritative: “It doesn't
bother me so much that they appropriate, but tieyt are read as if theirs were the authentic
versions. I'm not critical of Mowat or Thériault asiters—I think they're both fine writers.
What | have trouble with is the fact that they prashemselves as authorities on the Arctic.”
Outsider accounts are not necessarily more orda#isentic than Inuit accounts of Arctic
realities. The problem historically has been, haavethat outsider accounts have been taken

to be the only — and the authoritative — autheatmounts regarding the Arctic.

There are examples of representations of Arctidities from Inuit perspectives being
repressed when not in line with hegemonic stoaé&en as authentic. This was a particular
feature in the marketization of Inuit art histofiga“when Inuit artists were actively
discouraged from depicting scenes that made amyeamte to gallunaat influences on Inuit
society or from drawing on symbols and themes fpmpular culture” (Searles, 2000, p. 96).
In such cases, Inuit self-representations have been influenced to fit into stereotypical or

hegemonic models.
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Representations of the Canadian Arctic throughtnuitings and expressions tend to tell
alternative or counter stories to hegemonic accoahthe Canadian Arctic. Hulan’s (2002,
p. 80) discussion of realisms within the Arctic taxt, and the culmination of her argument
in the differentiation of Inuit ‘subject culture’ealism within Inuit writings versus
ethnographic realism helps establish this: “Whabgens when the “subject culture” uses
realisms to speak out? The realism deployed by &uihors functions in ways to represent
the north and to express different concerns albeuhorth.” ‘Subject culture’ realisms differ
from other realisms in their capacity to move agagiominant myths and stereotypes that
have been claimed to be authentic. “When Inuittessi use realism, it functions quite
differently from ethnographic realism; when thelrearepresented by a subject culture,
realism is used both as a claim to authority and a®unter-discursive move against the
representation provided in the writing by otherddufan, 2002, p. 81). Inuit writings tend to
possess an inherent awareness of historical megeptations, or under-representations and
therefore tend to possess an ethical responsiliidy is not as present within non-Inuit
accounts. “As members of a minority, the Inuit bee burden of explanation: southern
writers write as if they can imagine the Inuit ® Wwhatever they want, but Inuit writers write
knowing they have a responsibility to themselvesaamisrepresented or unrepresented

constituency” (Hulan, 2002, p. 76).

As Hulan (2002, p. 61) explains with a number oaraples, Inuit accounts do provide
different accounts of the Canadian Arctic. “Insélf-representation tells a different story.
Both traditional stories and contemporary writirggpresent Inuit men and women in ways
that challenge non-Inuit representation.” One eXantpulan (2002, p. 77) offers, is the

contrast of strong gender roles for women withaditional Inuit stories versus portrayals of
“silent, pliant” Inuit women in anthropological ammts. Another example is with regards
the loss or ‘death’ of Inuit culture. As Hulan () p. 76) states, “[a]nthropologists seem to
agree on the status of Inuit culture as “a wayifef that is rapidly vanishing [. . .] [w]hen

Inuit suggest that their culture is dying, howewvbeir meaning is quite different, because it
is inspired by a desire for continuity and renewal; a wish to commemorate what is past.”
Amagoalik’s (2000a, p. 138) discussion regarding fnistration with outsider accounts of
Inuit culture highlights such contrasts. “Thereswaways agreement between [non-Inuit]
that Inuit could not survive as a people. Theyaglleed that Inuit culture and language “will
disappear” and would be only memories and displayedhuseum shelves. What disturbed

me even more was the fact that they were so caguah they were talking about the “death
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of Inuit culture”.” Hulan’s (2002) discussion ofidit ‘subject culture’ writings establishes
that Inuit writers tend to use their writing platiies to speak back to accounts of Inuit and the

Canadian Arctic which have become hegemonic.

Further, when it comes to Inuit accounts, the difiere notes a tendency for Inuit to feel
uncomfortable in recounting truths that they hawé mersonally withessed or experienced
(i.e. Stevenson, 2006; Csonka, 2005). As Kublwygtand and Oosten (1999, p. 8; p. 9)
express, in comparison to the west where “the tdatknowledge should be objective and
true has a long history”, Inuit rely on a “complgtdifferent tradition of knowledge” where
“[a]ll knowledge is social by nature and the iddaobjectified true knowledge holds little
attraction or fascination.” It tends to be qualdi®f experience and first-hand witnessing that
gives weight of credibility to accounts and diffetiates stories from myths or legends for
Inuit. As Csonka (quoting Laugrand, 2005, p. 3&&plains: “This classification, from the
Inuit point of view, does not rest on the critepfarealism or credibility, but rather on that of
proximity to the facts, not so much in time asems of personal connection to those who
were witness to them.” Such an understanding ohkedge in this way means that as Kublu,
Laugrand and Oosten (1999, p. 9) explain, “Inuigiaage and culture tends to set little value
on generalizations” as these are considered “vag@ confusing, whereas specific
statements are seen as providing much more integesiformation.” Deriving credibility
and therefore truthfulness of accounts in this way,from a dependency on scientific factual
accuracy, draws the definition of Inuit realismsagwrom realism as defined by positivism
into an alternative definition, one based more igst-hand experience and memories of the

witness or writer.

Moving from the recognition that all realisms aepmesentations including Inuit first-hand
accounts, the politicabenefit of drawing on narratives authored by Irfoit the primary
source material of this thesis becomes apparentis hot that Inuit accounts offer an
“essential truth about their culture by virtue @fiiig Inuit” but rather it is crucial to listen to
these accounts as through their performativity tteeyd to be used to “revis[e] myths and
stereotypes of Inuit culture” and speak back thhofigst-hand witnessing, memories and
experiences to the historical collection of acceumt the Canadian Arctic which has been
taken as the authentic story (Hulan, 2002, p. 8D riffiths (1995, p. 239) speaking
particularly of the Australian Aboriginal contexalks of “the importance of re-installing the

‘story’ of the indigenous cultures” as “crucial tbeir resistance.” Foucault (1973, p. 39)
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argues that it is “the Faculties, which recognibattwhich is true only in theoretical
structures” who “turn knowledge into a social pege.” In this research, by listening to
writings by Inuit, 1 aim to establish that knowledgvhich may lie outside academic
theoretical structures should be seen equally asvieage which can be true and valid. |
focus on knowledge which has been silenced or maliged historically, knowledge of a
‘subject culture’ which tends to counter, be alédire or passionately resistant to hegemonic,

authoritative accounts.

‘Listening’ to writings by Inuit

In this research, a consideration of writings byitms my source literature has meant that 1)
| am able to follow a non-invasive methodologytlesse sources were already published and
not constructed for this research, and 2) my rebeawnsiders knowledge and accounts based
on experience and memory which can be countergerhenic or authoritative knowledge on
Inuit and the Arctic. A third reason behind thisowe is that, in contrast to speech, when
writing, an author has greater control of their @leping writing and their published final

narrative, which | briefly consider here.

When a piece of writing is written, the writer isgontrol of the developing narrative and the
process of writing allows for a certain depth aefinement that is not offered when a
narrative is recounted orally. In comparing oral amritten accounts within qualitative
research, Handy and Ross (2005, p. 40) note ttati¢pants’ written accounts are more
highly focused and reflective than transcripts froral interviews.” Further, Smith (1999, p.
144) explains that Indigenous testimonies can ban&late[d] well” in “formal written
documents” where the writer can “structure the oasps, silencing certain types of questions

and formalizing others.”

With the assurance that the written narratives ehdsave been publicly released by the
authors and not constructed through the frame @frédsearcher, choosing writings for my
‘data’ also ensures that private thoughts and éxpegs are not being enacted in a public
realm inappropriately. One use of narrative iSrgpresent identities and societies” in the
world (Fraser, 2004, p. 180) and Frank (1995, p.s&¥s, there is an “invented quality to any
voice.” As Penn (2001, p. 48) explains, howeveshén we first write, we are not obliged to

show it to anyone.” Writing offers space betwebe tict of expressing one’s thoughts
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privately to oneself and the act of releasing thesestructions to the public world. The
distance between the private and public realm$amiimg the author’'s agency in writing, my
being able to listen to accounts alternative toehaegnic narratives and being able to follow a
non-invasive methodology were the three main factormy choice to begin with writings

authored by Inuit as the source material for tegearch.

Summary

In this chapter, | have discussed how ‘listenirg’sburces authored by Inuit allowed me to
place these writings in conversation with a literatreview | had written on exploitative
versus ethical research within the Canadian Arepeaking to and back to other texts. This
followed on to a consideration of stereotypicalnkimg prevalent regarding Aboriginal
peoples and communities and a questioning on the&renaf truth. Here, | stressed how
writings authored by Inuit offer truths which tetarun counter to knowledge claims on the
Arctic which have been taken as authoritative. Tdiscussion led into a review of my
rationales for drawing on writings authored by tnas my source literature for this thesis.
Along with the rationale that such an approach dlésved me to follow a non-invasive
methodology (which | detailed in chapter 2) and thigionale that this approach has allowed
me to consider accounts alternative to hegemonawutroritative accounts, | also discussed
that beginning with these writings facilitated aut® to listen to truths as decided by the
author. Moving on now to chapter 4, | carry fordvdhe metaphor of listening within this
research and discuss that as a social sciencacaksea this research | also ‘listen’ to the
humanities through a critical questioning of thadamic categorizations of Inuit writings or

literature.
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CHAPTER 4: Locating the research: Critically questioning the categories

Introduction

As a student of social sciences unfamiliar witlerary methods, | wanted to clearly and
transparently detail my consideration of the soliteeature as | was unfamiliar with literary
methodologies. | do this by detailing how in myegach to these writings | have critically
guestioned academic categorizations. In this clhapf@esent this critical analysis. A main
focus of this questioning has been to see how ahdravlabels and / or categories of
literature fall short and equally where they mightuseful as guides for my methodology.

Inuit writing and literature

Like other Indigenous cultures, communication, \stetling, expression and preservation of
knowledge and information within Inuit societiessmMaistorically oral. Kennedy (2004, p.
137) states that the orality of Inuit culture wasimtained until contact with ‘western’
culture: “Inuit orature was the means by which Argieople presented their creative voice
until contact with the Europeans.” With orality the traditional form of communication,
use of writing as a form of communication has besed by Inuit much more recently than
other cultures. As Csonka (2005, p. 328) expldilmjit have been confronted with [the]
transition to the written word much more recentigrt most Western societies.” How much

significance to attach to this argument is debatigdlin Inuit writings.

There are suggestions that with a focus on oraignadian Inuit have reservations with
writing as a form of communication. “Contemporamyit [. . .] still stress that Inuit stories,
when written down, generally make no sense. Sustatement could appear exaggerated,
but it clearly shows that even if Inuit fully adegta writing system, they still believe that
myths are endowed with an internal vitality. Aslsuthey only belong to orality” (Laugrand,
in Csonka, 2005, p. 328). Comparing the historyofing of Greenland Inuit to Canadian
Inuit, Csonka (2005, p. 329) has observed that @lananuit have been slower to writing,
preferring “to express their sense of history tigtogphotographs, films, museum exhibits
and, more recently, CD-ROMs and Internet websit€s8nka (2005, p. 329) goes so far as
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to question whether Nunavut Inuit will “bypass theitten as privileged vehicle for the

expression of historical knowledge.”

Such an argument regarding Canadian Inuit and ttigew word seems to define Inuit in
generalized terms and does not account for anosnalievarieties of opinion from this
generalized view. Inuit in Canada should be comeuiehowever, as a group of individuals,
as one would consider any cultural or language mroAs Inuk scholar Rojas (2000, p. 9)
explains “one cannot claim generally that membérs particular category of people would
all express themselves in the same particular w&pfme Inuit do prefer to express
themselves through media other than writing. Kurfimk Sidimus & Kunuk, 2004), for
example, cofounder of Isuma productions, has eepegate for expression via new forms of
media which he explains matches well to the Inudl ¢radition: “Since we have an oral
history, nothing is written down; everything is ¢gut by what you see. Your father's fixing up
the harpoon; you watch how he does it and you l&am it. How he cuts the blocks and
builds an igloo. For the medium | work in now, isvexactly the same thing. You don't need
pen and paper to document what you see. Oral fiistod new technology match.” In
addition, increasingly new websites and increaseess to internet technology in the Arctic

make it easier for individuals to express themseligng new forms of medfé.

However, although there are some who suggestnhétih Canada tend to not prefer writing
as a form of communication, others dispute thisntlaGedalof (1980, p. 7) explains that
Canadian Inuit began to use writing as a form eghicmnication well over a hundred years
ago explaining that “[w]riting wasn’t part of traginal Inuit culture, but once missionaries
had devised various systems for putting Inuktitat maper, the [Inuit] took to it with
enthusiasm.” Gedalof (1980, p. 8) further explahmat “several generations of Inuit writers
have worked to preserve their culture, expressr thiews, and communicate with their
neighbours in the North and South.” Kublu, Laugramd Oosten (1999, p. 8) note this as
well, stating that “[flor a long time, Inuit wereorsidered to be a non-literate people. All
knowledge was thought to be passed on orally. at, fthis image is distorted. Syllabics
were introduced to Inuit more than a hundred yess and Inuit have been reading and
writing since then. Proportionally, Inuit may halveen even more literate than the average
European country at the turn of the century.” Rublu, Laugrand and Oosten (1999, p. 8)

14 .e. Isuma TV (http://www.isuma.tv/?site/aboutUs).
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emphasize as well that the introduction of readind writing tied to Christianity has meant
that “literary traditions held a specific placeliuit society. Literacy related to Christianity
(reading the Bible and hymn books), and to pracpogooses such as letters, accounting, and
even the writing of diaries” so that “the passimgad knowledge still remained based on oral

traditions.”

A wide array of sources written by Canadian Inuitttier disputes the argument that most
Canadian Inuit are reserved about using the writbem as a source of communication and
expression of knowledge and information. As Ipeg(li®@96f), a prolific Inuk writer and artist
who passed away in 2007, states: writing for Ifisinow part and parcel of living in a wage
economy in our communities as opposed to livingth# land as our ancestors once did.”
Mary Panigusiq Cousins,who also passed away in 2007, is often cited &ty been a
strong advocate of Inuit writing and literature lgaon in the 1950s and throughout her life
(i.e. Gedalof, 1980, p. 8; Grace, 2001, p. 56; Gadn 2000, p. 153). Ipellie (1996b) has
written that “[tlhe emergence of an Inuit literaapd publishing culture in Canada’s Arctic
will continue to flourish and it's about time.” \Wing as an expression of information and
culture has also been seen as a vehicle for tnaimgfehe oral tradition. Weetaluktuk (1995,
p. 3), as past editor, explains regardimgktitut magazine: “Inuktitut has successfully

transferred the oral traditions of the Inuit onappr.”

Cultures with a greater focus on orality have adgagainst the exclusionary nature of the
label of ‘literature’. As Kuokkanen (2001, p. 88)ates, “[o]ne of the most persistent
prejudices in the Western literary canon is thdy @ertain categories of experience can be
recognized as ‘literature’. We have learned thatrdture means written books and that the
existence of literature is a sign of a ‘civilizepeople.” Specifically referencing the Sami
culture, Kuokkanen (2001, p. 81) goes on to argueah expansion of the definition of
literature. “For many Indigenous scholars, howeusmg the concept of ‘literature’ to refer
only to written texts implies judging everythingsel— the whole storytelling tradition — as
being subordinate to written forms. If literatuseto be redefined from the Indigenous point
of view, oral traditions must be included sinceytipday a crucial role also in contemporary

writing.”

15 Mary’'s surname has been cited differently in various sources. One variation is due to her married
status (where Cousins was added) while another is a variation of Inuktitut spelling, i.e. Mary
Panegoosho.
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Within much of Inuit writing and literature, oraliis very much apparent and maintained.
Gedalof (1980, p. 8-9) explains that “[tlhe veryrliest Inuit writing was simply oral

literature recorded on paper.” Wachowich (in Waeiech et al, 1999, p. 9), who co-wrote a
book with three Inuit women on their life histori@scalls how the oral tradition was evident

within the telling of these stories and was mamgdi when written down.

Each of the three collections of stories in its omay illustrates distinguishing
features of oral tradition: a poetic quality, arcitbation between the present
and an ever-changing past, and (sometimes bewilgleellipses of memory.
Stories were told and later retold to me within ¢bhatext of other stories, or in
combination with new tales, with different detaalsd emphasis. Properties of
time and place changed quickly as memories provakad thoughts and
recollections. Each narrator connected past, ptesel future in her own way
as she tapped into her own distinct ordering systmevents in her life.

A variety of contemporary Inuit and Inuit-advocaeyiting projects still do accomplish a

direct preservation of oral stories and traditionsuch a manné?.

Contemporary Inuit writing and literature in Englidoes also tend to possess direct links to
the orality of Inuit culture whereby diverse sttiisforms are used for written text so that it
more clearly resembles oral speech. Hulan (200Z,9p explains that Inuit writings and
literature in English were “once excluded by theylarCanadian academy because of
challenges [they] presented to received notionfooh and genre” but have “been newly
acknowledged.” Such ‘challenges’ include differemidetween English spoken and written
by Inuit with English more typically used by nondlt In the introduction to an anthology of
Inuit literature, Gedalof (1980, p. 10) notes tRaiglish written by Inuit “doesn’t read like
English Canadian literature” as “Inuit don’t speafglish like people in the South” Like
Parejo Vadillo (2000, p. 237; p. 237) notes regagdiative women'’s autobiography, Inuit
writing and literature can contain a “hybrid forrf¥vhich fuses the oral to the Western

written tradition.” Hulan (2002, p. 79) reinforcesch observations explaining that “Inuit

'®j.e. Oosten, J. & F. Laugrand (Eds.) (1999). Interviewing Inuit Elders Series. Iqaluit: Nunavut Arctic
College.

o Although English used within Inuit literature and writing does sometimes differ to English used by
non-Inuit by possessing a more direct link to orality, this is not always the case. Petrone (1988a, p.
xiii) explains that in the Canadian Arctic, “[s]ince the early 1960s the intensity and quality of education
have increased with an ever-growing number of young people writing in English” which has meant, as
Petrone (1988b, p. 201) notes that Inuit literature in English as used by non-Inuit has been a growing
genre since the mid-1970s, explaining further that the growth of Inuit literature with a greater fluency
in English was impacted through the increasing number of Inuit political organizations and Native
media.

48



texts in English merge conventions from oral andtem Inuit literature with forms from

other literary traditions in order to preserve ttiad and to accommodate modernity.”

Stretching the boundaries of the concept of liteeto include orality within text can also be
exhibited by writing which aims to depict an expecde of culture. Some Inuit writers, for
example, encourage their readers to listen tongstias storytelling as a way of experiencing
Inuit culture. Ties to storytelling and orality amintained through what Petrone (1988b, p.
201) calls the “ancestral inheritance.” Of parécunote is Petrone’s (1988b, p. 202)
observation that contemporary Inuit writers congiria use “the traditional practice of using
satire for humour and ridicule.” Petrone (1988b2@R) states that, “[u]sed for contemporary
social and political themes, it is a powerful weapo the hands of such writers as Zebedee
Nungak, Alootook Ipellie, and Alexis Utatnag.” Setimes the onus is put on the reader and
the reading experience to elicit an indirect limk drality. Qitsualik (2004, p. 36) notes,
regarding her stor§kraeling “Some of the characters in this tale are bounbetaoing and
believing things that are puzzling to non-Inuitdees. Good. We live in a time when critical
thinking is not “hip”, when we demand a thorouglplexation of everything presented to us
[. . .] my feeling is that if the reader wants toderstand a people, he or she has to live with

those people for a while. And a story is the udtienmagic by which this may occur.”

There are suggestions that a stretching of theatiltee category can be accomplished by
adapting the category to better reflect how litemtwritten by Indigenous writers can exhibit
such oral or storytelling components. Reflectimgaocourse she teaches on Aboriginal and
racial minority Canadian writers, Mukherjee (199882) explains that “Native writers force
us to rethink the nature of literature and theditg tradition.” Explaining how this rethinking
is accomplished, Mukherjee (1998, p. 81-82) stdked Native writers “speak[] of the
‘healing’ function of writing, by substituting theoncept of storytelling for ‘literature’.”
Evidence of writing as a therapeutic process hamn bdiscussed by a number of Inuit

authorst®

Despite the stretching of the term literature belyevestern categories through direct and
indirect links to orality within texts written bynuit, written literature, even that which
contains links to orality, is only one aspect otiitnliterature. This has similarities with

'8 See chapter 10 for a more in-depth discussion of this.
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Hoy’s (2001, p. 23) observation on Native literatur her work: “Though published texts are
the focus ofHow Should | Read Thesethd are the forms privileged within mainstream
Western literary culture, these need to be undedsts only one part of that larger Native
orature/literature continuum and as deriving megiitom within that tradition.” The same
is true for Inuit literature. There is much Inliierature that is oral literature. Ipellie (1996b
notes, however that if Inuit who lived in the phat access to the same tools for writing that
are available today, there would have been a mioeetdinking between the two literatures.
“Looking back to Inuit oral tradition, | can’t helput wonder how the Inuit written literary
tradition may have evolved to this day if they laadriting system intact and access to the
computer | am using today. | am sure we the dekugs would be reading some great
literary accomplishments from thousands of years lag wonderful writers in the land of

nomads.”

Through the use of both traditional and contempocanventions and forms, Inuit literature
has been called a literature of “cross-fertilizatiand “a literature of cross-cultural contact”
(Petrone, 1988b, p. 202; Gedalof, 1980, p. 8) thoagtrone (1988b, p. 202) notes as well
that there is also evidence of “an imaginative capdo create new forms.” Petrone (1988b,
p. 201) further explains that political conscioushevident in contemporary Inuit writing
distinguishes contemporary Inuit from their ancestW]ith a new political consciousness,
unknown to their ancestors, [contemporary Inuitteve] are writing a literature of opinion
and information, largely derivative and imitativé western models, reflecting the new
realities of political and social change.” Oftemking use of its cross-cultural nature, Inuit
writing tends to inherently respond to colonizatioh Inuit society and culture. Gedalof
(1980, p. 9) notes that “[Inuit] began to write abtheir own personal experiences, realizing
that only in each person’s individual response @dbk response of a people be captured.”
Petrone (1988b, p. 201) explains that writing fosunave given Inuit space to express their
feelings on the changes that Inuit society has ntgmhe through historical colonization and
ongoing acculturation and changes within Inuit styci “Acculturated Inuit young people are
articulating the feelings of a generation caugtd grisis of identity trying to determine a way
of life that will protect their traditions and dieg same time cope with the massive outside
influences in their lives.” Though as Gedalof (1980 9) notes, “[tlhe range of Inuit
experience is captured in the diversity of Inuiedature”, much of it contains an inherent
cross-cultural awareness while it is also used aspace to respond to historical and

contemporary forms of colonization in the Arctic.
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Native literature

Inuit literature is part of a larger genre of lagrre within North America which many refer
to under a ‘Native literature’ category, thougtkeliKuokkanen (2001), many Aboriginal
scholars argue for a broader concept of literafuma that used most prominently in the west.
Indigenous literature and Native literature labelse problematized as homogenizing
categories and “inappropriately broad” (Hoy, 2001,6). As Acoose (2001, p. 46; p. 47)
explains, “Native literature’ will simply not do,explaining that such a label blankets
various literatures under a single category. “Beeawur literatures are inextricably
connected to our communities, nations, clans, amlies, we must acknowledge that there

are numerous bodies of Indigenous literatures wi@anada alone.”

Other problems exist in the application of suctelab This labelling can also be seen to be
as Hoy (2001, p. 6) states, “inappropriately narfovindigenous authors explain that the
application of labels such as ‘Native writer’ meéhat their subject position of ‘writer’ and
other subject positions get subsumed by the ‘Najpetion of the label. Hoy (quoting
Maracle, 2001, p. 8) states that Salish-Metis writeee Maracle “protests that her
Indigenousness, her location quite specifically' [dative writer,” ‘Native woman,” not as
‘writer’ or ‘woman’, is the restrictive grounds dfer authority for white readers or white

feminists.”

Complicating this debate is the obvious catch-22emhy writers who are Indigenous
struggle not only with not wanting to be pigeonflblaut also with not wanting to always
dismiss such a label as it offers a recognitiorumique and distinctive characteristics of
Indigenous writings. This argument Hoy (2001, pd8scribes as “epistemic privilege” or
the message from Osennontion (Marlyn Kane, Mohawtkgn addressing non-Indigenous
feminist scholars and students (in Hoy, 2001, gitt&t we are absolutely differerit! Such

an argument lies close to the danger of essentiglindigeneity. As Acoose (2001, p. 37-
38) states, “[a]s | struggle with issues of theiagzor interrogating Indigenous literatures
from an Indigenous cultural context, | am only teell aware of the dangers of essentializing
Indigenousness.” But it also lies close to the appation-of-voice debate, the belief that
non-Indigenous people should not speak from thepeetive of someone who is Indigenous,

particularly in creative writing from a first-pensgerspective. For example, Armstrong (in

51



Hoy, 2001, p. 8) states “I don't feel that any Hodian person could represent our point of

view adequately.”

Further complicating this debate is the realityt twating by Indigenous people exists in a
world with a non-Indigenous hegemony. Hoy (200113) explains that “Native writing,
editing, publishing, performing, reviewing, teaafirand reading necessarily take place, at
least partially, in contexts shaped and controligdhe discursive and institutional power of
dominant white culture in Canada.” Hoy (2001, @) Explains how non-Indigenous
individuals often make up the majority of the, stimes unintentional or undesired,

audience of Indigenous literature.

In 1 Am WomanLee Maracle begins by declaring that she doesmeind to
write for the European in Canada, that intimateveosation with her own
people is overdue. Within that very paragraph,utfp the third-person
pronouns applied to a white readership begin wesinto direct address [. .
.This slipperiness Maracle tackles directly laiterthe book: ‘It sickens my
spirit to have to address your madness, but yawdsia front of my people,
and to speak to each other, we must first rid dueseof you.’

Acoose (2001, p. 47) insists that Indigenous comtimsnneed to “take control of our own
stories, define our own critical methods and lagguand resurrect our respective cultural
epistemologies.” Ruffo (in Acoose, 2001, p. 47) lakps that outsiders from a specific
culture need to undergo “a degree of culturalatibin” whereby they “seek out the necessary
prerequisite information so that any attempt toredlsl [an Indigenous culture’s] literature
will be more than merely superficial or, in the rexbe, inaccurate.” Acoose (2001, p. 50)
promotes King’'s suggestion that a “critical langaidgr Indigenous literatures” be used in
place of the problematized ‘Native literature’ lalaed lists examples of more acceptable

terms such as “tribal, polemical, associational imterfusional literatures.”

This debate extends more broadly when we condiderthhe category of Canadian literature
has itself been problematized by different authass exclusionary, where for instance
Mukherjee (1998, p. 77) has indicated many feelafi@dian’ is a code word for white.”

Mukherjee (1998, p. 70) explains that writings bgn@dian Inuit women in particular have

expressed “alienation from a national entity callédnada™ an expression that is common

within writings of other Aboriginal and other mintyrgroups as well.
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Inuit literature and writing is often excluded, myaalized or included very minimally in
anthologies and forums of Aboriginal and Canadiemdture. Examining the representation
of the Inuit creative voice in Aboriginal and Caraadliterature anthologies, Kennedy (2004,
p. 143) found, for example, that “there appear ¢osignificantly fewer Inuit works in
individual collections by individual Inuk authors within many Aboriginal collections and
general Canadian Literature collections.” Furtiéennedy (2004, p. 138), who conducted
research examining the teaching of Inuit oraturé kterature at Canadian post-secondary
institutions, found that only Nunavut Arctic Colkegffered courses specifically on Inuit
literature while 26 of 40 universities and collegiest participated in the study included some

Inuk authors in their Aboriginal or Canadian liten@ courses.

With this marginal inclusion in the wider antholegiand forums, it seems that Inuit literature
struggles in some ways less and in some ways mitietine debates and controversies that
trouble the wider Native literature anthologies dadims. In some ways, there is not the
same recognition or discussion of the terminologg eepresentation debates and therefore
less critical awareness, reflection and thinkingttoa need for drawing out a space for Inuit
definitions of Inuit literature within the wider gees. Conversely, however, since Inuit
literature is marginalized within anthologies armuims of Native literature, some of the
challenges that directly meet and challenge theemmajor literatures within the wider genre,
do not touch Inuit literature. For example, witte tminimal inclusion in Native literature
spaces that can be created and maintained by thdasele Indigenous communities, Inuit
literature and writing tends to exist more natyrall spaces that Inuit communities have
created or in forums that Inuit maintain close obaton and control of. Ipellie’s (1996b)
discussion of Inuit writing (in an Arctic newspapeyr a case in point. “Today, we can be less
afraid about having our Inuit voice appropriatedtassed to be not so long ago by writers
from other lands and cultures. |, and my contermpes, will see to it that it will never

happen again.”

Post-colonial literature

Literature authored by Aboriginal people in Nortmérica has also been categorised in some
forums as a ‘post-colonial literature’. Trhe Empire Writes Back: Theory and Practice in
Post-Colonial LiteraturesAshcroft, et al (2002, p. 2) define literaturésaymerly colonized

nations (“Africa countries, Australia, BangladedBanada, Caribbean countries, India,
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Malaysia, Malta, New Zealand, Pakistan, Singapoas”post-colonial literatures in “that they
emerged in their present form out of the experiasfceolonization and asserted themselves
by foregrounding the tension with the imperial powand by emphasizing their differences
from the assumptions of the imperial centre.” Asfficret al (2002, p. 142) place the writings
of Aboriginal peoples such as “Maoris, Inuit andsfralian Aborigines” in a special position
in that “they are doubly marginalized — pushedh® psychic and political edge of societies
which themselves have experienced the dilemmaloh@ alienation” and therefore discuss
these literatures as having “a capacity, far gretitan that of white settler societies, to
subvert received assumptions about literature.’pl&ring further, Ashcroft et al (2002, p.
143) discuss how Indigenous writing has similamg@l historical problems of post-colonial
writing” in that these writings have been “incorptad into the national literatures of the
settler colonies as an ‘extension’ rather than separate discourse.”

Grace (2001) and Hulan (2002) look particularlyratit writing and literature in relation to
terminologies as introduced by Ashcroft et al (2002 her consideration of Inuit writing and
literature under her description of the north “mgtback”, Grace (2001, p. 234), defining the
north in a strictly Canadian context, explains thase writings “constitute a powerful
counter-discourse in which the North can be, agere, heard, in which it breaks an imposed
silence, and through which it eventually writes kbacSpeaking of the placement of
literatures of Aboriginal peoples by post-colorsaholars and theorists, Hulan (2002, p. 75;
p. 74), acknowledges that “the feature of Inuittiwg has affinities with post-colonial
literatures as theorized ithe Empire Writes Batkand explains more clearly that “the task
of literary criticism of aboriginal writing shoultée understanding its own features, not
embedding it in a national or post-colonial canorHulan (2002, p. 74) argues for Inuit
literature to be examined and seen as “valuabl@rmeyow it illuminates non-aboriginal

literature.”

Many Indigenous intellectuals argue, similarly, fbe rejection of the category post-colonial

altogether. King (in Acoose, 2001, p. 49; p. S@}es that he is “quite unwilling to use these

terms” explaining that “[w]hile post-colonialism guorts to be a method by which we can

begin to look at those literature which are fornoed of the struggle of the oppressed against
the oppressor, the colonized against the colontherterm itself assumes that the starting
point for that discussion is the advent of EurogeanNorth America.” And Armstrong (in

Acoose, 2001, p. 49) argues that there “isn’'t aqmbsnial literature” as “we are immersed in
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colonial literature.” Though there were no exampédnuit writers addressing the category
post-colonial in the source literature reviewed;tsdiscussions by other Aboriginal scholars

speak towards the inappropriateness of such aftermritings authored by Inuit.

Resistance literature

Indigenous writings and literatures often inhengmésist hegemonic discourse and histories
written and maintained by colonialism and, in sendp are at the “forefront” of what de
Sousa Santos (2006, p. 24; p. 24; p. x) calls stheggle for an ecology of recognitions” or
evidencing and making visible diversities which dchcterize the differentiated and unequal
dynamics of global capitalism” making them, therefopart of an “alternative, counter-
hegemonic kind of globalization.” Armstrong (in dase, 2001, p. 49) speaks of Indigenous
literatures as “rooted in an inner voice of resis@[. . .] resistance to colonialism and
resistance to the whole culture clash that is aksionist in nature.” Kuokkanen (2001, p.
80) identifies writings from “people on the mardias “a political and social act” whereby
“[m]inority and Indigenous writers have often ssed their critical and oppositional

relationship towards mainstream societies.”

Resistance literature is a category increasinglyndo@pplied to Indigenous writing and
literatures though a foremost text drawing on sadhbel analyzes “literature that emerged
significantly as part of the organized nationakfition struggles and resistance movements
in Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East” sifesally (Harlow, 1987, p. xvii). Though
excluding Aboriginal writing and literature withithe North American context, Harlow’s
(1987) analysis sets the stage and provides thexdoior locating literatures by Aboriginal,
and more specifically Inuit, writers as resistaniterature. Of particular relevance is
Harlow’s (1987, p. xvi) questioning of the appliddp of “contemporary literary critical
theory in the West” to “the literary output of gexdiical areas which stand in opposition to
the very social and political organization withimieh the theories are located and to which
they respond.” Such questioning is particularlievant as Aboriginal scholars have raised
the same concern and have in different contextsirbég develop Aboriginal-based literary

criticisms (i.e. see LaRocque, 1999, chapter six).

Resistance literature as a category has been wvsdédfine Aboriginal writings by some

intellectuals within the North American contexe(iStrong-Wilson, 2008, p. 62; LaRocque,
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1999). LaRocque (1999, p. 2) analyzes Aborigintatdture within the Canadian context in
depth on its potential categorization as resistéiter@ture and concludes that “Native writers
have indeed produced Native resistance literaturaRocque (1999, p. 2) discusses how
Native writing and scholarship as seen as resistéterature exists in a critical position for
promoting decolonization, particularly in resporglio and promoting critical awareness and
understanding within non-Indigenous “scholarly,tical and constitutional treatment of
Native peoples” where “much more work remains todbae.” Although Inuit writing and
literature has not been located as resistanceatlibey in the source literature, more general
location of writings by Inuit as resistance litena is identified by LaRocque (1999, p. 301)
who locates Native writing within the Canadian eptas resistance literature and Inuit

writing within her consideration of Native writing.

Locating Inuit writing as resistance literaturalso reinforced by examining the relevance of
writings by Inuit under defined characteristics rebistance literature. Godard (in Parejo
Vadillo, 2000, p. 239) defines resistance literatwith three characteristics: “first, it is ‘a
political and politicized activity’ engaged withofmal experimentation,” [. . .] Secondly,
experimentation leads to the ‘exploration of thenfal limitations of the literary codes’
imposing historical demands and responsibilities on a reader.” The dhatacteristic of
resistance literature is that it is produced witthe struggle for decolonization.” Parejo
Vadillo (2000, p. 239) uses such a definition aliseance literature to define Native women’s
autobiography, calling such writing “a counter-hega&ic mode of writing, following both
the oral and written tradition” which achieves deodzation through construction of “a
Native identity.” Inuit writing is often politicahnd decolonizing and often combines oral
and written traditions within textual form, whichrough its contrast to hegemonic styles
could be said to ‘experiment’ with different stylead forms. Inuit writers often work to
guestion hegemonic accounts accomplished in somgnga by ‘reversing the gaze’
(discussed in more detail in chapter 10). Addresshe third characteristic of resistance
literature, Inuit writers often rewrite local hisies in ways that are oppositional to

hegemonic meta-narratives and histories and inthig aim to resist and decolonize.

Testimonial literature

Another major genre that is also useful to consrégarding Inuit literature is the genre of

testimonial literatures or testimonio. This labsl aften not applied beyond the Latin
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American context, however it is useful to considermany characteristics of the genre can
equally be recognized within Indigenous writingsSmith (1999, p. 28) discusses how
Indigenous writings can be considered as testinsomethe critical role they play both in
“rewriting andrerighting” hegemonic histories explaining that “lgdnous peoples want to
tell our own stories, write our own versions, im own ways, for our own purposes. It is not
simply about giving an oral account or a geneaklgiaming of the land and the events
which raged over it, but a very powerful need teegiestimony to and restore a spirit, to
bring back into existence a world fragmented andgly In such ways, Indigenous writings
share similar characteristics with the testimorearg which Nance (2006, p. 7) defines as “a
body of works in which speaking subjects who preskemselves as somehow “ordinary”
represent a personal experience of injustice, venatirectly to the reader or through the
offices of a collaborating writer, with the goal ioducing readers to participate in a project

of social justice.”

Characterizations and analyses of the genre whimhc®l (2006) outlinesare particularly
relevant for this study when considering that wgs authored by Inuit hold many similar
characteristics to the testimonio genre. In fatta notable exception to this label being
solely applicable to Latin American literatures,hB¢2004, p. 130) considers one particular
text authored by an Inuk as a testimonib Nuligak —which he describes as “the first book
length testimonio by a Canadian Eskimo.” As BeB00d, p. 130) summarizes, “the
principal narrator, Nuligak [. . .] articulates hdwe and his people, the Kitigariukmeut tribe
of the Mackenzie Delta, were dispossessed of thaive traditions and lands by whites.”
The placement of this text authored by an Inuk withe testimoni@enre is important as an
example for this thesis as | have also come toidenghe source literature as testimonials on
colonization in the Canadian Arctic, and my proceggeading as a witnessing of those

testimonies.

Further, Inuit testimonials are evident within tenon of Inuit literature, and have been used
to bear witness to a number of historical and coptarary realities within the Canadian
Arctic. For example, they have been drawn upon iwithe Canadian Government Royal
Commission on The High Arctic Relocation (see Dults& Erasmus, 1994), and Isuma
(2010) has produced a film examining Inuit perspest of the relocation of Inuit families
from Inukjuak to the High Arctic community of Griggord. For a project which | worked on

at ITK, Inuit testimonials regarding experienceschifnate and environmental change were
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relied upon with aims to increase global awaremessaction on climate change (Nickels et
al., 2005). Inuit testimonials have been drawn ianthese and other cases, often for the
purpose of speaking to and back to historical aadtemporary authoritative accounts
regarding the Canadian Arctic.

Summary

In this chapter | have considered formal or acaderategorizations of writings by Inuit.
This analysis has clarified how the diversity aothplexity of perspectives regarding labels
and categories of this literature requires tha¢ der used in their application. As my research
is located within the social sciences but relieslitarary methods which are more typical
within the humanities, this analysis is also a wélistening to the humanities. Through this
analysis | have come to see the need to rejectiskeof post-colonial with regards Inuit
writing as the term itself assumes that colonizati® past. | have also discussed how
terminologies which describe literature written lbyit as resistance have relevance for my
thesis. It is important to note, however, that lappility of academic or formal
terminologies is not what makes these writingsstast. While writings by Inuit — as with
other primary sources written with aims to resssipvert or displace hegemonic narratives —
may or may not be formally termed resistance litegawithin academic discourses, it is their
capacity to write or speak back to hegemonic arloaiiative narratives which mark them as
resistant. Application of a terminology of testinmnliterature to Inuit writings was also
discussed as relevant for this thesis. It is paldrly relevant for my reading methodology
where | have considered aspects of listening amaeasing as part of the reading process. In
chapter 5, moving forward from this consideratidnclassification processes, | draw on a
notion of intertextuality which helps to highligtite partial nature of a text and which | have
drawn on throughout this thesis in questioning psses, such as academic labelling and

categorization, which fix concepts as rigid.
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CHAPTER 5: Locating the research: Intertextuality

Introduction

In this chapter, | detail my understanding of trethd discuss how intertextuality has
informed my rationale behind writing the thesisttag a conversation. 1 first discuss how |
conceptualize truth as multiple, fluid and achigvipartial, temporary singularity through
intersubjectivity. Next, | review how in the wrigirof this text, | have encountered challenges
with language which have reinforced drawing onrtebeuality within this thesis. Finally, in
discussing how intertextuality allows for consciopartiality, | return to address the
guestioning | encountered on positionality. Heexplain that such questions can perpetuate
divisions and exclusivities and | propose that mittesearch we can write in ways that are

different than direct representation.

Truths and imaginations behind the text

Recounting her experience during the Spanish fidegpic in Nunatsiavut, Joshua (1995, p.
22) makes the disclaimer: “I can only remember wraath telling you now.” Inherent within
this statement is the recognition that there aneratruths that exist but that Joshua feels she
cannot access. Similarly, Qitsualik (1999b), @sctibing her reaction in coming across an
old can and pair of sun goggles in an ancientriegton the land, states that “[i]t was indeed
tempting to tie all the clues together to make rgda story within which all occurrences
seemed to make sense. But the truth, | have toncemiyself now as then, is that the old
sites, their encampments and their graves, werayslayer upon layer of intermingled
history and happening.” A similar example is giv®nLaw (2004, p. 129) in recounting an
anecdote where a researcher asked an Australiaright® to comment on the ceremonies
of a neighbouring group, and was told that theruitgvee felt it was “none of my business.”
Such definitions of truth are explained by Law (20@. 129) who discusses that within
Aboriginal cultures, “there are multiple possibéalities — and indefiniteness — but this is not
experienced as a problem.” If singular truths @me to occur, they are recognized as
created through relations. Within Aboriginal bébgstems, truths which Law (2004, p. 129)
terms “narratives” are “negotiated and renegotidtebh this context, Law (2004, p. 129)
explains that when a singular truth is achievedijgddy and the relational nature of that truth
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are recognized. “The implication is that if singutly is achieved (and the extent to which
this is the case is contingent and uncertain) thenis a local and momentary gathering or
accomplishment, rather than something that staydaoe.” Such examples highlight how
worldviews, when in accordance with ‘traditionatitions of Aboriginal cultural perspectives
and ways of being, show openness towards trutlfotiabsolute but multiple and influenced

largely by perspective.

Just as Inuit recognize the relational or perspaktiature of singular truths, the same can be
argued of singular truths within research. Forneple, Law (2004, p. 59) explains that
“[r]ealities are not explained by practices andddslbut are instead produced in them. They
are produced, and have a life, in relations.” Ahtrcan shift depending on the lens through
which we are being offered a view. | have come a@aceptualize truth in this manner,

becoming aware of how it is multiple, fluid, pal#and created through intersubjectivities.

My perspective on truth within research has alsenb@fluenced through imaginations not
easily expressed in language. Ipellie (1993, p). sppeaks to such imaginations in the Arctic
context as he discusses the real as encompasgmthedrue and the imagined. “The Arctic
is a world unto its own where events are imaginedrgal and true to life, as we experience
them unfolding each day.” In writing this thesishave encountered intangible elements
through the reading and writing and in reflectiandoeams about the work. Here | refer to
interesting coincidences, subtle nudges or new extions which have often allowed me to
reface my thesis anew. Thrift (2008, p. 16) sinylanotes what he terms “poetics of the
unthought, of what Veseley (2004) calls the lateworld, a well-structured pre-reflective
world which, just because it lacks explicit artetivn, is not therefore without grip.” | have
tried to offer in the text some hints at these imatjons and, although these have been

difficult to articulate, their presence lies behthé written text.

Further, there are imaginations — aspects of truthat sit amongst the discussions of this
thesis that are unknowable. Describing Inuk sgodethe past, Petrone quotes Rasmussen
(in 1988a, p. 2) as saying “[tlhese stories weraaenevhen all unbelievable things could
happen.” Within my Master’s research, an Inuk woprepeaking of her birth, said, “[t|hey
delivered me as a boy. They delivered me in Inuktway [. . .] | was a boy for few
minutes!” Explaining further, she said, “[t]hisase thing Qallunaat don’t get [. . .] but it do
happen” (Moquin, 2004, p. 170). As Irigaray (2004,24) states, “[i]t is when we do not
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know the other, or when we accept that the otheranes unknowable to us, that the other
illuminates us in some way, but with a light thalightens us without our being able to

comprehend it, to analyse it, to make it ours.clba perspective has been very important to
this work as my aim has been to bring differenspectives together, not to encompass one

by another.

This has also meant, however, that a challengebbas how to present these varieties of
truth, imagination and unknowables in a writtent t&x that their prism-like qualities remain
evident but still relying on a linear format that academic thesis necessitates. The text
becomes a place of synthesis where | stand ardissroads based upon these understandings
that realities are multiple and singular truths @esated through relations. Such a perspective

is facilitated through a poststructuralist conagfphtertextuality.

Intertextuality is a concept used within poststnsalism to recognize that texts contain
multiple, sometimes conflicting voices and that thxet itself inherently possesses awareness
that it is produced through the reworking of reeditand voices to represent something else.
Murfin and Ray (2003, p. 363) explain that “Juliadteva coined the term intertextuality to
refer to the fact that a text is a “mosaic” of pliséng texts whose meanings it reworks and
transforms.” Short (as cited in Strong-Wilson, 0p. 54) defines the term as “a process of
making meaning through connections across presehpast texts.” The singular meanings
created through intertextuality are, however, asvegcognized as temporary as this concept
facilitates an inherent awareness by the text ©fpdrtiality. The notion of partiality and
temporariness afforded by a poststructural definitof a research text as an intertext means
understanding that writings or representationsvedrirom research are considered as partial
snapshots of realities. As Clandinin and Conn¢l000, p. 84) explain with regards
narrative inquiry, the texts derived “are alwaygerpretive, always composed by an
individual at a certain moment of time. As resbkars, we may take a photograph as a field

text, but that photograph is one telling, one shog image.”

While some speak of the concept of ‘intertextualdy being potentially used as a colonial

tool when applied to the writings of Indigenous pled® | see intertextuality as decolonizing

19 As Brydon (1991, p. 195-196) states, “[w]hen directed against the Western canon, postmodernist
techniques of intertextuality, parody and literary borrowing may appear radical and even potentially
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as it allows for the consideration that a rese#&eghis a constructed form that can be shown
to have an inherent awareness that singular tardeted through the text are partial, forged
through relations inherent therein and thereforestjaning the notion of one hegemonic
truth. | define intertextuality similar to Law’s @R4, p. 131) explanation of things regarded
within Aboriginal mediations, “[i]f they hold theishape at all it is because they are
participating in their continuing recreation.” émtextuality inherently carries within it a
space for dialogue as texts can be placed in ceatten with each other whereby singular,
and potentially alternative or counter, meaningsloa made.

Considering language

With writing as a methodology, draft writing hasebea significant part of this research but
when it came time to fix this piece of writing asrmanent | ran into concerns with language.
Constantly seeing the partiality of my thoughtshivitthis thesis, it was difficult to reach an
end or make my temporary and partial thoughts peemtaand fixed. Such a challenge
became particularly obvious when | returned to jmes writings on the need to question
rigid binaries and labelling, after having just tn three draft chapters which | felt
contained rigid and static definitions. This camceade me revisit my previous writings to
ensure that | was critically questioning the defghi had done — but it also brought forward
concerns with language, as it was beginning tolfieelthe use of language necessarily meant
a labelling or defining. In language, a word staima for greater meanings and language
therefore inherently represents. Moving from dverfiting to trying to make this into a final
permanent written text brought my concerns with ithigerent representational nature of
language to the for®.

But language can also be conceptualized less yigmtloks (1994, p. 167) states that “[l]ike
desire, language disrupts, refuses to be contawmdtin boundaries.” Such a radical
perspective of language has been something | hese Wworking towards in writing this text

intertextually as a major theme of this thesis leen the critical questioning and

revolutionary. When directed against native myths and stories, these same technigques would seem
to repeat the imperialist history of plunder and theft.”

%% Such concerns are rooted in Derrida’s discussion of différance and his arguments regarding
language as necessarily representative but also unable to accomplish pure representation (i.e.
Derrida, 1996, p. 216).
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problematizing of rigid categories, constructiomsl aefinitions. To write a thesis — and to
use language — is to necessarily represent butd dtempted to use language in such a way
that | am not imposing a language but learningedgit languages and terminologies and
placing them side-by-side to see where they fietogr and where they differ.

Such an understanding of language also requireleehce on the part of the reader. Inuit
writers sometimes use English words differentlynthase them but rather than translate their
meanings — or standardize all terminologies — gl and singular definitions that | set out,

| ask that the reader of this text recognize “thatknow in fragments” as hooks (1994, p.
174; p. 173-174) states, explaining that:

[1]t is evident that we must change conventionalysvaf thinking about
language, creating spaces where diverse voicespeak in words other than
English or in broken, vernacular speech. This redhat at a lecture or even
in a written work there will be fragments of spedbht may or may not be
accessible to every individual. Shifting how wenkhabout language and how
we use it necessarily alters how we know what wenakn

In reading this text, | ask that readers understhatll am drawing on a multitude of voices,
perspectives and meanings that sit behind singutads and | do not define these into
singular, limited and narrow meanings. | ask tha&t work at being open to multiple
definitions, approximate meanings and allowing ddferent truths to speak. It is by not
always rigidly defining where there is space toateebridges of understanding across

differences.

A rejection of a rigid view of language, so thatrigewithin language can be seen as a place
of dialogue, has also allowed me to return to lagguin a way where | can speak with my
own voice, as | am able to critically questionstldearn to use it. hooks (1994, p. 168) states
that when we are just learning to speak, beliefingid understanding that language is
colonizing (or necessarily representative) cantliamd disempower us: “l resist the idea of
the “oppressor’s language,” certain that this coesthas the potential to disempower those
of us who are just learning to speak, who arelgasihing to claim language as a place where

we make ourselves subject.”

As | work in English and draw from texts authoredlbuit and written in English, | must

acknowledge English’s inherent ‘imperialism’ as IRtson (1992, p. 47) makes clear: “the
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dominance of English is asserted and maintainedthiey establishment and continuous
reconstitution of structural and cultural inequeastbetween English and other languages.”
But | also recognize that hooks’ (1994, p. 168rdssion of “language as a place where we
make ourselves subject” helps to decentralize tigligh language from its placement at the
center, which can be implicit in questions of whgeaks for who, as such questions
necessarily confirm margin/center binaries. Engliah then be seen as a place where anyone
can make him or herself subject. Yes English isidant but this does not disqualify it from
being used by those who have been marginalizedighrdgs dominance or disqualify it from
being used in a radical manner. Viewing languageaaplace for dialogue and a
decentralizing of English have been important usidedings for this thesis. Written works
can always be taken as representative but intedbtxt offers a method for the text to
become a space for dialogue so that inherent réemgrof partialities and questioning of

hegemonies can be contained inherently withingkeitself.

Considering ‘speaking for’

Speaking for and speaking about others have bearedevariously as problematic. Alcoff
(1991-1992, p. 1), discussing feminist and anthimgioal disciplines, states that “[w]hile the
prerogative of speaking for others remains unqoest in the citadels of colonial
administration, among activists and in the acadénslicits a growing unease and, in some
communities of discourse, it is being rejected.itetary disciplines also struggle with this
crisis of representation. For example, Hoy (200fdjes a transparent text on her struggles as
a non-Indigenous academic and teacher of Natigetiire and Lundy (2001, p. 104) quotes
Filewood, a non-Indigenous theatre critic, as stati can’t write about native theatre; all |
can write about is my response to it. When | watelive theatre | see my own gaze
returned; my watching is an appropriation, evenwies invited.” This problem has also
been considered by some critics of Inuit literatame writing. As Hulan (2002, p. 62) writes,
“non-Inuit writers effectively ‘speak for’ Inuit lib by reaching an audience that Inuit writers

may not have access to and by influencing howabditence may receive Inuit writing.”

Alcoff (1991-1992, p. 2) answers her posed probtdnspeaking for others by articulating
guestions which follow from not speaking for:
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If I don’'t speak for those less privileged than eifjsam | abandoning my
political responsibility to speak out against opgsien, a responsibility
incurred by the very fact of my privilege? If 1 shd not speak for others,
should | restrict myself to following their lead aritically? Is my greatest
contribution to move over and get out of the way®lAf so, what is the best
way to do this—to keep silent or deconstruct my atourse?

The appropriation-of-voice debate considered iati@h to Aboriginal literature in Canada is
one instance where the solution has been to “meee and get out of the way” with regards
the problem of speaking for others. Alcoff (199992, p. 1) speaks of one particular
example where Cameron (a non-Indigenous author hasowritten on the lives of Native
Canadian women from a first-person perspective) ask®d by Native authors at the 1988
International Feminist Book Fair to “move over dhe grounds that her writings are
disempowering for Native authors.” Hoy (2001, p.e&plains that this debate has centred
“on the non-Native creative writer who employs @&tfperson Native perspective or retells
stories from the oral tradition.” Hulan (2002, §il-62) relates this debate to the Arctic
context, explaining that “[sJome writers of the tiorefuse to become embroiled in the
controversy at all, by refusing to write about theit or to report their words.” This can
have the effect of silencing voices from the nartimpletely. Hulan (2002, p. 62) explains
that “[tlhis well-meaning attempt to avoid appr@timg the voice of others can have the

same effect, however, if the voice of northern mtants cannot be heard.”

Regarding the appropriation of voice debate, twotlwriters speak primarily of the need for
writers to be free to be creative. As CarpenteiRobbeson, 1997, p. 112) states, “I'd like to
tell you all that I'm very concerned about this ayggiation of voice. | think no one should
have to second-guess their thoughts when they.writteink you should write what you want
to write in any gender and in any race because dyban own you, or own your power to
write or tell stories.” Ipellie (in Robbeson, 1997, 111) discusses the need for creative
freedom more explicitly, also discussing the nemdthis to be tempered by a responsibility
to cite when drawing on specific contextual knowied

| think a writer has to have that freedom to expréseir own creativity,
imagination, in what they’re putting on paper. Ytave to have that freedom.
I have a problem with only one thing: if someonkates stories from the Inuit
people and then puts it into their own work withawen mentioning the
source, then | would have a problem with that.
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Such a freedom of creativity tempered by respolitsitio context has an underlying theme

of respect.

But there is a difference between fiction and nietieh writing where the latter is said to be
factual — or representing reality. Inuit speakbamalf of larger Inuit communities and these
narratives speak back to stereotypical images laiteth among those who are ignorant of
Arctic realities. Hulan (2002, p. 62) states thedithout the practice of speaking for others,
aboriginal people would not find voices that cotddch the people who need to learn most,
and non-aboriginal people who continue to imagineriginal people according to prevailing
stereotypes.” Hulan (2002, p. 62) explains thaagpg for others, therefore, is useful in
particular contexts, and she offers the particeleample of Inuit self-representation and
autobiography where (and here she nods to Alcoff)s* politically expedient to have a
spokesperson speak on one’s behalf.” This wagcphkatly the case in the past when an Inuk
spokesperson for other Inuit would be those whoevahle to write and/or speak English,

evident in the following excerpt by Akeeko (1980,19).

This is Akeeko writing. Other Eskimo know much mdnan | do but they do
not write. But | know their way of life. Some vkonow but what they earn
goes away fast. | know because lots of them camdeell me. And now they
want stoves for the winter. | tell them to ask thachers but many won't. |
cannot help them though | feel sorry for them—emdlgcthe ones who are in
need.

Still in the contemporary Arctic, as Ipellie (199@&xplains, many feel that greater access for
Inuit to wider forums, where issues particular twit are discussed, is a privilege which

carries with it responsibilities to ancestors a#l a® Inuit contemporaries.

Inuit are no doubt becoming important proponents these kinds of
conferences, bringing with them experiences andpeetives about their
people which had never before been told at thesaéskof exclusive clubs of
the academic world [. . .] we do not take theseileges lightly, because we
owe it to our ancestors and the four generatiamduding mine) living today
to make sure that our our [sic] voices are headlraot just echoed from our
past.

Both in the historical as well as the contemporArgtic, certain Inuit have felt a need to

speak for or represent other Inuit.
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Further, suggested in texts where there is relgetdn represent — or speak for — wider
political or cultural groups, potential for cleattieulation and inclusion of the partiality of
one’s perspective within the text itself, is alsscdssed. Such critical awareness and advice
on representation is addressed in Rojas’s (200D0)thesis where she clearly spells out that
despite her identity as an Inuk woman, she doesintend for her words to be taken to
represent Inuit women. “This cannot be emphasieadugh. | dread the potential
misperception of readers interpreting my text asegaly representing the thoughts of all
Inuit women. It is not my intention in this thestsrepresent the viewpoints of Inuit women
(I will leave that up to Pauktuutit, Inuit WomenAssociation): rather, it is my attempt to
understand my own thoughts on what has been wrdtsput Inuit women.” Texts are
necessarily transformed when read and words n@ssacdly meant to represent or speak for
can be taken by readers as doing so, but an atlthbcritically contemplates the potential
dangers of representation within the writing precgwes the text an inherent awareness of

its own limits of representation.

Addressing the question: How can you speak for?

A question such as ‘how can you speak for?’ costaim inherent assumption that identities
are fixed and necessarily distinct. When askesl dliestion, the researcher becomes locked
into a particular identity construct distinct frottme group that is being researched so that
there really is only one answer: ‘I can’t. | am reotpart of this group. This research is
invalid.” Such a question carries this alreadyigioned answer within it. Faundez (in Freire
& Faundez, 1989, p. 40) calls this a “bureaucrdtiasking of questions” stating that “[t]he
guestions are questions which already contain #eswers. In that way, they are not even
guestions! They are answers rather than questiddatrying an inherent assumption within
it, the question — how can you speak for? — pressgp an answer based on identity

constructs which are falsely considered to be rigid

Though rigid conceptualizations of difference amdsd, genuine differences are not.
Individuals are different from each other, and moedigenous researchers tend to be in
positions of racial and class privilege in compamigo Indigenous groups who they are
looking to research. But when we ask questions 4ikhow can you speak for? — we lock
race, class and gender differences into facadgemhanence and ignore that all of us are

made up of cross-cutting hybrid identities. Thésean inherent assumption that the
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researcher and the research group are essentidgfgredt. Upon encountering such

guestions, it is difficult to return to spaces were can connect across our differences.

| have attempted to mitigate my own ‘crisis of eg@ntation’ and doubts on being able to
speak on behalf of others by drawing first on wgs by Inuit as my source material.
Further, like Annahatak (1994, p. 12) | have aisduded my own narrative within this thesis

to emphasize that my positionality frames the nesea

One [factor related to my values] is not to useapproach of describing my
fellow Inuit, nor any other group of people, but have respect towards
everyone and everything that | use as my souragvimg a message. The
style | felt most comfortable and right about, theras narrative, using my
own experience of the subject under discussion.

In this research, | speak for myself with the regbgn that | am consciously choosing my
research goal and way of researching accordingyteatues or ontology. This recognition
has been influenced by Law’s (2004) discussionasftélogical politics” and is similar to
Alcoff's (1991-1992, p. 9) discussion of the “cansting a possible self, a way to be in the
world” that is bound within the speaking for onaalf. | speak from a position of non-
neutrality and aim to conduct ethical research.y Wwhy of going about this research has a
responsibility to the different and varied conteaisl voices of which | speak and represent
but inevitably owes the greatest responsibility floe text itself — embodying what Thrift
(2008, p. 13) discusses as “hold[ing] to a sengeeogonal authorship.”

Considering intertextuality in a manner where sell other are mediated by ‘to’ rather than
‘for’ has meant that though research could be takespeak for’, it can also be taken as a
‘speaking to’ which | see as a more appropriate anmtecessary speaking. In considering
subject positions, | draw from lIrigaray’'s (1996)xdissions of ‘to’ between subjects as
maintaining respectful and ethical distance. Agdray (1996, p. 109-110) states: “The ‘t0’ is
the sign [. . .] of mediation between us. Thuss ihot: | order you or command you to do
some particular thing which could mean or implyréscribe this for you, | subject you to
these truths, to this order.” Instead, Irigaray9@.9p. 110) explains that the ‘to’ is “a barrier
against alienating the other’'s freedom in my subjég, my world, my language.” Seeing

intertextuality in this manner also indicates thia¢re is a sense of responsibility to be
considered with regards these subject positionsutdsvan ‘other’ which Attridge (2004, p.
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123; p. 123-124) defines as “the other | strugglereate or the other | encounter in the shape
of a person or a work”, explaining further thatath responsible to the other—the other calls
me to account [. . .] this is nowhere near as delingnas my responsibility for the other.
Being responsible for the other involves assumimggdther’'s needs.” There is space for the
other to speak back, potentially altering the sekpanding on this, Spivak (discussed in
Alcoff, 1991-1992, p. 10) advocates a “speakingvithich Alcoff (1991-1992, p. 10) states is
where “the intellectual neither abnegates his or #escursive role nor presumes an
authenticity of the oppressed, but still allows the possibility that the oppressed will
produce a ‘countersentence’ that can then suggestva historical narrative.” Such a
perspective allows for conscious representationhttiugh the research could be taken to be
‘speaking for’ there is a need to listen to othays/that the text is speaking. It is speaking to.
It is allowing others to speak to each other. lail®wing for disagreement between and

among differences and it is a space for dialogue.

As | have explained, intertextuality has allowed taequestion the question (how can you
speak for?) but it is not questions themselvesrikat to be discouraged. As Obama (2004,
p. 438) states, questioning and the conversatioty the potential for dialogue. “[l]n the
conversation itself, in the joining of voices, mdi myself modestly encouraged, believing that
so long as the questions are still being asked,t Wwiveds us together might somehow,
ultimately, prevail.” But Hoy (2001, p. 14), poing to the limitations of considering
conversation from a purely literary approach, stateat “the metaphor of conversation
ignores issues of power and access. Whose comee3aWhose favourite topics
predominate? Who keeps being interrupted? Whosérilootions are heard only when
paraphrased by someone else? Who is too strideesjdd the point, political,
incomprehensible? Who is even permitted to be éenrdtom? Who is bringing the coffee?”
These questions push us to acknowledge the exestd@ndifferences and that inequities exist
but unlike the speaking for question, they do reseatialize those differences. Instead they
help us get behind essentialisms, looking to undeds for whose benefit and for what
purpose labels are being applied and under whasteot@nd whose initiation categories are
constructed. Instead of asking bureaucratized @omtextual questions which can further
divisions, we need to research in ways that ackedge difference and recognize the reality
of power but reject seeing these differences asifix

69



Whilst Hoy's reservations concerning a purely hAigr or conversational approach are
important, nevertheless approaching each other Boah perspectives allows us to get to
places where we can connect across differencemarahnecting across difference there can
be positive learning opportunities. As Qitsualik999e) states, “[ijntermingling and
interlearning can only strengthen any individualgd @ society of strengthened individuals is
ultimately a stronger society.” It is through corsation where we can begin to get to know
the other — both open to transforming in the prece3hrough the intertextuality of this
thesis, | have learned that | need to questiomti@stion (how can you speak for?) because in
encountering it, | have felt the division it careate. Intertextuality has provided a way out
of this questioning so that the thesis can be ases space to recognize differences and ways

to connect across difference.

Summary

In this chapter, | have discussed a notion of tatguality as a conceptual guide for the
construction of the written text of my thesis. istiexplained that | conceptualize truth as
perspectival, partial and co-constructed and thatteon of intertextuality has allowed me to
see the text as a place for conversation. | wartbadiscuss how, in approaching the final
writing of this text, a contemplation of interteatity facilitated a questioning of the rigidity
of language. Seeing language as slippery can lzdawhen learning to speak as a “subject
capable of knowing” (Freire, 1998, p. 111) and sgdanguage in this way has helped me
contemplate a decentering of English. | discussed the problematizing of ‘speaking for’
as a theme arising across many disciplines whigdsd discussed this in relation to the
appropriation-of-voice debate regarding Nativerditare and perspectives of Inuit on the
guestion. | ended this discussion reconsideringititartextuality facilitates a presentation of
texts as necessarily partial. Finally, | directiydeessed the question ‘how can you speak
for?’ | discussed how such a question is a buredzed question in that it inherently
contains its answer while it also can create divisbetween differences by carrying an
inherent assumption that identities are rigidiytidid. | responded with a suggestion that in
research, which can be taken as representativeieifconsider other subject positions,
research texts can also be seen as ‘speaking doallowing different perspectives to speak
to each other. Drawing on this, | concluded witd dhaim that intertextuality as conversation
(though | noted Hoy's (2001) reservations on cosaton as metaphor) is a useful frame for

learning and understanding across differencedidmext chapter, | pick up on Hoy’s (2001)
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misgivings on differentials in power within the raphor of conversation and | further

explain my own reservations concerning textualasse
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CHAPTER 6: Locating the research: Methodologies

Introduction

In this chapter | detail the methodologies | hagediwithin this research. | begin with a
short review on the first step of identifying reagliand writing as my methodologies. Next, |
reflect on my misgivings regarding the capacitytextual research to be practical and
dialogic. | then situate my methodologies, disougsny understanding of standards which
my search for alternative methodologies was intreacto before looking at theoretical

perspectives on methodologies located close to ppyoach. In the next two sections, |
discuss different theoretical perspectives whiclwvehanformed my reading and writing

methodologies respectively. Finally, | considex #election of the texts included within the
thesis in more detalil.

Identifying the methodologies

Throughout the research for this thesis, the thek been to recognize where and when
meaning is occurring. And here by ‘meaning’, | lgnwvhat is significant to the parameters
of this research (i.e. research, colonization agahgogy in the Canadian Arctic) and what is
significant or ‘fits’ to the developing thesis texh more standard research there are often
examples of research templates which can be dreovm &nd referred to which can make it
easier to spot these moments because they teratuo @s expected. But with this research,
when encountering moments where meaning would ajlgicbegin to emerge, | felt
frustration in realizing this research was not pesging ‘normally’. For example, | spent a
good part of the first year attempting to narrowdaa research question becoming frustrated
that a typical step of research, i.e. going to ¢batext and allowing a topic to emerge or
clarify, did not feel ‘right’. Instead, however, ghmeaning-making moments were clearly
occurring during my processes of reading and wgitiThe trick has been tuning in to these
processes and recognizing that, though perhapymioal as methodologies within the social

sciences, they have been useful and valid forésearch.

| came to realize that writing and reading processeremy methodologies. The quotes |
read spoke directly to the text that | was writargl as | was writing, | would see gaps in the
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text that would be filled by quotes | was collegtinl first wrote literature reviews drawing
on academic literature, both from Inuit and nonilmwhile | read a wide array of Inuit and
non-Inuit authored texts concurrently. | realizédttthe large amassing of quotes from my
reading spoke directly back to these initial wgsn In addition, some of the newly gathered

guotes opened new areas that | did not initialgksaut.

It was a conversation that was happening throughieagling and writing. After recognizing
the validity of these processes by naming themethadologies, | could then document this
conversation in text. In doing this, ideas andoemts needed to be considered as in-flux and
a sense of movement seemed to facilitate the ctinnedetween quotes becoming apparent.
A consideration of such processes as my methodzddgas meant a need to be open and
receptive to the developing narrative and the un-fispect of the text throughout my writing.
| have critically questioned definitions, categerand labels as they arise and sat comfortably
with definitions and counter definitions side-bgeiwith gaps in between. By placing

different views beside each other within the tex¢anings have emerged.

Reconciling misgivings on textual research

| have had misgivings throughout my research ifkivay only with texts could be relevant to
a practical context and if this work could be dgdo Spokane-Coeur D’Alene poet and
writer Sherman Alexie (in Hoy, 2001, p. 16) highiig the limitation of academic theory and

writing in his poem ‘Introduction to Native Americd.iterature’, when he writes:

it will not save you
or talk you down from the ledge
of a personal building

Whitford discussing “Irigaray’s point of view” (irLather, 1993, p. 681) cautions that
“[p]laying with a text [. . .] is a rather solip$is activity; it is not a dialogue with the other
which includes process and the possibility of cleahgl have similarly worried if this
research is a meaningless exercise as | integxtt tegarding a context such as colonization
in the Arctic where tangibles, such as high suitadels, exist that are genuinely devastating
and needing to be changed. | have questioned whé#tkee is a place in academia for
research out of genuine compassion and concerndiagaactual difficult and painful ‘other’

challenges which can be helpful to amelioratingeatpof these difficult and painful realities.
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And | have had concerns about the often cited problith theorizing, that there are no

tangible, practical benefits to the ‘real world’.

But, is it better to engage participants in reseg@rojects framed by theorizing in the west, in
many ways removed and potentially irrelevant tdhéot realities? | attended a feminist

workshop early on in my Master’s degree. No Abioagwomen were in attendance and yet
when speaking of marginalization, Aboriginal wonvegre neatly allocated as being the most
marginalized group in Canada. There was a senseeading to acknowledge the further
marginalized status of Aboriginal women before mgvon to discuss how non-Aboriginal

women are also marginalized in different ways. Bigre was no critical engagement with
the political correctness that was guiding the llalgpand there was no deconstruction of the
category. Aboriginal women were assigned as a athgategory to the bottom rung. During

this workshop, | felt discomfort with this class#ition. Increasingly upon reflection, | have
been able to gain clarity that it is the maskingirafividual diversities within such rigid

essentialisms which is misleading and which capdientially damaging*

Breaking down these categories means consciouslygnézing that academic and ‘real
world’ contexts overlap and crossover. Sarris (192374) presents a conversation between
relatives of a Pomo medicine woman and tribal lead@&nita and Violet — and students in a
mainstream classroom at Stanford University whigimis at this.

“Well, that's what I've been bothered about all gaa What you said Violet,
I mean Mrs. Chappell. We read all this Americanidnditerature, the folklore
and everything, and | don’t know what I'm readingdon’t know anything

about the Indians. | was hoping to know somethifter doday. Like where to
start.”

“You just said it,” Anita said. “You don’t know attying. That's where to start
The woman wrung her hands. “But then how can wankabout Indians or
this film? | wanted to learn something.”

“. .. Listen,” Anita said looking back to the womddo you know who you

are? Why are you interested? Ask yourself thathimk you are asking
yourself right now. . .”

Violet straightened in her chair. “Get to know usingle. Watch. Something
will pop out that will say something to you.”

1| have drawn on Cyrulnik (2009) to crystallize such thinking, see chapter 11.
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Here, Anita and Violet encourage students to cas®/eto ‘mingle’ and to search for
knowledge regarding others by beginning with thdwese and contextualizing. Such a
discussion can also be seen to offer suggestioasademia so that in seeking to learn about
the world, it is important to acknowledge that we all a part of it while also recognizing
that there are other ways of knowing which may ifierént but which are valid and which
can be learned from. Sarris (1993, p. 70) confitiis interpretation: “I am suggesting and |
hope demonstrating that academic discourse, watlvarious argumentative and narrative
styles, be interrogated by and interrogated witteotorms of discourse, perhaps to broaden
what we (academics) mean by academic discourseo atollapse the rather arbitrary
dichotomy between academic and non-academic, neop&r and personal discourse.”
Within academia, in acknowledging that we begin reh&e are, already in the world, we
contextualize research designs. We are bettertaldee how research can benefit the ‘real

world’ when we acknowledge that we are a part.of it

In my research | have felt a need to become bfattetliar with contexts | am or have been a
part of before attempting potentially intrusive each, under goals of activism, of those
contexts. The textual nature of this researchallasred me to do this as | could move more
slowly and carefully, bringing texts together andtempting lateral conversations.
Questioning myself on issues of power and accessreant that instead of embarking on a
project and creating source material that | ‘thaughght be liberatory or even useful, | have
used this thesis as a space to take the timetém lis what already exists. Carpenter’s (1997,
p. 225) writings on resilience of Inuit women ligin southern Canada where she advocates
an approach of non-judgment were a guide hereontk lived in the Badlands of Vanier,
Ontario, and met Inuit women who had a tremendoive® do compensate for long famines
and exile. They were endangered by excessive andless striving towards people and
goals that were not nurturant, substantive, or gendul. . .] my way to cope with this
spiritual famine was to read more and judge leskhave conceptualized the activity of
listening to context under a posture of non-judgimehich | have relied upon within this

research.

Instead of adopting and understanding this postorenean a posture of non-criticality,
however, | have tried to be both critical and nodgmental within this research. Reconciling
such a supposed conflict has been assured througty af working that | have come to see

as empathetic criticality, influenced by Brueggemian(2009, p. 28) discussion of ‘re-
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describing reality’ as being beyond “simplistic vete” and “acute critical awareness” and
working with an element of “hopeful imaginationCriticality is ever present, but so too is
empathy and a need to approach research with hapeigh a desire to construct something
of practical use and relevance from the work. Taied to move beyond overt criticality, still
holding in some ways to naivety has obvious linlsaigeFreire’s (in Freire & Faundez, 1989,
p. 48) assertion that we work in positions, nosibl or ‘elitist’ but “in sympathy with both
commonsense and a rigorous academic approach” espleans that “rigorous thought must
not deny naivety in its attempt to go beyond it.”

Returning to my concerns that textual work can draaved from context, impractical and
non-dialogic, | feel that textual work conductedrir a perspective of ‘empathetic criticality’
can lead to areas of practical concern to thos¢éegtsr Reinterpretation work has allowed
me to approach texts in such a manner. As | r@rgétexts in different ways, | have been
critical and questioning, but also looking to ceeabmething new from the conversation so
that criticality is not the final word. When weeaable to move beyond overt criticality and
carry an element of non-judgment alongside, | fes possible to get to spaces where new
understandings are created and here there is aehanmake textual work relevant to

practical concerns.

Situating methodologies

Choosing away from standards

| have noted previously that Inuit tend not to $peaths when they cannot relate these to
their own experience which | have discussed as lggumaportant within research. For
example, Csonka (2005, p. 325) explains that “[mnJosit make a sharp distinction in
conversations between memories they have persondlgssed and those they have heard
from others, and are often loath to report theetdtResearch that does not acknowledge how
certain realities get enacted through research adstlnd fixed in final written products is
lacking the same type of disclaimer. As Law (200436) explains, subjective aspects of
research are often omitted: “This deletion of salygty is crucial. In natural and social
science, research statements about objects indhd are supposed to issue from the world
itself, examined in the proper way by means of prapethods, and not from the person who

happens to be conducting the experiment.” Law 32@0 7) further explains that the most
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important part of this problem is not that assuonihave been ignored, but rather it is the
“denial of that exclusion” which is most worryingvhen subjectivities are omitted from
research, neutrality is portrayed. And as HoriarHorton & Freire, 1990, p. 102) explains,
neutrality claims are invariably false and havatmal implications. “[T]here can be no such
thing as neutrality. It's a code word for the éxig system. It has nothing to do with
anything but agreeing to what is and will always[be.] a refusal to oppose injustice or to
take sides that are unpopular. It's an excusetherowords — you've got to take sides.”
Research which relies on the masking of assumpaosfeigned researcher neutrality can
therefore be a form of violence as subjective peses behind knowledge building are
excised from research reports which structure gamdsrdize research activities to fit within
a hegemonic model of knowledge. Describing pasitiv de Sousa Santos (in Phipps, 2007,
p. 92) argues that this form of research is “otte® most violent way of taking and gaining
knowledge, involved as it is in forms of episterdeet- in the killing of other knowledges in
order to monopolise the whys of understanding tbddsvn narrow ways.” In this section, |
explore remaining allegiances to standards withtadamia, setting the stage for my
consideration and choice of alternative methode®gi

When we take research methods classes as studen@re told that our research can be
taken as ‘reliable’ if we follow ‘rigorous’ ethidsgl approved research methodologies. As
Law (2004, p. 3) sees it, we are told to “[d]o youethods properly. Eat your epistemological
greens. Wash your hands after mixing with the wailld. Then you will lead the good
research life.” When | began this degree and too&saarch methods class, having already
participated in research projects for my Masteegrede, for a wide-scale project on climate
change while working at ITK, and concurrently witty degree on a project exploring the
learning journeys of older adults in the west obt®&mnd, | knew that there was no clear
division between the world where we conduct researd our everyday world. The world is
complex. Research is a messy endeavor and the wbdde we conduct research cannot be
ordered and regulated by standards. Even wherglatds are set and we try to follow
protocols, assumptions, subjectivities, biases amdtionships invariably seep in. Law
(2004, p. 3) confirms this, stating: “my intuitioim, say it quickly, is that the world is largely
messy. It is also that contemporary social sciane¢hods are hopelessly bad at knowing
that mess.”
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Such a perspective — that qualitative researchrébered according to standards so that what
comes out of the process is necessarily relialsigs—€loser to positivism than we may like to
admit. Clear descriptions of positivism’s rema@imfluence within social science are
difficult to be found in social science texts by still exist in practice. Law (2004, p. 16)

states that:

In the social sciences, empiricism and especiallsitiyism are now usually
seen negatively. Raymond Williams comments thattiptsn is a ‘swear
word by which nobody is swearing’ (1989, p. 239p HNoubt this is right.
However, their basic intuitions are widespread urd=American common-
sense thinking about science and social scienég.chmmonly assumed that
observations should be unbiased and representaiiethat theories should
be logical and consistent both with one anothed,vaith observation.

Perspectives informed by assumptions based oniyssit are widespread within social
sciences, even within qualitative domains. Theypresent at conference presentations when
students are told to ‘triangulate’ methods as & suay to increase reliability and validity.
They are present in new researchers who hold &astotions of objectivity in research,
discussing ‘biased’ research as ‘bad’ researchy Ere present within ethical procedures
where a researcher changes from ‘suspect’ to ‘@&thiesearcher once an ethical procedure
has been completed and approved. Bochner (20@%7).defines two “incommensurable”
camps within the social sciences — one who “betietleat “objective” methods and
procedures can be applied to determine the chaieesake” and the other which “believes
these choices are ultimately and inextricably tiedur values and our subjectivities” but

sees that the modernist perspective has the strboige explaining that:

In our hearts, if not in our minds, we know thatepbmena we study are
messy, complicated, uncertain, and soft. Somewdlergy the line, we became
convinced that these qualities were signs of ioféyi, which we should not

expose. It appeared safer to keep the untidinessupfwork to ourselves,
rather than run the risk of having our work beddilas “unscientific’ or

“unscholarly.”

The idea that there are acontextual rules, reguator standards for research which, when
followed, will make for ‘good’ and ethical researhstill a widespread assumption within

gualitative research.
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As already discussed in some detail in chapteu@h & perspective is inherently distrustful
of researcher ontology and can exclude realitiegchwlare not deemed as academically
interesting. Ethical protocols governing what isidvar invalid ignore that individuals have
personal sets of ethics which already govern howresg others in the world outside of the
research context. Bochner (2000, p. 269) expldivag aspects of academia with the
“subtext” aimed to “authorize or legislate a prestixig or static set of standards that will
thwart subjectivity and ensure rationality” “takes away from the ethical issues at the heart
of our work.” Certain topics, perspectives or grewhich may not follow or fit standards
can be excluded if seen by those in charge (of ifgydethical approvals, or academic
acceptances) as uninteresting or invalid. Irigde®04, p. 66) explains the continuing view
of the link between objectivity within research atid standing of ‘experts’, stating that
“maintained at a distance by the technicalitiesnethodological approaches, the other is the
object of studies which increases to a greateessdr extent the standing of one expert [. . .]
the less a researcher brings into play his ownctsfehe more likely he is thought able to
produce a good portrait, a good profile, a goodysisetc. of the alterity in question.” With
certain individuals — those who tend to be in efitgpowerful positions within academia —
setting guidelines and standards which govern bt studied, there is a real danger that

certain research agendas and contexts are beihglegc

Searching out alternatives

After an experience involving acontextual questignon the issue of research positionality at
a conference in my first year which | have discdsae length in chapter 2, | decided to
research in a ‘non-standard’ or alternative mamvighin the social sciences. By this | mean
that | did not want to fit knowledge on the Canadfactic into standards set by the research
community which 1 felt were removed from this coxiteand inherently carrying Euro-
American assumptions. Law (2004, p. 4) explaifsjé are being told how we must see and
what we must do when we investigate. And rulesoseol on us carry [. . .] a set of
contingent and historically specific Euro-Americassumptions.” Instead of conducting
research according to standards set by the acadmmmunity or in line with a research
agenda that | had not yet developed, | sought lbernative methods of researching which, |
came to see, allowed me to research more in litd walues many Inuit consider as

important and to develop a sense of my own persethads as part of the research process.
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Recognizing that, within research, researchers sshoepresentations to enact, there is a need
to be conscious of the power, agency and ethiasived and choose accordingly. As Law
states (2004, p. 143) “[m]ethod is not a more ss leuccessful set of procedures for reporting
on a given reality — rather it is performative. hélps to produce realities. It does not do so
freely and at whim [. . .] method does not ‘repati something that is already there [. . .]
[instead, it makes things more or less differeftie issue becomes how to make things
different, and what to make.” Listening first taulhaccounts of reality, which were already
being articulated and expressed, was my first giejards alternative forms of researching.
Questioning standards of research led to a seaydioin alternative ways of researching
which could better accommodate Inuit agencies tddtter integrated into my research. |
outline next some of these alternative theorepeaspectives and research approaches which
are situated close to my own approach.

Whitford (in Lather, 1993, p. 681) has discussedut@ work as ‘playing’ with texts. Whilst
Whitford and Lather draw on this to critique textuark, | feel that such a conceptualization
helps to highlight a conscious allowance for cregtiwithin the process of writing a text.
The concept of ‘play’ has been an idea | have drawin seeing meanings as in flux within
my methodologies. ‘Playing’ with texts has simileas with improvisation theory which |
draw from Heble and Waterman (2008, p. 3) who apeking on a major study in Canada
which has the core principle “that musical imprawisn needs to be understood as a crucial
model for political, cultural, and ethical dialogaad action.” In rejecting standard ways of
researching within the social sciences and uttjzaiternative methodologies of reading and
writing, | have experienced how learning can corenfimprovisation. Heble and Waterman
(2008, p. 3) stress that improvisation should bgebéntegrated into academia, stating that
“scholars in the humanities and social sciencese hamch to learn from performance
practices that accent dialogue, collaboration, mtive flexibility, and creative risk-taking,
from art forms that disrupt orthodox standards afierence, judgement, and value with a
spirit of experimentation and innovation.” Seeimganing as in-flux in this research has
allowed for new and different conceptualizationsl gerspectives to occur. Heble and
Waterman (2008, p. 3) affirm this as an essensipéet of improvisational theory stating that
“[iIf humanities research and teaching have for kg operated on the flawed assumption
that knowledge is a fixed and permanent commodlign the most absorbing testimony of
improvisation’s power and potential may well reside¢he spirit of movement, mobility, and

momentum that it articulates and exemplifies.” Mgpeach has similarities with this
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theoretical perspective, in both a consideratiat there needs to be fluidity and flexibility
for creative knowledge or meaning to occur andhim tecognition that qualities which are
characteristic of improvisational, performative amdative activities, can be better integrated

within the social sciences.

My methodologies are also situated close to Dal@#399) conceptualization of ‘dialectical

thinking.” Daloz (1999, p. 138) states thgd]ialectical thinking [. . .] refers to a process of

thought that relies instrumentally on formal logwat, more importantly, on the relationship
of one idea to another. It presumes change ralttaar & static notion of reality. As each
assertion is derived from the one before, truthlvgays emergent, never fixed; relative, not
absolute.” With a reliance on an understandingrath as relative, my methodologies are
situated close to this understanding of dialecticeking.

In this recognition of truth not as static or silagubut as multiple, there are similarities to
how Inuit consider truth, as previously discussd€liblu, Laugrand and Oosten (1999, p. 10)
further explain the importance of variation withihis conceptualization discussing that,
regarding their interviews with Inuit elders, “[@lpoint [in the course of the interviews] was
not so much to come to a common opinion, but toedman awareness of the existing
variations. In that respect, it did not matter thiee the elders came from different places.
Variation is an essential characteristic of thewdeolge of the elders.” In this way, therefore,
my methodologies are situated close to Inuit undadings on truth As Qitsualik (2001e)
explains, a predominant focus on survival in theti&renvironment which she emphasizes as
a fundamental aspect to Inuit lifestyles in thetphslps explain this multiple nature of truth
privileged by Inuit.

An explorer might be told, for example, that thertern Lights are the spirits
of the dead, battling around a walrus skull. He hmhige told immediately

afterward that the dead go to a place below thergtowhere people play
games and hunting is plentiful. He might then batioaed about anirniit,

which remain present after death, and can reintaing another body. The
rational explorer would then, of course, ask, “Hoan all of these things be
true? Which one is it: walrus skull, undergroundresncarnation?” One might
say that, in a sense, in Inuktitut, they're aletr8ut, more accurately, nothing
is held “true” in Inuit cosmology, because it ist mmgmatic. Traditional Inuit

were concerned more with what might be, rather tiaat is. Their whole

world was one of possibilities instead of facts,evdin it was wisest to
anticipate anything, to remain adaptable [. . &y believed in everything, and
nothing — and thus every eventuality was covered.
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Such an understanding where singular truths awateid in a particular time and context and
created through relations sits close to Daloz'9@)nderstanding of truth as relative which

| have drawn upon.

Situating the methodologies further, there are lanities with non-representational theory as
articulated by Thrift (2008). As discussed wittother theoretical perspectives where |
closely locate my methodologies, Thrift (quoting lié¢, 2008, p. 5) relies on an

understanding that meaning is in flux and theretbege is a privileging of movement.

[T]o begin with, it would be possible to argue thaiman life is based on and
in movement [. . .] Then again, movement captuhesjoy — | will not say
simple — of living as a succession of luminous emdane instants [. . .] And,
finally and relatedly, movement captures a ceréditude to life as potential;
‘to pose the problem is to invent and not only i@a@bver; it is to create, in the
same movement, both the problem and its solution.’

Speaking to the notion of relativity already disseds, Thrift (2008, p. 2) also highlights the
constant changeability of the world. “The contoar&l content of what happens constantly
change: for example, there is no stable ‘humaneerpce because the human sensorium is
constantly being reinvented.” Like those who emptean integration of improvisation into
academia, Thrift (quoting Vendler, 2008, p. 12¢sses the need for performance to be better
considered within social sciences research: “I wargull the energy of the performing arts
into the social sciences in order to make it easter‘crawl out to the edge of the
conceptual.” Such understandings lead to whersftT(2008, p. 18), drawing on Law’s
(2004) description of messiness, articulates actieje of what he calls “methodological
rigour” and highlights that the recognition “th&id is a world which we can only partially
understand” is an acknowledgement of “the greatesthodological importance.” Thrift
(2008, p. 18) explains this rejection of methodatagrigour on the basis that it seems to
“miss a large part of the point of social scienbgspurposefully going about deadening
itself” instead he embraces “new kinds of practizessiness — the mistake, the stumble, the
stutter” seeing these as “vehicles for bringing imiew the conditions of meaning, not so
much a means of going further as a technology #mkling inconceivability.” My
methodologies are situated close to theory artiedl&dy Thrift (2008), in the privileging of
movement for creative potentiality, in the critiqoé standard methodologies — which by

cutting out risk-taking or substituting creativitgr a copying of formulaic models can also
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excise capacities for genuine wonder — and in thierace of messiness as a new concept for

articulating perspectives on reality.

In situating my methodologies, | wish to also acklemlge that | strive to make this research
decolonizing which points to a commitment to bripgrspectives which have been
marginalized historically within hegemonic systeafisknowledge into the conversation in a
lateral manner. By bringing writings by Inuit ditly together with writings by non-Inuit on
the broad parameters of this thesis, i.e. reseamslonization and pedagogy within the
Canadian Arctic, these texts are placed in a posito deconstruct and speak back to
stereotypical beliefs held as authoritative. Sagberspective has been influenced through a
reading of Smith’s (1999) discussion of “decolongzimethodologies.” This research has
attempted to counter homogeneous or universal @bumakzations, constructs and
perspectives of history, instead highlighting tle¢enogeneity that characterizes all groups of
people, no matter which culture or society theyapart of. This work is located, therefore,
within Westwood’s (1991, p. 169; p. 168; p. 169Qksaltern studies” as it attempts to re-
work “familiar colonial discourses which subjugatemblonial peoples at home and
throughout the world” by “engag[ing] in recoverythe recovery of the other, of the colonial

knowing subject.”

In striving for this work to be decolonizing, | alsee it situated close to definitions of
translation which emphasize the transformation athtself and other (or commentary and
original texts) through translation. For exampidtridge (2004, p. 125) explains that by
translating something other into our terms we itedly and necessarily transform the other
but that we can “aim [not] only to appropriate anterpret the work, to bring into the
familiar circle, but also to register its resistarand irreducibility, and to register it in such a
way as to dramatize what it is about familiar modiesnderstanding that render them unable
to accommodate this stranger.” Fitting with sucldedinition of translation is Murray’s
(quoting Rothenburg, 2005, p. 72) conclusion thedrislation can function as “a discourse
on its own problematic” and “a commentary on thieeotand itself and on the differences
between them. It is more of a kind of question thasumming up.” | would add that, in
translation, there is potential to not only highligor comment on differences between but
also_withingroups, while there is also potential to look $amilarities between differences.
Such understandings of translation fall in linehwtihe goal of this research to use this thesis

text as a space for intertextuality.
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Obligations that accompany intertextuality therefare those that similarly accompany
translation. Attridge (2004, p. 120) explains thghe literary work] presents itself as
simultaneously familiar and other, puts us undeemain obligation (to attend scrupulously,
to suspend as far as we can our usual assumptidnsractices, to translate the work into our
terms while remaining aware of the necessary balridat this involves).” What follows is
that bringing knowledge together from self and othrethrough different texts is not one text
being incorporated into another but two or moretdaxerging, both transformed in the
process. This thesis text is a response to th&smMohave read and hopefully as Attridge
(2004, p. 124) articulates, it will be “a respomsilsesponse, the one that attempts to
apprehend the other as other [. . .] while it itey strives to convert the other into the
same, [it] strives also to allow the same to beififextiby the other.”

Such a method of interpretation carries elementsooijudgment and non-violence where
there is respect and acceptance regarding mysspaicts of other ways of knowing. Irigaray
(2004, p. 23) explains that research which doesrespect other cultures is a form of
violence, which can occur when a dominant cultaek$ to appropriate other knowledge
which deadens it and is accomplished through “@relés know something fully.” Attridge
(2004, p. 33) also contemplates the moral imploceti of interpretation, stating that in
“affirming the other as other [. . .] | encountbetlimits of my own powers to think and to
judge.” Encountering aspects other, outside oueseland our understanding, one meets
‘unknowables’ and there is a responsibility to préshese as is, with minimal mediation or
alteration. In his argument on affirming the othsrother, Attridge (2004, p. 34) explains that
“what is foremost in the creative mind is [. .hgtdemand being made for a just and generous
response to thoughts that have yet to be formulated that “[ijn responding to the other
person [. . .] a similar demand for justice is abrky requiring a similar step into the
unknown.” In locating intertextual work as decolnng and non-violent, there is the need to
draw on an alternative definition of translationes texts involved are considered as open to
transformations in the process and where a redpititysis shown towards elements which

are unknowable.

As | place existing texts in conversation with eatiher so that lesser known understandings
particular to the Canadian Arctic are placed sigeside with more dominant understandings

and so that different understandings emerge, thg diso been termed ‘re-describing’ as
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articulated by Brueggemann (2009) which | have wised previously. Situating textual
work as re-describing, Brueggemann (2009, p. 28dron Ricouer’s notion of ‘second
naiveté’ to explain that “the interpretation nowué@ed of us does not linger excessively over
criticism [. . .] It pushes beyond it or is pushleelyond criticism by spirit-led artistry to
receive a new world imagined through the text, theecond naiveté’ after criticism.”
Engagement with the artistry of the text is emptei and so are notions of partiality and re-
creation: “good art does not give closure, buttesithose who see to probe in order to see
more” (Brueggemann, 2009, p. 27). Such a definitioh interpretation, through
Brueggemann’s (2009, p. 27) insistence of therditibn between artistry and Ethics, returns
us again to going against standards within resefamchgood artistry is never didactic and
does not seek to instruct. It intends, ratheretous see, and then to let us respond as we
will.” Locating my work close to Brueggemann’s (&) definition of interpretation as ‘re-
describing reality’ helps to clarify that in movirtggyond overt criticality, one engages with

the artistry of texts which opens possibilities fiew understandings.

As different aspects of this thesis text were dayedl, it became increasingly clear that my
methodologies also lie close to my characterizatibndeal pedagogies. Locating my
methodologies under this characterization was @mfteed through recognizing echoes of my
own learning in this research with different chaeastics of ideal pedagogies’. | locate my
learning under Freire’s (1998, p. 111; p. 111) dpson of a “pedagogy of freedom”, by
seeing that my “inherent curiosity [has been irsBd] instead of softening or domesticating
it” and | have been affirmed, as a “subject capaifl&nowing.” A freedom in research
methodology has allowed me to be creative in haenducted my research, not following
standards that have come before. The creativibyvat in this research was similar to the
creativity Milner (1984, p. 154) discovered in hefsvhen she learned how to paint where
“any copying of, obedience to, an imposed plantandard, whether inner or outer, does
necessarily interfere with this primary creativenés Such characteristics of my own
learning process situate my learning as | haveadharized ideal pedagogies, particularly
regarding the emphases on empowerment throughdineedid a revaluing of so-called ‘soft’

skills such as imagination.
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Reading as methodology

There are a multitude of perspectives regardingtihdrereading can be a dialogic process
which | have considered in framing reading as dney methodologies. Ricoeur (1976, p.

39) argues that the reading of a text is not necigsa space for lateral dialogue since,
though the author can attempt to ‘help’ the undeiding being taken from readings, in the
end “[b]y themselves [the writings] are unable ésaue themselves.” Watson (1997, p. 90),
conversely, describes reading as an active proaegdaining that a reader “actively

interpret[s] texts but cannot interpret them int jasy way they wish. The texts themselves
contain ‘instructions’ which yield strongly prefed readings.” Okri (1997, p. 42) offers

further support that reading can be dialogic, stathat readers have “great responsibilities [.
. .] to make something valuable from their readiagd explains that if these responsibilities
on the part of those reading and writing are ackedged, these activities can become
dialogic, so that “books [can be seen as] a diaogetween souls.” In references which
acknowledge that texts can contain preferred resdiend through the perspective that
reading carries responsibilities, | have come te 8&t some definitions of reading do

confirm reading as dialogic work.

Coming to this realization has also been influend®d Qitsualik’'s (2003b; 2003c)
clarifications on guessing within Inuit traditionalilture. Qitsualik (2003c) explains that
guessing when speaking — or interrupting — is peeceas negative within Inuit culture. “The
worst thing one can do, in the presence of an gideto comment on their thoughts or
opinions. Such a thing is considered no less thahallenge to the integrity of their private
mind, their isuma. The traditional way for an eltie deal with this is play the trickster, to
begin a pattern of contradiction.” Qitsualik (20Dp&xplains that such a way of conversing is
not limited to Inuit culture as “Qallunaatitut usem use a similar way, known as riddling”
and this is “not eccentricity, but [the elders’] yvaf teaching.” Qitsualik (2003b) more
specifically explains that “riddling and “eldersjp&aare related by way of their teasing
method of inviting a listener’'s mind to untangleatft is hearing. They invite the listener to
draw their own conclusions from the lesson, a lyigidrsonalized way of learning.” There is
a distinction in considering guessing accordinthese examples: Guessing when listening is
encouraged and guessing when speaking or intemgui considered to be inappropriate.
When one listens and guesses or draws out one’suaderstanding in an appropriate or an

encouraged way according to Inuit ‘traditional’ tcue, it is done silently while guessing out
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loud is considered inappropriate in Inuit ways ohwersing because it involves interruption
in another’s portion of a conversation or time $peaking and isuma. Such a perspective has
implications for my choice in reading as a methodygl Rather than attempting to conduct
fieldwork which | felt had more in line with guesgithrough speaking or interrupting, | felt
it more appropriate to follow a reading methodolagyere guessing or ‘untangling’ what

one is hearing, or learning is a quieter and mespectful activity.

Further clarification on my reading methodology lsasne about through Attridge’s (2004)
discussion of creative reading, where responsslion the part of the listener are identified.
Atteridge (2004, p. 79) explains that reading carctnsidered “creative reading” when there
is “an attempt to respond to the otherness, invengss, and singularity of the work.” This
begins to make clear the need for responsibilithmwireading beyond Okri's (1997) notion
of responsibility as ‘making something valuablenfréhe reading.” As Atteridge (2004, p.
80) states, “to read creatively in an attempt gpoad fully and responsibly to the alterity and
singularity of the text is to work against the nmigatendency to assimilate the other to the
same, attending to that which can barely be heagistering what is unique about the
shaping of language, thought and feeling in thidi@aar work.” Such an understanding
means that in approaching reading with clear resipdities to the written work and the
writer of that work, reading and, subsequentlytimwgi the excerpts that have been read into a

new text, can be dialogic work.

Seeing reading as listening and as a learning tymity has also been a conscious viewpoint
which has framed my methodology of reading. Fréli®98, p. 107) explains that “listening
is an activity that obviously goes beyond mere ingdr Going further, similar to Attridge
(2004), Freire (1998, p. 107) articulates the ailaps one has when listening but also
discusses obligations one has to oneself. “Terli$t . .] is a permanent attitude on the part
of the subject who is listening, of being openhe tvord of the other, to the gesture of the
other, to the differences of the other. This doesmean, of course, that listening demands
that the listener be “reduced” to the other, theager. This would not be listening. It would
be self-annihilation.” Further, Freire (1998, p.) 24ticulates that “really reading” draws on
very similar principles to those he articulateslistening, that of humility (which | also draw
on in chapter 11 as important within ideal pedagepi“Really reading involves a kind of
relationship with the text, which offers itself moe and to which | give myself and through

the fundamental comprehension of which | undergopttocess of becoming a subject [. . .]
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For one of the necessary requirements for corhégking is a capacity for not being overly
convinced of one’s own certitudes.” Purposely wieyvmy methodology of reading as
listening, and as a learning opportunity have hegportant influences in my consideration
of reading as a methodology.

Considering the texts | read as testimonials hes afluenced my understanding of reading
in my consideration of this process as a form dghessing testimonies. Frank (1995, p. 137)
offers guidance on using a ‘witnessing testimongtimodology to inform reading or listening
to socially repressed narratives stating that Sthimess offers testimony to a truth that is
generally recognized or suppressed.” Transformamgccount into a testimony is based on
the commitment of the reader or listener in thesaderation of an account as a testimonial
truth. As Frank (1995, p. 137) explains, to moegdnd repression of accounts of chaos, a
researcher needs to regard the account as testinfdhg chaos narrative requires a listener
who is prepared to hear it as testimony.” A coesation of reading as ‘witnessing
testimony’ has influenced my reading of writingstreared by Inuit in that purposefully
considering these writings as testimonials | haiextto read or listen to narratives which

may have been socially and culturally repressed.

In contemplating reading as a form of witnessihgre is a need to listen to evocative truths
which has obvious ties to earlier discussions athtwithin this thesis. Simon and Eppert
(1997, p. 181) raise this when discussing Laubariag of a particular evocative testimony
of the Holocaust at a conference which was met \wikdience naysayers disputing the
truthfulness of the account because it veered dwoawy historical facts (“only one chimney
had been blown up, not all four” (Simon & Eppe®9Z, p. 181)). Simon and Eppert (1997,
p. 181) claim that truth for witnessing is not k®a factual accuracy but on a capacity to
evoke what a reality was actually like: “The wonstestimony bespoke neither the precise
number of chimneys blown up nor the fallacy of acgssful revolt” but instead the “reality
of an unimaginable occurrence” (Laub in Simon & &pp 1997, p. 181). Simon and
Eppert’s (1997) work provides guidance on how giel for such evocative realities of
accounts, which they explain as not necessarilsesgmtative of facts but offering evocations

of a particular situation or experience.

In the recognition of what it is which makes a w#Bs pay attention to this aspect of truth,

Simon and Eppert (1997) make claims on the obbgatithat frame the act of witnessing or

88



listening as methodology. As Simon and Epper9{1®. 181) state, Laub and the historians
at the conference were “differently positioned wittespect to the obligations
(acknowledgement, remembrance and consequence)naissing another’s testimony.” The
authors go on to explain that obligations and stlit witnessing can often be dictated by
standards and rules of particular discourse comtmesni “[T]he historians interpreted the
woman’s testimony according to the methodologicadl anterpretative dictates of their
discourse community” and the historians deemedatbman’s account as “incomplete and
historically invalid” (Simon & Eppert, 1997, p. 1B1By contrast, Simon and Eppert (1997,
p. 182) explain that Laub was not as tied to suahdards and instead had a freedom — or
alternative obligation — to recognize “a texturedess mediating the woman’s attempt to
evoke the palpable presence of a prior traumatmm®wvhich brought the sense of reality
home to the listener.

Listening fully to the writings during my reading$rmeant listening to the ‘unsaid’ as much
as to what is being articulated within the narmdiv There are precedents for these types of
listening within the literature. Discussing traus@unseling, Penn (2001, p. 43) states, “[t]he
listener is a participant/witness, there to ap@tecthe whole story of the suffering as many
times as it must be told [. . .] It is our choiceeinter into this space with the speaker/writer [.
. .] without judgment and with hope.” Speedy (20G8 11; p. 32) speaks of a
“‘compassionate witnessing” (defined by Weingar@00@, p. 2) as “founded on an ability to
recognize and express a common bond with anotres™a way of doing research and
discusses listening at the edges and within limapaices to hear the “absent but implicit.”
Such descriptions of listening have influenced nsthodology of reading as my previous
experience of living in the Arctic and working withuit has given me a broader contextual
and empathetic knowledge of issues and experievickaiit in Canada which has afforded
me access to unsaid contextual aspects behind titiegs and is a frame which | have

consciously relied on during the reading portiohsg methodological work.

Writing as methodology

Ways of researching that are transparent of thegss of research rely on inclusions of
researcher subjectivity. With the critical turnthw social science, drawing on post-
positivist theory, many feel that author subjetyivieeds to be included within all research

texts as “self-reflection is no longer an optioDefizin, 1997, p. 266). A research
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methodology to do so has been called ‘writing aguiry’ which is a way of writing
researcher voice and subjectivity into the reseéeghand which allows a researcher to be

transparent about uncertainties within the proesgsart of the research.

Like many researchers, | have encountered uncertarnthin this research. Uncertainty
within research can be useful, however, if we tthat it is integral and normal. Law (2004,
p. 10) calls for new approaches to research methioals honestly and brazenly declare
uncertainty to be part of the process. “Methodhimreincarnation that | am proposing, will
often be slow and uncertain. A risky and troublprgcess, it will take time and effort to
make realities and hold them steady for a momeminafy a background of flux and
indeterminacy.” Using Appelbaum’s comparison dflimd person to a person with vision,
Law (2004, p. 10) explains how openness to possilideloms within uncertainties offers
researchers potentially new and unique opportuniielearn. “[T]he groping, the halting
progress with a stick, also has its privileges.e Tind person sees what the person with
vision does not, because she moves tentatively jn.the groping there is a kind of poise.”
When we see uncertainty as normal, we are remititiEgdthe research process is a learning
process and when we trust that uncertainty cansieéulj we become open to discovering

new ways of researching and new ways of learning.

Researching means encountering uncertainties buteasncounter them, there is a certain
element of faith that we must hold to, to progrpast these moments. Early on in my
research process as | moved away from my origir@gsal, the process of undertaking my
research felt to become much more an act of faltlny (2003, p. 5) speaks of a similar
struggle and also hints at the potential for rededo take on a mind of its own when
reflecting back on the movement she made away tiemfirst proposal to her completed
dissertation. “l had promised something that lefhito deliver, and | delivered something
that was not asked for (and might have not receamatoval to begin with). It is not that |
compromised one proposed perspective or anothethaul simply took an entirely different
direction (or it took me...).” Faith in the processid in the momentum that can sometimes

seem to be driven by the research itself can puthtough moments of uncertainty.

As in the process of research where, at timesetbeems to be something outside ourselves
guiding the process, the same is true in the aneaif a written work where “[tjhe coming

into being of the wholly new requires some relirsipimg of control” (Attridge, 2004, p. 24).
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In this way, writing itself as a form of inquiry & important part of drawing out knowledge
despite uncertainty during research. As Barr (1999) states, writing in this manner allows
one to “break certain habits of thought” especittigse of “not putting anything down until
[we] have thought it througbompletely’ Earlier within my research as | moved into a new
direction and felt a number of calls from the ktierre, | struggled for a touchstone, and by
this | meant something that | felt | could use tound my thoughts more practically. |
discovered as Foucault (1997, p. 208) states, tteatact of writing itself can serve as a
touchstone. “Writing constitutes a test and a kifidouchstone: by bringing to light the
impulses of thought, it dispels the darkness.” thWgias a methodology itself can serve as a

touchstone to ground and connect the dots of krdiyelegained through research.

The act of writing tests the validity of our though Foucault (1997, p. 208) explains that
through the act of writing, our selves are openpdand tested by becoming companion
others that judge our thinking. “The fact of ollig oneself to write plays the role of a
companion by giving rise to the fear of disapproaatl to shame.” Looking at the act of
writing in a more positive light, Penn (2001, p.) 48ates “[eJmpathy flows from our pen—
empathy for ourselves and for others.” Whicheverspective we take, both confirm that
writing is a whittling process. As Lather (1991, 4iX) expresses regarding language, “it
frames, it brings into focus.” And even more sowntten rather than verbal language,
refining and refining, we whittle our thoughts dowmwhat we actually want to say within

our writing.

Within research, subjectivities should be included need to be written into texts in such a
way that self-narrative does not “squeeze out thjead of study” (Bruner, in Denzin, 1997,
p. 218). As Bruner (in Denzin, 1997, p. 218) eka“[n]o one is advocating ethnographic
self-indulgence.” Inclusion of self narrative withresearch requires a project. Drawing on
Sontag’s (in Barr, 1999, p. 12) work to get behinetaphoric thinking on cancer, to attempt
to see it as “[n]ot a curse, not a punishment” dulisease, Barr (1999, p. 12) explains that
“research is informed by and makes sense in the difan idea” and narratives in texts move
beyond “just a personal narrative” when we lochant “within a practical project.” In this
research, my own narrative is brought into thisagesh in light of the project to write this
text as an intertext on colonization, researchgeahgogy with regards the Canadian Arctic.
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It is through the act of writing that we constitaierselves. As Noy (2003, p. 5) asks, “[i]sn’t
writing a becoming?” Foucault (1997, p. 213 & 284plains that it is our identity and our
soul that we create when we write. But there $® @he caution, discussed in chapter 5, that
in the act of writing, in the creation of ourselweghin writing, we freeze something that is
not stable into something fixed and unmoving. Hiity freezes the gesture of thinking” (de
Certeau, 1986, p. 194). Our written representatimged to also represent the instability that

lies behind the fixed image of the texts.

And in this research, this is where | have beenddtie notion of intertextuality which | have
pointed to throughout the thesis text, but disamsgarticular detail in chapter 5, which
intrinsically includes awareness of partialitiespefspectives and space to critically question
myself and others within this research. Awarenddbeintertextuality of this text has taken
my methodology of writing further by facilitatinché presentation of multiple realities,
perspectives or ways of seeing/conceptualizingwileeld within a single text while still
portraying awareness of partialities. And this leaisto my drawing particularly on Attridge’s
(2004, p. 80) discussion of ‘singularity’ so thdtdve attempted to view the writing act itself
as a potentially inventive or creative one fixedatparticular context or project so that the
writing takes on characteristics of performanceor such an understanding | have drawn
from Attridge’s (2004, p. 118; 118) discussion ofsponding responsibly” to a literary work
where he explains that this is done by “staging dbeof reading it—not in the sense of
reporting what happens as it is read, but of bniggiut as far as possible in the writing of the
commentary the experience of reading for a givaee” Further, “[tthe commentary itself
[. . .] must strive to be a singular and invengwent, and thereby invite readings that respond
inventively to its own singularity and inventivesésMy thesis text has been written in a
way where | have attempted to be cognizant of ihguarity of both the texts read and the
text being written. | have followed these atypicaéthodologies in an attempt to offer a

responsible response.

Selection of texts

It is important to review my selection of texts fay research, a main part of my research
methodology of ‘reading as listening.’ | selectedts and excerpts from texts in an organic
manner as | observed them fitting into the develgpiarrative of the thesis. | later reflected

back on this process and found that my selectidexd$ was focussed on three main themes:
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research, colonization and pedagogy. In this@ectireview the finer details of my text

selection, discussing some of the concerns | erteceshand how these were reconciled.

In my selection of Inuit authored texts, | activelyught out voices which did not formally
declare themselves to be in a representative dgpaldnerefore my selection was biased
towards voices not speaking as representing alll, land away from advocacy or political
organizational perspectives which are oftentimep&ditical rather than personally
motivated agendas. Having the knowledge to undaistdnere such texts may tend to arise
came from having lived and worked in the Arcticddraving spent time working within Inuit
representative institutions in southern Canadanyrsearch of publication locations, |
sought out locations which felt to be democratie wiversity of Inuit and non-Inuit
perspectives on Arctic issues. From my previousggpce, | was aware of bolfuktitut
magazine antllunatsiag Newsvhich fit this purpose. | was also aware of a banof
publications where Inuit were sole authors, joimthars or where Inuit authored texts were
included within edited works. | felt many of thasebe excellent sources, inclusive to
perspectives informed through first-hand experiesfdde Arctic, and often directed to an
audience also informed on the Arctic. As is obvithusugh reading the text, however, | did
not consistently exclude political or advocacy sextstead, | included these voices only
when | felt that they offered a new and importagrtspective on a developing theme within
the textual conversation which was developing,aathan allowing these voices to be

primary guides to the developing thesis.

The sources selected help to show the complexifratic issues which | was looking to
highlight within the thesis. | felt there was a bénhfor academia to be privy to the
complexities evident within these sources, andres/e discussed elsewhere, | felt that these
diverse perspectives would be important to helpugismisrepresentations still circulated and
discussed as authoritative within academia. Theedfactively sought out sources which
were not necessarily seeking to represent but pameipating in an ongoing conversation

on Arctic issues.

As | conducted my search and analysis of textentioued to reflect upon concerns with
representation. Some of these reflections help@aférm my understandings on the
mediated quality of all texts. For example, dunmnyg analysis, differences between re-launch

versions ofnuktitut magazine with earlier versions of the magazinaberapparent. After
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the re-launch, the magazine showed a marked diieren the diversity of voices included.
The magazine took on a more polished look and siytethe inclusion of the writings within
the publication was reflective of this. New issoéshe magazine did not offer the same
unmediated cross-section and diversity of Inuman-Inuit perspectives. As the publication
became more ‘professional’ and polished there wnalde in evidence a greater degree of
mediation from the organization while there simudtausly tended to be greater exclusion of
unmediated writings from individuals with less gbilito their writings. Reflecting upon the
changing nature dhuktitut magazine during my analysis was helpful for myatge

understanding on the mediated nature of texts.

The choice to include letters to the editoNafnatsiag Newsvas made largely reflective of
such concerns with mediation of texts. As is tgpaf these pages in most newspapers, this
page inNunatsiaq Newss very democratic. From very early on in my dexgido use texts as
my source ‘data’ for this research, | decided @ndupon these letters as | felt the letters
presented the complexity of issues which | was gdNaoking to highlight. One issue of the
newspaper may include, for example, a number cfgasatives which may range from the
informative, such as birth and death notices, toenexistential and theoretical discussions,
such as perspectives on human rights. Even thiesoliowever, which seems to have fewer
mediating influences, has been edited for pubbcathrough the addition of titles and in
many cases letters have been translated from agedge to another.

Reflecting upon the texts as | selected and andlifzem, including the examples | have
included here on the differences between the neelawfinuktitut magazine and editorial
changes made to the letters to the editdfunatsiaq Newshelped me to better see the
mediated nature of all texts and therefore whiclitlperspectives may be excluded from the
text of the thesis. As is evident within my dissios ofInuktitut magazine becoming more
professional-looking, there is an obvious exclusioalteration of writings not considered by
gate-keepers to be professional. Writings fromvidlials, therefore, with lower levels of
literacy and education seem be included less witier versions of this publication and the
degree of mediation and polishing to their writsggms to have increased. Another main
mediating influence on text, translation, is ada¢d many of the sources | have included.
Though many texts which | sourced are publishdabiin English and an Inuit language,
predominantly Inuktitut, the translation of textsa the different language and the

subsequent reading of only one translated versioregclude certain meanings or
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perspectives. Continuing reflection during my tesliection and analysis was helpful to my
understandings regarding mediation of texts taveting not published directly by the

author.

Much of this discussion foregrounds my decisiobégin with published texts as my source
literature, which | have discussed at length inptea3. Here | highlighted that my decision
to draw upon previously published texts for my seudata’ was made for three reasons: 1)
the texts were not created for this research thezdfhad not influenced their construction,
2) 1 was interested in considering knowledge paddigtoutside knowledge realms deemed as
academically valid, and 3) a written text providles writer a greater degree of control over
what is passed into the public realm. But as | Haghlighted here, though | actively selected
texts which felt to be representative of more mabyvoices, it became obvious to me during
the selection and analysis processes that themaed@ted qualities to any text and locations
of publication can never be wholly inclusive todaepresentative of, everyone from a
society. There are myriad forces influencing antaeining inclusivities and exclusivities to
discourse regarding Inuit and the Arctic in Canasléhese exist in every society.
Gatekeepers overseeing these publications, for gheatmave final decision over what to

include or exclude or how far to mediate or alteitings submitted for inclusion.

Despite these concerns with the mediated natutexts, and the exclusion of certain voices
from a public discourse on the Arctic, | still fditowever, that there were clear benefits to
seeking out texts with minimal mediation from ag@sher or from an editor. | have
emphasized this throughout the thesis as | fe¢lséneking out more marginal perspectives
helps to displace the hegemony of accepted autiiwataccounts. This will be focussed on

in greater length in chapter 10 where | discussswdgel Inuit authored narratives help to
deconstruct hegemonic accounts. Though it is g#figult to access unmediated texts
directly from research participants, there aré Istihefits at attempting to access texts with as
little mediation as possible as this is a way terodiscourse to a greater diversity of

perspectives.

Further, guidance accessed from both Inuit andInoitperspectives on the need to be
cautious with dominant notions of ‘truth’ also help offset some of these concerns
regarding mediation of texts. As discussed in atraptthere is always a partial element to

text. Inclusion of awareness regarding the ingbdita single text to represent a diversity of
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voices within the text itself can help to offsehcerns over the influence of mediating
factors. | have included awareness over these coseéth representation throughout the
thesis and encouraged readers to consider thiagepartial in the hopes that this text will not
be read as wholly representative. This does netbthe fact that some Inuit voices have
been excluded from my selection of texts, and idde@m discourses on Inuit and Arctic
issues made available to the public, but it doesige the guiding disclaimer that caution

needs to be drawn upon when considering any tespiesentational purposes or qualities.

Summary

| began this chapter with a discussion on how ifigng reading and writing as my
methodologies meant giving weight to moments thatewmeaningful as | was experiencing
them in this research, meanings created throughngjalifferent voices and texts alongside
each other. Next, | presented a reflection on oncerns whether this textual research could
be practically relevant and dialogic, concludingttbhontextualizing and slowly approaching
texts with a posture of empathetic criticality hedpto establish the text as a space for
conversation and a place to consider practical emsc | situated my methodologies,
discussing standards this research was in reatiodetailing theoretical perspectives and
alternative approaches which are situated closenyomethodologies. In the next two
sections, | reviewed theoretical perspectives whicave utilized in framing my reading and
writing methodologies respectively. Finally, | cithered my selection of texts in greater

detail, reflecting on the mediated quality to text.

This is the final chapter of section 1 in which dvie located my research and detailed
methodological arguments behind my claim that neaysvof engaging within research can
be useful for problematizing rigid conceptions affedence and for learning across
differences. The remainder of this thesis restshis set of arguments in performing this

research claim.
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SECTION 2: Reaffirming context

CHAPTER 7: Reaffirming context: The Canadian Arctic

Introduction

In this chapter, | consider the Canadian Arctiqgédy from perspectives of the source
literature. | consider ‘contact’ between Inuit andn-Inuit, outlining that the approximate
period from the 1910s until the 1970s is considdsgdnany as the period of initial (or
historical) colonization in the Arctic. | reviewflkections on colonization in the Canadian
Arctic, which are often discussed through termigae highlighting transformative, painful
and violent aspects within the source literaturdook at impacts of colonization or social
health challenges in the contemporary Canadianidtihis leads to my discussion of the
tendency of writings by Inuit to conceptualize coiation as having been experienced
differently, in general terms, for three distineingrations. Finally, | discuss the maintenance
of contemporary social health challenges in Inoinmunities and consider the role of the

Canadian state in prolonging and maintaining tlveselitions.

Historical colonization

Though the time period most often referred to asgimg the greatest change and
acculturation for Inuit is the period from the 1810ntil the 1970s, Inuit had contact with
non-Inuit well before this time. Mitchell (1996)stusses the first and subsequent contact
between Inuit and non-Inuit as occurring in thremigus. First, contact was made by
explorers and itinerant traders. Mitchell (1996,49) notes that Norsemen traders had
contact with Inuit “several centuries before Colwsbdiscovered the New World” and
explains that the presence of explorers in thesihfit regions of the Canadian Arctic varied
with the earliest visitations occurring in Northe@uebec in the late sixteenth century. The
second period of contact outlined by Mitchell (1996 63) is the whaling era which again
varied greatly across the regions as “whalers weseking in Labrador long before they

2 see Appendix 1 for a summary of social health challenges in this context.
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penetrated into other areas of the Arctic.” Thig ended in the 1920s (Mitchell, 1996, p.
63).

It was the third period, which Mitchell (1996, p7)8xplains as occurring from 1920 until
1960 (though other sources stretch this periodn® adecade on either side, i.e. Pitseolak in
Ipellie, 2007a; Nungak, 2000a, p. 33), when missi@s, traders and police were the primary
groups of non-Inuit living among the Inuit, which most often the period being referred to
when colonization is discussed. Mitchell (1996,8@) notes that “in the space of a few
decades, this alliance succeeded in deliveringépialist mode of production to the Inuit.”
The effort was not a joint orchestration betweeanttiree parties, however (Brody, 1975, p.
15). But these three groups, the missionariesaRGgnadian Mounted Police (RCMP) and
the Hudson’s Bay traders, are often discussedwassdily impacting on Inuit and heralding
in a new lifestyle for Inuit more akin to life immgthern Canada at the time. Brody (1975, p.
1) explains that “[sJuch a combination is familemough in the history of colonialism, but
rarely in that history can the alliance have beeea@nplete.” Though Inuit had contact with
non-Inuit prior to this period, it is this time p&dl which is most often referred to as

colonization.

Evident in writings by Inuit are subjective expriess of colonization in actual terms from
the perspectives of those who were part of a gafupeople colonized by another. Those
who were adults during the 1910s to 1970s oftervigeospecific details to the events of
contact per region. For example, Pitseolak (inlime2007a) states that “The Hudson's Bay
Company people were the first to stay. The Comganl in Lake Harbour in 1911 and in
Cape Dorset in 1913. [. . .] There was an increéagbe white men in the 1930s. It started
with the Baffin Trading Company in 1939 and thamsasummer the Catholic Mission
came.” Peryouar (in Peryouar & Hill, 1997, p. 20}es that in the community of Baker Lake
in Nunavut, 1958 was the year when change of whakehms “the Inuit traditional way of
life” began. *“[lln 1958, the first school was opeh it was even smaller than our house.
Both the bigger children and the small ones weungtiain the same classroom. From that
point on everything began to change; women do n@simuch sewing any more, neither do

the men make iglu (snowhouses) as much.”

Inuit sources reveal that well-meaning intentioms$ sit on the face of colonization in the

Arctic. Freeman (1988, p. 237) writes, “[m]ostyafu, and |, too are aware that 20 some
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years ago the Government of Canada did have gdedtions to care for Inuit.” Qitsualik
(2000d) explains that prevailing characteristicgeiitleness and non-violence accompanied
the enforcement of colonial law by the police: “Frdheir earliest days as the Northwest
Mounted Police, their level-headed and non-viotamtflict resolution has ingratiated them to

most Canadian aboriginal peoples, including Inuit.”

These ‘humanitarian’ concerns were touted as bkeetgnd the state’s emerging interest in
the Arctic and the lives of Inuit. The Depressidrihe 1930s and the resulting collapse of the
fur trade meant that Inuit, who depended on théetravere living in increasingly destitute
conditions (Purich, 1992, p. 43). As Mitchell (89%. 90) states, “[v]irtually every adult
Inuk has memories of starvation and death duriegt@pression.” The estimated 7700 Inuit
living in Canada at the time became wards of tageqPurich, 1992, p. 42). Criticisms of the
living conditions of Inuit which circulated amonggh profile American and Canadian media
and military personnel, as well as an emergingadisse at the United Nations on the welfare
state did influence Canadian state policy towan@sArctic at the time (McLean, 1997, p. 13;
Brody, 1975, p. 30).

The hardship conditions that Inuit lived in resdlie relief rations from the state which were
controversial as they forced the reliance of lmuntthe state and monetary system. Crowe
(1997, p. 34) explains that “[a]lthough the ratiomsre necessary in emergencies, they
became a controversial institution, with some peagaying that the supplies given were
inadequate, and others claiming that the ratiordetmined the pride and independence of
the Inuit.” Ipellie (1993, p. xi) explains that: flderstandably, Inuit would flock around the
administrators asking for assistance in the maoh@rphaned children.” Inuit living in the
Arctic during this period — particularly Inuit of@rtain generation — were left believing that
they could depend on the government for the reshaif lives. As Freeman (1988, p. 237)
states, “my grandparents and my parents, understbatl the Government of Canada
committed themselves to look after the Inuit foe tlest of their lives, and they still believe
that.”

Well-meaning intentions are more clearly conceptedl as assimilationist actions and
policies when discussed as part of a framework addrgzation. As Qitsualik (2001d)
explains, “conquest — in full ugliness — comes wgtins and handshakes as easily as with

soldiers and guns.” Freeman (1988, p. 237) confitms, explaining that well-meaning
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intentions of the government were based on croksralimisunderstandings and a mistaken
belief that Inuit needed to be helped. As Free(@a88, p. 237) explains:

| understand that Inuit upon being first seen by #arly gallunaat arrivals
looked so destitute, helpless, and smiling too miitie first gallunaat arrivals
did not understand our ways, our culture [. . §l&bly the first thing that
came to their minds was to look after Inuit the wagy would with welfare-

needy people in the South. | also understand haitvgallunaat culture is very
based upon material possession. Can you justrpietigallunaat seeing Inuit
in furs, with skin tents, fur bedding and stonengtis?

Pudlat (1990, p. 20) discusses similarly: “It wollave been far better when white people
came up North, a long time ago, if they had listetzeus in the first place—learned from us,
did things the way we did, and then listened t@mwg just accepted our culture. If they had
learned from us, worked with us, instead of walkalgover us, | think everything would
have worked out better today.” Ipellie (1993, p.explains that hardship conditions Inuit
lived in were created through the change from aatoway of life to community life which
left an ideal set-up for Inuit to be ‘rescued’ Wyetgovernment. “When Inuit became
helplessly trapped in the midst of their culturphaaval, the administrators went out of their
way to provide the goods and services to rescuen.thBhereby this guaranteed the
administrators the dubious honour of becoming @ang’ of Inuit.” When discussed in a
framework of colonization, it becomes clearer thaell-meaning intentions and
‘humanitarian’ concerns towards Inuit helped toiomdlize assimilationist strategies.
Qitsualik (2001d) explains: “The hideous thing abibwall is that many individual colonists
meant well. But profiteering takes on a life of awn.” We are left with policy documents
that clearly exhibit the extent to which the astation of Inuit was blatantly outlined by
administrators. “I get a chill when 1 think of thééxd remember the old Canadian documents
I've read, full of statements like, “Without thegk) the Eskimo will adapt to settlement life.”
Or, “Since the family is the basic unit of Eskimdtare, separation of parent and child is the
key to assimilation™ (Qitsualik, 2002a).

Among other major factors behind state interegsha Arctic such as increased government
intervention through social welfare programs thatevoccurring throughout Canada as well
as increased access to northern resources (Mcll88i, p. 13), the principal motivation of
the Canadian state’s interest in the Arctic was ohesovereignty leading from strategic

concerns during the Cold War. Many sources attest such interests were behind the
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settlement of the Arctic (McLean, 1997; Brody, 19T6tsualik, 2002a). In the 1960s in the
eastern Arctic, Inuit were issued with matchbox demuwhich they were expected to pay for,
with no prior consultation. “The systematic implilons of having to [pay for the houses]
were significant, including the need for cash inegm threat to subsistence hunting posed by
the necessity of wage employment and a need taractpe skills and training necessary to
live in different circumstances” (Tester & McNicoll999, p. 2). Further, movement of Inuit
into the communities themselves had been acconaglisbercively to facilitate the delivery
of health and social services. As Tester and MaIN{d999, p. 2) explain, “[tlhe federal
government decided against providing services tpasi camps and tied social welfare
payments to schooling for children by threatenihg tliscontinuation of family welfare
payments to those unwilling to send their childagray from families to residential schools.”
Of particular note, the government forced the rafion of some Inuit between settlements
thousands of kilometres across the Arctic and silyalifferent environments and climates
(Hicks & White, 2000, p. 47; Tester & Kulchyski, 94). As Qitsualik (2002a) explains:
“[T]he federal government’s overarching excuseif®forced relocations and its dismantling
of culture was always, “protecting Canadian sogrigfi’.”

Terminologies of colonization

Many Inuit have described in detail the impact tbahtact with Qallunaat and Qallunaat
culture, particularly during this period of histwal colonization, has personally had on them,
or has collectively had on Inuit as a group. Muthhe descriptive language Inuit writers
use to express the changes that were brought abmuigh colonization tend to offer a
genuinely transparent sense of the pain and seutgit accompanied this period for many

Inuit in Canada.

Colonization is often characterized as a violergné\by many Inuit. Lapage (in Lapage &
Okalik, 1997, p. 47), for example, speaks of catation as the “crashing [of] our cultures
together” while Ipellie (1997, p. 93) refers to @oilzation as a “recent cultural explosion
[that] is still vibrating through the lives of fogeenerations of Inuit.” Carpenter (1995, p. 53)
describes this period as one of “great social afidi@l chaos for the Inuit.” And Tookoome

(in Stevenson, 2006, p. 174) likens contact torash. “What people usually forget is that

we only had contact for the last fifty years. [] When you're in an accident and all of a
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sudden you are just like spinning out of contrgbu have no time to think and to understand
what's really happening. | think that's where veeat right now. [. . .] We don't realize the

significant impact that contact had on us.”

In the descriptions of change brought about throoglonization in the Canadian Arctic,
some Inuit writers describe the loss of one wayifeffor another. In these descriptions,
writers sometimes describe such a change as tOtghlik (1990, p. 4) states that “[o]ur life
seems to have been completely turned over.” Inmalas description of the change of
lifestyles for Inuit, Ipellie (1997, p. 93) writesf the uncertainty that accompanied

colonization and the irreversible nature of thengjea

Let me speak, for a moment, of my fellow Inuit bétrecent past, who were
rendered by outside forces a fated people throvaatively for a loop into an
uncertain future. Their long history as a nomazkople living in one of the
world’s largest deep freezers has now proven ttragitional cultural and
heritage were destined for a wholesale changes dimnge left behind, in its
wake, victims whose sense of Eskimo reality wasversibly altered by
cultural upheaval.

Underlying these descriptions, many also portrayrépid nature of colonization. Lapage (in
Lapage & Okalik, 1997, p. 47) states, “we were egabto a life that was much too rapid for
us when the Qallunaat (white men) arrived” and R@R000, p. 84) explains that “[t]his

process has been extremely rapid and yet it hasddeemely drastic.”

Inuit also tend to discuss how pain accompaniedrapation. Lapage (in Lapage & Okalik,
1997, p. 47), for example, states, “[t]his rapiciiope has affected us with various pains.”
Freeman (1988, p. 238) in describing the changethwted to the introduction of the

Qallunaat culture to the Arctic compares the acamgmg pain to that of a sharp change in

temperature.

| do not think changes that happen within the calitself hurt as bad as the
changes that have occurred during the last 10Gyddow many of us can go
from extreme hot to cold conditions within a vemswf minutes? There is
bound to be some very painful change within ounybo@ihe changes the Inuit
have gone through are similar to that example.

Describing the “culture-clash” and a loss or ‘driogp of the “Inuit way” as occurring for the

reason that “we thought that we could not havengtteif we did not lose it”, Arnakaq (in
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Nagitarvik & Arnakaq, 2003, p. 3) also charactesioelonization as painful, stating, “[t]joo

many people grabbed the culture that is not ohis,i$ where we shattered.”

Impacts of colonization

In speaking of the fall-outs of historic colonizatj many Inuit also discuss feeling caught
between two worlds, cultures or identities — thansiseam Euro-Canadian culture and the
Inuit culture. For example, Pudlat (1990, p. &@Yes: “I try and live a balanced life, but I'm
caught in between! | know how to be Inuk, but ndlyfInuk like my parents were. I'll never
be that, | know. And | know the whites’ way ofdjfbut that will never make me a white, so |
am in between. | am living both ways.” Otherslaxpthat for younger Inuit, in particular,
this ‘living with two cultures’ results in confusis in identity. Kaukjak Katsak (in
Wachowich et al, 1999, p. 199) states, for exantphg, “[t]here are people who are a little bit
younger than me who are very confused. They damiw what culture they value most,
they are stuck.” In describing the interest thating Inuit express to return to ‘traditional’
cultural activities, Mark (in Deschénes & Mark, 20Q. 7) explains: “Young people are very
interested in [throat-singing] because we are gbgoing, to me, through an identity crisis.
I'm going through an identity crisis. | don't lgdtnow who | am in a sense.” But feelings of
identity confusion or loss are not exclusive torypunuit. Discussing feelings that have been
“buried for 30 years of [her] life”, Grey (2000, 4#) notes that she also feels “lost somewhere
between the Inuit and Qallunaat society.” Tayl®97, p. 185) who has conducted research
into identity crises between majority and minordyltures for individuals who belong to
ethnic minority cultures, explains that it is iniale that such crises occur for individuals
belonging to groups which have experienced coldimza This is because, Taylor argues,
there is little motivation to integrate a majoritylture when it has been forcibly imposed
onto the cultural group. The sheer number of Inuitters who discuss their varied
conceptions of living between the Euro-Canadiartucel and their Inuit culture provide
ample support that such difficulties with integoatiof cultures is a long-lasting impact

leading from the events of historical colonization.

There are sources which discuss changes in thenterfe violence and confrontation
expressed by Inuit as another impact of historcddnization, though the noting of such a
trend tends to be tied into uses and debates emtesst language regarding Inuit as having

been traditionally non-confrontational. Annahatdl®94, p. 15) states, for example, that

103



“[o]ne of our cultural values is to have an ongonegpect and obedience to whoever is in
authority and to avoid conflicts and be wise inrgtling we do” while Amagoalik (1988, p.
211) explains that “[tlhe Inuit, by nature, are nat violent people.” Despite such
essentialisms as being used by Inuit writers, Gagoe(2001, p. 70) feels that there is a
tendency for “cultural outsiders” to use essergidanguage in expressing how “Inuit do not
like confrontation.®® Mitchell (1996, p. 419; p. 413; p. 413) notes tmatit have tended to
“employ nonconfrontational tactics” as a form ofsistance in the face of events of
colonization and assimilation in Canada, stating lthere has been a near-universal back-
to-the-land movement among Inuit” since the 70&gon to note, however, that “politically
organized resistance” has been a “typical stratégpuit leaders in response to a perceived
sense of increasing powerlessness.” Amagoalik§198 211) argues that experiences of
colonization should not be used to justify an iasesin hate or violence towards non-Inuit,
explaining that “anger and hate are not the ansveers “[non-violence] is one of our virtues
which we must not lose.” Carpenter (2001, p. 78Yyjewing the texSagiyuk relates Inuit
potentially becoming increasingly confrontational @ result of colonization as a positive
change. “There is understandably an edgy tensidRhtmda’s story. She sums up her valid
rage with these compelling words, “Those peopleaJve no idea who they were, the people
who decided to move us all off the land, but ithem who | get angry at.” [. . .] [Such
writings] are telling us that we may be heading dmivnew and exciting confrontations.”
Changes regarding Inuit demonstrating non-conftartal or non-violent manners were
noted within the literature, although such obseovet were linked into debates on

essentialist language with regards non-confronta®a naturalized Inuit trait.

Feelings of anger as a result of experiencing ¢p&tion have also been noted. For example,
Amagoalik (1988, p. 211) states that:

Over the past few years, in my visits to Inuit coumities, | have had many
private conversations about what is happening to pmople and what the
future holds for us. | have become more and moneerned about the angry
words which some of our people are starting to useannot really blame

them for their feelings. Their feelings toward® tvhite man are easy to
understand. It is very easy to blame the white foarthe predicament we

find ourselves in today.

% see chapter 9 for a discussion on how essentialisms, though often useful for strategic political
purposes, can also be dangerous and damaging to self conceptions.
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Carpenter (2000b, p. 66), similarly expresses aoneg levels of anger evident in Inuit
contemporary communities, explaining that this isysnptom of larger wounds impacting

Inuit communities.

[Dorothy Mesher] made my heart shiver when she evtbit in her youth
there was no word for anger in Inuktitut. Toddyere are over 400 words for
anger used in workshops conducted in the Ungavanuorties. My
experience in the wilderness with animals has taugh that when people
have wounds this bad, you can smell them comirtgtakies courage to do
what Mesher and many Inuit are doing in Nunavikhgyping to heal their
people.

Pitseolak (in Ipellie, 2007a) makes a similar olaaBon linking expressions of anger to the
increase in alcohol accessibility that also accamgsh colonization. “But it's not happier
living in today’s world. Today the Eskimos are rsat poor, but not long ago | never saw
grown-ups fighting. They would argue but withouttogy mad. Now, everywhere, when they
get drunk, they fight.” In his discussion on thergase in anger in Inuit communities,
Amagoalik (1988, p. 211) makes a plea for levelargjer to decrease and expresses hope for

more patience and understanding with the changgeestéa through colonization.

Difficulties of living with the demands of two cultes, increases in anger, frustration and
despair at assimilation have been linked by mangrtancrease in social health challenges,
such as substance abuse and suféidé\s Carpenter (2000b, p. 10) explains, destructive
dependencies such as smoking and drinking havedada sense of escape for some Inuit.
“Government propaganda against smoking and drinkarg liquor has created many cynics
among Inuit as these two habits have brought mschpst pleasure to those living in the
harshest land.” Speaking of contemporary challemge&rctic communities, Watt-Cloutier
(2000, p. 120) mentions alcohol and drugs as wedpressing that there is collective

frustration on why such destructive dependencigs bacome so prolific.

The learning of wisdom started to diminish, as diet ability to be

independent in one world or another. This has lethynof our people to
despair, and without the inner resources that areldped by constructive
independence, people become vulnerable to diffekémds of destructive
dependencies. The use of alcohol/drugs becameyaoidife for many,

although few people understand why.

4 Refer to appendix 1 for a summary of social health challenges.
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Changes brought about through colonization haveolgjoing impacts for many Inuit. Some
have expressed challenges with self-identity cowestbns and increases in anger, both of

which have been linked to an increase in healtblpros within Inuit communities.

In the contemporary Canadian Arctic, many tendtm$ on suicide as “everyone is affected
by it” (Allen, 2000, p. 56). As expressed withirbackgrounder on suicide prevention from
NAHO (2007), the reality of high suicide levelsrexognized as dire, especially when put in
contrast to the wider figures of Canada as a whslénuit suicide rates are more than 11
times the national rate. The suicide rate amomg is 135 per 100,000 while the national
rate is 12 per 100,000 (NAHO, 2007). A study by #jennginiq Centr& (2006, p. vi)
outlines the increase in the rates of suicide tiveryears since contact and some of the trends
in the rates of suicide within the population. the study, elders note that “[s]uicide was not
common among Inuit in the past, and in fact way yvare among young people.” It was
noted that suicide rates began to climb in the 18@d0s to the still currently high rates today
(Ajunnginig Centre, 2006, p. 1). Elders note howuiyg men have higher rates of suicide
than young women (Ajunnginiq Centre, 2006, p. yviaithough, whilst rates of suicide for
Inuit women are below those of Inuit men, they atid far above the national average
(Ajunnginig Centre, 2006, p. 2).

Many Inuit discuss the profound sadness and defiptiraccompanies suicide within Arctic
communities which can be difficult to translatevimiting. As Qitsualik (2000c) explains
“the real horror of suicide cannot be conveyed bstay, nor can the devastating impact
upon the loved ones left behind in the wake ofia suicide.” In a letter tNunatsiagNews

an anonymous writer explains that “I've been hwyrishicide, lost friends and relatives to it.
It really affects you when someone from Nunavutdoees a statistic when someone could
have done something about it” (Anonymous, 2003)oulgh there are difficulties expressing
the heavy despair and sadness that many feel weghards high levels of suicides in the

Arctic, solutions are being discussed and workedtds.

In seeking solutions to suicide, many offer theuncexplanations on why rates have become
so high. In recounting a story Amagoalik (1996lmnsises on a number of potential reasons,

also expressing the difficulties posed for thosedehind.

% The Ajunnginiq Centre has been renamed, Inuit Tuttarvingat, and is the Inuit specific branch of
NAHO.
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They sat quietly for a minute, enjoying the warmirggp sun shining down on
them. “I heard there was another suicide last riigbimon finally broke the
silence. “Yes. It's hard to understand why theree s many of them these
days,” Pitaloosie said. “You must have thought abwhat might be the
causes. As we all have.” Simon didn't say anytiforga moment. “Alcohol
and drugs, family problems, lack of jobs, cultuakénation, | suppose it could
be many things.”

Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) discusses the g&min suicide rates over time in Inuit
communities, noting that one rationale behind ampterary high rates by the younger

generation may be due to a loss of cultural values.

The suicide rate is high now but it was not alwilyes that. In Inuit history the
only people who committed suicide were elders. &lders are respected, but
when an old man cannot hunt and supply the commwiih more food, he is
just being carried around. This is a moving cultdigeople are always moving
from place to place, seeking better hunting grouti$ers — men and women
— would get left behind. That was their choice. ¥d# it suicide, but probably
it was their last communication with the spiritadahe spirits just took them.
But today our young people are committing suicideduse they are now in
the lost culture.

Qitsualik (2000c) also compares suicidal tendenofekuit in the past with contemporary

Inuit.

Inuit have a long-standing history of killing theshges when feelings of

uselessness become unbearable. [. . .] Timesdiamreged, and Inuit culture
is radically different from the way it was. Yetthendency toward suicide has
remained. Why? The answer is quite simple: thedn® belong, to feel

useful, still remains as strongly as ever.

In a source considering suicide of Inuit youth aotld by a group of elders from Pond Inlet
(1997, p. 52), feelings of uselessness are alsos@&ston as a major precursor to suicidal
tendencies. “One reason is that they are mistiedteing told by relatives that they are
useless. When they become uncomfortable arouatives they turn to alcohol and drugs.”
These elders (1997, p. 52) list other factors: “S8anther reasons youth begin to consider
suicide is when they hit poverty, bills to pay, e@ren guilt over criminal acts they have
committed.” Feelings of uselessness leading tdruiesre dependencies on alcohol and
drugs are seen by Qitsualik (2000c) as the steprdeduicide contemplation. “Those who

cannot make it in this modern, mechanized existewt® no longer have a way to prove
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themselves valuable, most often turn to chemicatfods such as drugs or alcohol. As a

final recourse, they turn to suicide.”

Many go on to offer their own advice and knowledgelowering high rates. For example,
Dialla (2004) explains that more public meetingsl @ommunication with teenagers are
required. “l know it's hard for the parents toddaweir loved ones, but it can be prevented by
talking to their teenagers and having a public mgewith teenagers.” In another letter,
(Anonymous, 2003), it is stressed that essentiaingonication and support needs to be
offered not only during the crisis of a completedcigle, but on a more constant basis to
prevent suicides occurring. “There should be thimigpne in the community to prevent
suicide. Support groups finally come to help, raftesuicide, when they could’ve been more
available in the community. They should have pubtieetings about it, and do something
about it, before it is too late.” Qitsualik (2000uffers direct advice to those contemplating
suicide: “For those of you who consider suicideaaglease, please pause. Study your life,
for it is worth doing so. Suicide is not a madndasg merely a terrible mistake.” Elders
from Pond Inlet (1997, p. 52) also emphasize theontance of advice and direct counseling,
stressing that elders be more formally involvedsuth processes. “It would benefit the
communities if elders were to intervene in situasidike these, perhaps even incorporating
this into law [. . .] Elders should consider prepgra written law incorporating their
traditional prevention methods to deal with suitidarsons.” Many stress that culturally
appropriate communication and counseling servidgdsminuit communities and with those
potentially thinking of suicide provided on an ongp basis can be potential aids to help

stem the high rates of suicide Arctic-wide.

Looking more broadly, health problems in contempptauit communities are often spoken
of as linked to each other so that in many cabesclallenges are expressed in more general
and intertwined term®. For example, Lapage (in Lapage & Okalik, 1997). explains the
occurrence of many of the same type of challengedifierent communities in the Arctic.
“[T]he problems that are revealed are all the samen shared: relationships, sibling rivalry,
relatives, child sexual abuse, assaults, verbadealand belitting people. The problems are

all similar to one another whether it is in thisrgaunity or another.” Hicks (2006, slide 55)

% Refer to appendix 1 for Inuit specific factors contributing to levels of suicide as presented by NAHO
(2007), which depicts this interconnectedness.

108



also discusses this interlinking, stating thati§thigh rates of suicide by Inuit in Nunavut are
not a ‘stand alone’ problem [. . .] Nunavut's highicide rate should not be viewed in
isolation, but as a symptom of a society expermegneapid and difficult social, cultural and
economic change under specific historic and paliticonditions.” Viewing the various
social health challenges affecting Inuit commusitia this way means considering the
greater complexity of issues affecting Inuit comities behind manifest health problems

such as a single suicidal attempt.

Generational experiences of colonization

Sources authored by Inuit tend to discuss thredéindisgenerations of Inuit having
experienced the historical period of colonizatid®10s-1970s) directly and indirectly.
While within those three generations there are wmimdividual stories and experiences,
there are similarities of experience for three s&jgagenerations: 1) Inuit who were adults
during the period of historical colonization; 2ulhwho were children during this period and

3) children of this second generation, who arergally impacted by historical colonization.

The first generation are those Inuit who were adwuring the period of historical

colonization. These Inuit, elders today, experehthe move off the land into settlements as
adults. Okalik (1997, p. 8) offers an example lté generalized experience of the oldest
generation. “[O]ne of the top adjustment periods dor older generation have been to
relocate to communities on differing times in tlegions when before they were practically
surviving off the land in and around their surroungd camps.” As adults undergoing

colonization and changes accompanying a move frammaadic life to settlements where

Inuit became increasingly dependent on a westegte stfrastructure, this generation had to
negotiate events of colonization. Members of tl@sagation often needed to make decisions
with very few indicators foretelling how their demns and the changes brought with

colonization may impact themselves and their fasili

Inuit who were children during this time period exignced the second wave of colonization.
Inuit of this generation are adults today and a@ken of as experiencing some of the most
profound fall-outs of colonization. Carpenter (20@. 70) in reviewing the bodRaqgiyug

terms this generation the “transitional generation.
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Rhoda Kaukjak Katsak, born April 18, 1957 in hefdbstatement hollers, “I
am number six of eleven kids, right smack in thedte!” Rhoda is part of a
transitional generation of Inuit who were sent ¢ddral day schools. Rhoda
was one of the lucky ones, she was relocated tligl where she boarded
with her grandparents and attended federal dayosciBmarding with her
grandparents in Igloolik meant: being under the aidamily, being exposed
to the Inuktitut language, traditional food, anck tivisdom of the older
generation.

But even Kaukjak Katsak (in Wachowich et al, 1999194), defined as having had a luckier
experience of colonization, found the experiencéeaoa difficult one, explaining: “It was
very difficult for me, this period. | don’t knowbaut other people, but for me it was very
difficult coming in off the land and going into subl. It was difficult for me to learn when |
was a child that there are other races, like thku@eat, who have the power, who have the
authority. It was difficult for me.” This genera of Inuit faced historical colonization as
children and many were forcibly separated fromrtfamilies and their culture when taken

away to residential schools.

The third generation are those who are childrenyaruohg adults today. This generation has
felt historical colonization more indirectly throughe transitions and contemporary impacts
of colonization within the generations of their g@its and grandparents. Napartuk (2002, p.

66) explains this:

My parents went through a lot of hardships and gkaduring their youth.

They went through a lot of pain and a lot of chanigea very short time. We
demand a lot from our parents, with the little regses they grew up with.
Through many issues, there is a lot of healing tiestds to be done in my
parents’ generation. They are doing the best witlatwhey have, and with
what they have learned. It is very hard.

Napartuk (2002, p. 66) goes on to explain how tifeerénces in the impacts between
generations has made for glaring differences ireegpces generationally. “Just to give you
an idea of the differences in one generation, mtherovas born in an igloo out on the land,
with a traditional midwife. | have been to Chileugtralia and France, and that’s just one
generation’s difference.” Such generational défexres further complicate the healing that is
needed, as much effort is required to reach a pMuwre generations can communicate to

each other. Napartak (2002, p. 66) explains:
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| see a lot of parents who have given up on thaldien, and a lot of children

who have given up on their parents. They don’t knvelat to do with each

other anymore. This is not a whole case scendrig,not as though everyone
is like that, but there is a lot of pain and a dbtlearning to do. The main
reason is because they just don’'t know how to eetat each other — the
differences between just one generation are stamper

The youngest generation has experienced histodoldnization indirectly through the
impacts faced by the generations of their paremtsgrandparents and through generational
differences that become exacerbated through gaation in a globalizing world. Such gaps
in experience and knowledge between generationmiitr are further considered in chapter

11 where 1 discuss a reintegration of intergenenadi learning as an example of an ideal

pedagogy.

Maintenance of social health challenges

Current disparities in the social health of Inuwtranunities are further exacerbated by the
reality that Inuit living in Arctic regions do ndtave consistent access to medical care.
According to Statistics Canada (Tait, 2008, pwd)ile 79% of the total Canadian population
have access to a family doctor or specialist, 56% it noted the same access. Because of
the remoteness of Arctic communities, most heahlitiahs do not have doctors on staff and
residents need to fly to large cities such as Ilg&tu visits with doctors and to southern
Canada for visits with specialists. Travel awayrirhome communities is a challenge for
many, especially for those who have never left tloeth, and as visits outside home

communities and the Arctic are often for medicalsens.

Low rates of high school completion and subsegl@mtrates of attendance and completion
of professional certifications and degrees mean fewmnbers of Inuit are professionally
trained as nurses, doctors and social workers lag@fore much of the workforce for these
positions are filled by non-Inuit and non-northesf@ As Korhonen (2005, p. 5) explains,
this impacts the cultural appropriateness of ses/@s “[tjoo often, notions of Aboriginally-

appropriate services and training, when providednbyg-Inuit both Aboriginal and non-

%" One factor behind low numbers of Inuit employment within the health and social service sector is
that rates of high school completion in the Canadian Arctic are considerably lower in comparison to
the rest of Canada (Hicks, 2005; Berger, 2006) as one half of Inuit (51%) have not completed high
school (Tait, 2008, p. 18). The reasons for such low rates are many and complex. Refer to chapter 8
for a more detailed discussion.
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Aboriginal, are based on First Nations culturecpcas and rituals.” Napartuk (2002, p. 70)
echoes such an observation, indicating furthertibatg grouped into the same category with
First Nations peoples means that Inuit often loge an funding. “Right now, program
funding and the programs themselves, go mainlyitst Nations groups. The North doesn’t
get a fair share of this money, because much ofjttvernment’s funding methods are based

per capita, not location or cost of living expense.

For those who do work in the medical fields in #etic, conditions are difficult as these
fields are filled with an understaffed and overwestkworkforce. As Napartuk (2002, p. 70)
explains, “[sjJome excellent, qualified and talentgebple are burning out in the medical
fields [. . .] A few years ago, we had a crisishvtexual abuse back home. The frontline
workers were exhausted and overworked, with litdeef. When these front line workers
have to stop, they are not being replaced wittstimee level of service [. . .] Often they move
from crisis to crisis. | cannot emphasize this ggilguwe need more support and training for

frontline workers.”

Further difficulties with regards high levels ofcg health challenges come from policies
and actions at the national government level tbairamaintaining such conditions. Hicks
(2006) speaking specifically on high suicide ratesNunavut, expresses how federal
government support in the Arctic is urgently needsddngside that of the Nunavut

government.

There is no reason why Nunavummiut and other studiuld suffer decades of
elevated rates of suicide among their young menlS possible to break the
cycle of transmission of historical trauma. Thelfimg Nunavut government,
with its limited resources, is not capable of sofythe problem on its own.
There is an urgent need for the Government of Cariadacknowledge the
nature and scope of the problems, and to commitrdeeurces required to
address them.

Current government support at the national levellccdelp Inuit to more effectively stem

some of the social health challenges which areeatigr at high levels.

Ongoing difficulties exist in securing and maintag support from the Canadian state for
established self-government land-claim agreementsthe Canadian Arctic and these

difficulties superimposed on ongoing manifestatioh<olonization are a further aspect of
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the struggle Inuit communities experience in movawgay from dire statistics. Nunavut is
one example of a land-claim yet to be fulfilleds Kaludjak (2007) states, “[w]e have tried
for years to persuade the Government of Canadadaup to its obligations in the Nunavut
Land Claims Agreement” and even with recommendatfoom Canada’s Auditor General in
2003, and “concrete proposals” from former justif@omas Berger in 2006, full

implementation is not a reality.

A further complication to contemporary governmeuaport of Inuit, though not a widely
known or discussed complication, is the non-redommiof Inuit existence within Canadian
law. The filmKiviaq versus Canad@dsuma, 2006) highlights Kiviaq's attempts at guthe
Canadian government for the right to be recogneedniquely Inuit and therefore distinct
from other Canadians. The history of the recogniand non-recognition of Inuit as distinct
began with a landmark case involving Inuit from thern Quebec in 1929, who at that time,
as Amagoali€ (Isuma, 2006, 8:35) explains “were desperate &amying.” As Amagoalik
(Isuma, 2006, 8:35) continues to explain, there avasruggle in the courts as to how these
Inuit should be defined in law. This struggle wasnarily to determine who, either the
federal or Quebec government, was responsible &yment of Hudson’'s Bay Company
provisions to these Inuit. The film (Isuma, 200637810:48) reviews this court struggle,
which eventually culminated in the decision thatifrwere the responsibility of the federal

government:

Amagoalik: The government had a different view:tthauit weren't like
Indians and didn’t have treaties. Therefore Imete the responsibility of the
Quebec government.

Tester: And the government of Quebec said no, #duerbl government is
responsible. Inuit are Aboriginal people, theymr responsibility under the
BNA act. The only problem is the British North Anza Act in the Canadian

constitution doesn’t mention Eskimos or Inuit dt alt only talks about the

federal government having responsibility for Indiaand lands reserved for
Indians and Inuit were just forgotten about — et altogether. A decision
comes down in 1939. The outcome is really kind4odbcking because the
court decides that for purposes of administratiomtireally are just another
kind of Indian.

Amagoalik: Therefore the federal government is oesgble for Inuit.

% |n the film, Amagoalik’s statements are spoken in Inuktitut and translated into English subtitles.
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As Tester (Isuma, 2006, 10:56) further explainkg“tederal government had decided that it
didn’t want to create what it called the same kaiddependency relationship that existed
between the government and First Nations in Canatlafie time, and therefore wanted to
“avoid creating an Act like that for Inuit and itawted to make sure that the Inuit did not
come under the Indian Act.” What resulted, Teéimrma, 2006, 11:16) explains is that the
government shockingly “never bothered — they igdataltogether.” The meaning of this is,
as Kiviag (Isuma, 2006, 13:54) explains, as an imak’literally [doesn’t] exist unless | want
to proclaim that I'm a white man.” Inuit were thérme considered to be “just like other

Canadians — whatever that means” (Tester, in 1s@026, 13:58).

This attempt to draw attention to the non-existen€elnuit within Canadian law has
subsequent implications for all Inuit land claintegments. For example, with regards the
Nunavut land claim, responsibility for the terrjgonas completely been given over to the
territorial public government put in place in Nuo&and all responsibility at the federal level
has been relinquished through as Tester statamdls2006, 25:04) “extinguishable clauses.”
This subsequently means, as Tester (Isuma, 2008i1P&larifies, that the federal
government has washed their hands completely ofealbonsibilities and left the public
government to handle everything. “[T]he federal ggmmment gives, you know, 700 million
and they say, ‘we’'ve met our responsibility. We'Vanded it over to the territorial
government. It's over to you.” If Inuit are notfoleed by law as Kiviaq (Isuma, 2006, 24:25)
is attempting to prove through suing the Governn@n€anada, then this means all land-

claims made are invalid as “there’s no way theymake a claim with an undefined people.”

Legal existence or, in other words, confirmatiortla# distinct collective identity of Inuit is
being held by the Government of Canada. Like K2@03, p. 143) discusses regarding the
legislation in Canada termed “the two-generatioatficlause” which dictates that after two
generations of marrying out of status, First Natiandividuals become non-status and
therefore non-existent in legal terms, such reigver existence or non-existence of distinct
peoples and belonging or non-belonging of individua a particularly distinct group, are a
unique form of assimilation. The process is nobwet as other methods of colonization but
the assimilation is still there. As King (2003,14.3) states, “[n]o need to send in the cavalry
with guns blazing. Legislation will do just as @iig.” The fight Kiviag is leading is a
fundamental struggle against assimilation: thegsfielito acquire the freedom and ability to

define oneself. This struggle has profound impides for this thesis, as it is about having a
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freedom to choose one’s own identity, how one er@’s cultural group — would like to be

labelled or the choice to reject labels altogether.

Subsequent implications from a lack of real supgoosin recent and current Canadian
governments have acted to contribute to the maamies of poor conditions in health and
social services within the Arctic. Simon (2007#8tss that “[tlhe huge gaps in health,
education and housing between aboriginal and nonigibal Canadians remain a source of
shame at home and abroad for all of us.” And Kalkd{2007) explains that full
implementation of the Nunavut land claims would mdlae government “taking concrete
steps to tackle the harsh reality [of] acute soprablems [which] leave many of our young
adrift.”

With climate change opening up the Northwest Pasdheg federal government of Canada is
expressing renewed and increasing interest in tlieicA mainly for sovereignty reasons. In
contrast to such interests in the Arctic duringeheéier period of colonization (1910s — 70s),
these government interests are not masked withndeigltruism and are often spoken of
without recognition that Inuit inhabit and are tifyth owners of the land. As Simon (2007a)
explains, Harper declares his interests outrightie has told audiences of foreign
businessmen that the untapped oil, gas and minehas of the Arctic are a major factor in
his description of Canada as an energy and minsugpéerpower”.” This ignorance of the
presence and even existence of Inuit and theitfrigbwnership of the land are reminiscent
of discrimination that has plagued Inuit for decadeAmagoalik (2000a, p. 138) expresses

his personal experience and perspective on suchagoe.

In the 1950s an [sic] 60s, when journalists firstcdvered the Arctic, they
would come up and interview a cop, a teacher, er lttal government
administrator. Having spent a few days in the i&rand spoken to “Arctic
experts”, they would return to their homes in tbath and write their stories.
Somewhere in their article a familiar line usualjypeared. They almost never
failed to refer to the Arctic as a “wasteland whaobody lives”. | couldn’t
understand this because they obviously saw us.n Bgea young boy, | was
annoyed that these guys thought of us as nobodigsbwe somehow did not
qualify as human beings. It was not very long #uat even some federal
government people were still referring to our haanel as a wasteland and
defending their policies in the Arctic because “odp lives there”.
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As Kaludjak (2007) explains, current state integastthe Arctic still represent hegemonic
thinking ignorant of the realities, and indeed sbmes even existence, of an Aboriginal
minority that calls the Arctic home. “But [Harps)'rationale, “We either use it or lose it,”
doesn't hold water. The Arctic is not an uninhabielderness. It is our homeland and has

been for centuries. More than 50,000 Inuit — pr@ashadians — live in the Canadian Arctic.”

In the fight to foster federal government interesthe Arctic, necessary for strengthening
Inuit communities, decreasing high rates of sob&dlth challenges and rightfully owed to
Inuit through land-claim agreements, Inuit polititeaders do not deny that state interest in
the Arctic is genuine and wish to maintain it batrdand that current sovereignty interests not
bypass Inuit, as they have been. For example, 15(@@07a) states that “Arctic sovereignty
is too important to be treated as just an adjundbteign relations or as a stage for foreign
investment. It must be built from the inside oulii’ the fight over Arctic sovereignty that has
raised the interest of the current Government ofa@a into Arctic affairs, Inuit leaders are
demanding that gaps in social and health indicatetsieen Inuit and the rest of Canada’s
population be met alongside those interests. “\Wepdeased to see the Prime Minister's
genuine interest in the Arctic and his willingness back up that interest with bold
pronouncements and money. But let's assert ouriAszvereignty in ways that impress
outsiders with the creativity and practicality afradomestic policies, building up the well-
being of the Inuit communities of the Arctic, aslmas the size and strength of our ships”
(Simon, 2007a). Real support from the Canadiaregovent can help Inuit to decrease rates
of social health challenges and Inuit politicaldees work to stress such issues in their

dealings with the state.

Summary

In this chapter | have reaffirmed the context ois tthesis drawing largely from Inuit
perspectives on colonization in the Canadian Ardtibegan reviewing how Inuit tend to
discuss colonization using terminologies which hgjtt painful, transformative and violent
aspects. | then discussed contemporary impact®lohization, including difficulties with
self-conceptualizations of identity and identitynwsion, increases in anger and levels of
social health challenges, stressing in particute high rates of suicide but also the
interconnectedness of health problems in Inuit comiies. | briefly considered the

tendency of Inuit writers to discuss colonizatianexperienced differently for three distinct
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generations, which has relevance for my later disicn on intergenerational pedagogy as an
ideal pedagogy in chapter 11. | also briefly highted a lack of consistent access to
culturally appropriate medical care as a contritfactor to the maintenance of social
health challenges in the Arctic. Finally, | disceddacks in real support from past and current
Canadian governments through unfulfilled land-claagreements and non-recognition of
Inuit within Canadian law, which further act to miiin discrepancies between social health
indicators of Inuit communities versus those of tineader Canadian population. Carrying
on with this theme of reaffirming contextual asgedh chapter 8 | consider education and

schooling spheres of the Canadian Arctic more §ipafty.
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CHAPTER 8: Reaffirming context: Education in the Canadian Arctic

Introduction

In this chapter | discuss the spheres of educatind schooling in the historical and
contemporary Canadian Arctic, considering in moegaidl the link between low levels of
education completion and high levels of social tmegkoblems in Arctic communities as
noted in chapter 7. | review conceptions of Inudys of knowing and learning prior to
historical colonization, before looking at percep8 of mainstream education which were
brought in during this period through forced attmck of Inuit children at residential
schools. | review broader impacts, such as configsend crises in constructions of self-
identities, which are described by some as a raxfuthe introduction of these forms of
education. | also consider how many refer to coptery education in the Arctic as in a
state of crisis. | discuss how challenges occurmvith and in reaction to primary and
secondary education have led on to challenges higher education for many Inuit, where
examples of barriers to education include thosetdysysical distance, those of bureaucracy
and those stemming from difficulties with identigonstructions. | conclude with a
discussion pointing towards changes with educa®@an avenue to facilitate empowerment
of individuals and communities in the Canadian #stct

Ways of learning prior to colonization

In the Canadian Arctic prior to colonization, Infotms of education or learning fit into the
nomadic lifestyles of Inuit in the past. Inuit pgdgy was framed around the values of
intergenerational communication, experiential l@agnlearning for a practical purpose and
learning as intertwined with living. As Kakkiarmuy1996, p. 26) testifies, “I always say,
because some people say that we did not have tsachthose days, that yes we did; our
fathers were our teachers. As children we werghtatruly rich, life-nourishing skills that

would be useful for us.” Watt-Cloutier (2000, p.8)lexplains that Inuit ways of learning
were holistic: “In our Native heritage, learningdafiving were the same thing, and
knowledge, judgment, and skill could never be saealk The Native way of teaching is
holistic.” There was a gender divide in the nomddestyle where Inuit men and women

held unique but compatible roles. Rojas (200@2923) explains that:
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Inuit women are not subservient to Inuit men btiteg both Inuit women and
Inuit men together make up the complementary pares one whole [. . .] In
order for the bird to fly up high both wings must their part; likewise, in an
Inuit society, both women and men have to carryr inen burden in order for
the society to function smoothly and in a senséiiiy.

As Peryouar (in Peryouar & Hill, 1997, p. 12) exp$a education also tended to follow this

gender divide, but for both genders the aforemastiovalues were intrinsic.

If the child were a male, the father taught thdl ki hunting, and the child

would not even be aware that he was being taugtduse he felt he was just
being allowed to go along on a hunting trip witls Father; [. . .] That is how

male children were taught before by their fathelfsthe child were a female,

they started learning how to sew, how to preparesskow to handle meat
and cook from observing their mother’s daily adies.

Watt-Cloutier (2000, p. 114) explains that such education was effective in that it
maintained a congruent cycle of well-being throtigh generations. “For thousands of years
Aboriginal peoples had a very effective educatide knew how to prepare our children to
handle the challenges they would face when livimgtiee land. The harshness of our
environment imposed a discipline that producedliessj proud, and self-reliant people.”
The environment in the Arctic was always uncertmad changeable, but the lifestyles and
ways of learning of Inuit in meeting and adaptioghe changeable Arctic environment were
relatively steady. As Qitsualik (2001f), explairauit ways of learning were always in

response to that changeable environment.

All was merely knowledge of one kind or another —kreowledge that no

single person could ever master. This outlook wpgal of the way in which

Inuit were forced to regard learning. [. . .] Sinbe Nuna and Sila played by
their own mysterious rules, it was up to humandyldarn to interpret those
rules, to respect them in order to live. There wasupernature, only nature,
and humanity had to be crafty in order to obsetyéearning how to adapt
around the whims of wind, water, temperature, liglmimal migrations,

sickness, bears, treacherous terrain, and the veoret of all: the unknown —

hazards that one is not knowledgeable enough toipete.

The ways of learning that each generation reliedoopass on knowledge effectively to the

next generation were consistent with the relatiple lifestyle many Inuit had which was
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geared predominantly towards reacting to the uandy and changeability of the Arctic

environment.

Residential schools and settlement

Change became the overriding expression for the period of historical colonization for
Inuit. As Watt-Cloutier (2000, p. 114) expresses“Contact with the southern culture
brought a flood of new things and new ways of lifeeople and decisions from far away
places began to have more impact on our lives themeople around us and the disciplines
of the land that we knew and understood. It waknger clear what our own time and place
was or what we now had to learn in order to conttai own lives.” The new influences
being introduced through events of colonizationngjeal the relatively stable way of living in
interaction and reaction to an Arctic environmeot @ane where the changes were

unpredictable, confusing and, in many ways, outtdecontrol of Inuit.

Inuit expressed little resistance to many of thesmnges which accompanied colonization as
they tended to regard the newcomers with what lees lescribed as fear or respeat
reaction to the seeming ease that the newcomers wakle to survive in the Arctic
environment. It became obvious to Inuit at the tithat old ways of learning, as Watt-
Cloutier (2000, p. 114) explains, were no longezfulsin meeting the challenges that were
brought with the newcomers and with the introductid mainstream culture. “The path of
education we had successfully followed for courstigenerations did not prepare us for these

new things.”

Some Inuit express how, during this period of tfameation, some felt the new forms of
education might help their children cope with chesmdprought with colonization. Watt-
Cloutier (2000, p. 114) explains that most pardatsthis way: “[I]f schools would help

prepare our children for the changes they weren§adhan most parents were willing to let
their children be educated in the southern wayBtiring this period, Pitseolak (in Ipellie,

2007a), an Inuk leader in Cape Dorset at the tdiseusses how his decision over whether or

% Such discussions of this fear or respect of authority of non-Inuit are often related to an Inuktitut
concept termed llarasuk, llira, or llirasulaurpugat both by Inuit and non-Inuit sources (i.e. Napartuk,
2002, p. 66; Brody, 2000, p. 42-43) which Napartuk (2002, p. 66) defines as “when so much respect is
given to someone that it borders on fear, it's when you take another person’s word without ever
guestioning or arguing.”

120



not to agree to schooling in this community wasugiced by the realization that children in
his community could be left behind as the changesps across the Arctic if schooling was
not introduced. “I thought to myself, if there are teachers in Cape Dorset and there are
teachers in other places, then Cape Dorset witidiend.”

Though many Inuit did feel that the introductionméinstream education may have had its
potential benefits, the education of Inuit childtéat took place in a number of residential
schools across the Arctic has also been describdbeastrictest part of the assimilationist
schemes of the Canadian government. Most writetisersource literature discuss residential
schools as removed from Inuit culture. In recaumther experience of being sent to a
residential school when she was 10, Annahatak (19944-15) explains that for her it was

not an altogether unpleasant experience, but Hrailgy felt to be irrelevant.

For 5 years | went to school in our settlement greh some of us were sent
away to Churchill Manitoba to attend a vocationehal that the federal
government had organized for Canadian Inuit. Aldio | enjoyed it
immensely, | could not foresee what | wanted to tty learning did not have
any relevance to anything in my life at the time.

Questions over whether Inuit children should hawerb encouraged to learn such an
irrelevant curriculum still resound. As Ootoova (llakasuk et al, 1999, p. 26) explains: “It
turns out it was wrong for us to agree to send the@sthool when the teaching material was
irrelevant to the North. We were wrong in some svagd right in other ways. It is good to
learn to read and write in English, to be ablendarstand the language. But they were not
taught about the lifestyle in the North.” Some tndiscuss their feelings of fear, loneliness
and confusion with regards their specific expersnof residential schools. For example,
French (1988, p. 205) describes seeing her braberss the dining room, stating: “How
little he looked, lost and lonesome. | felt likeirggp over to tell him that everything was going
to be all right, only | was not too sure of thatsalf.” Though Watt-Cloutier (2000, p. 115)
expresses that there are many diversities in thereences of those who attended residential
schools, she emphasizes the need to not underestingaongoing impacts. “Certainly there
are many negative effects from those years, depgnah the places we were sent and the
circumstances we faced, and we must deal with tissses on a daily basis as we come to

terms with our past. The impact of the past sibmat should not be underestimated.”
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Carpenter (2000a, p. 8) echoes this, stating: “Wéestll struggling individually to dismantle

the destructive energies garnished from our resimesthool experiences.”

As Inuit were made to learn English through thisagding, children were taught that their
own languages and culture were less importanterfae (1988, p. 239) remembers having
to question the worth of her language from her egpees at residential schools. “[T]hey did
not allow me to speak my own language in their st$hao that | began to think that there
was something wrong with my language.” Agalakti Aiira Wachowich et al, 1999 p. 105-
106) recounts an example of abuse at school intiogato a student’s use of Inuktitut.
“[Arvaluk] told me one time when he came home frtira school trip, he told me that one of
the teachers slapped his hand because he was rgpdauktitut. That is what he told me
when he came home. He said that she slapped him!”

Living away from family, community and cultural hesy and with instances of abuse
occurring in reaction to expressions of Inuit ctdtuinuit children were forced to assimilate.
Speaking of undertaking his education not in adexsial school, but as part of the
‘experimental Eskimos’ project in southern Canadier Inuit children were moved south to
live as part of non-Inuit families as an ‘experirtieNungak (2000b, p. 12), explains that
“[hJaving to be “educated” according to Qallunaa@ys was a seismic shock to my
generation. We were to leave behind our “educatianinuit ways, grinding into the

negative by-products inevitable from such a sté@jnis upheaval started the unravelling of
our moorings to our families, surroundings, langyagnd culture.” Kaukjak Katsak (in

Wachowich et al, 1999, p. 3) sums up her experiaiceesidential schools by stating: “I
moved in off the land and went to school when | wa&ght years old. That is when they
started trying to teach me to become a Qallunaagitsualik (2001d) also discusses how
Inuit children, along with being forced to assirtélanto southern culture, were forced into
Christianity. “It is ironic that children kidnapgdrom their families were daily forced to

thank a foreign deity. The institution’s policy wakat we should appreciate our

“betterment.” And it was these feelings that dndn were being kidnapped, and a growing
resistance to the division of families which motec some parents to oppose sending their

children to residential schools.

But for those who did resist sending children tsidential schools, the government applied

measures which forced parents to do so. Agalakta Ain Wachowich et al, 1999 p. 108)
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explains that she and her husband were able tarmmnthe government that they needed to
keep one of their children with them as they ndy onissed their children greatly but needed

them to help with hunting and their way of life.

When the boat came, my husband started arguing théthteacher. He was
telling him, “He is mine! He is my son! Since yoaVe taken all my other sons
away, | am going to keep this son! He is goindhétp me. He is going to
learn how to hunt!” He was telling the teacher hbe would rather see
Solomon learn the Inuit way, not the Qallunaat way.

For this family, however, the government issueddbesequence of cutting off their family
allowance social welfare payment. “[T]he teachetd my husband that if Solomon didn’t
go to school, they would cut off the family alloveanthat we were getting for him. My
husband said that was okay, and that is what thergment did. They cut off our family
allowance” (Agalakti Awa, in Wachowich et al, 1999 108). As Watt-Cloutier (2000, p.
114-115) explains, this consequence forced mangnpato give up their children and agree
to have them sent to residential schools. “Fos¢hwho were not willing to go this route, the
government held back family allowance cheques, ntaki difficult for parents to feel like
they had a choice in the matter.”

Upon reflection, some express regret at not exarci® choice to school children in
traditional ways of learning during this period.rFexample, “[o]ne elder said that she
regretted letting teachers take too much controklihen. They said they had a choice, and
could have objected if they wanted to. They cdudgte taught the traditional ways if they
had objected to the schools” (Shaimaiyuk in Nakastikal, 1999, p. 139). But many of the
sources indicate the emotional strain these dewsgarried and the reality that there was
often little room for choice. Kaukjak Katsak (in Wfeowich et al, 1999, p. 166), another of
Agalakti Awa’s children, states “l was crying anegiging him to let me go with him, but he
couldn’t do anything. [. . .] At that time | wasally mad at him for not taking me home with
him. Later | realized that we had to be in schodde had no choice. The Qallunaat
authorities in the settlement said so, and theevaghing he could do.” Pudlat (1990, p. 18)
explains that the forcing of parents to give upirtlelildren and send them to residential

schools was really the major factor which resuitethe settling of the Arctic.

| went to school. | had to go to school becausad ordered. We were still in
the camp when the government came to our paremistheey told us, “Your
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children have to go to school.” My parents hadchoice. And if we didn’t
go to school, we wouldn’t receive family allowarice .] That's what really
gathered the North—the education, the school, theempment. Our parents
had no powers.

With the movement of children into residential salsp many parents missed their children
and wanted to be closer to them. For example, akglahwa (in Wachowich et al, 1999 p.
106) explains that “[a]fter a while we were told tye Qallunaat that our sons had to stay in
the community all year long. We left them thenet Wwe missed them very, very much when
they were gone. We missed them so much! They aweg from us all winter.” Many Inuit
parents followed their children into settlemenBeryouar (in Peryouar & Hill, 1997, p. 20)
explains that “Inuit preferred to have their chilith them and some asked to keep them year
round, but because children had to start attensihgol they were put on a plane and taken
to the settlement. [. . .] because parents do ot W be separated from their children, they
started moving into the community while their chdd attended school.” Kunuk (in Svenson
& Kunuk, 2002, p. 1) feels that this was part afodonizing strategy that the Government of
Canada was executing. “After two years my pareatse, because they wanted to be close
to us. It's like a scheme the government brougketybody into one place [with]: ‘Send the
children to school and the parents will follow."One of the primary factors behind the
creation of settlements in the Canadian Arctic wesforcing of children into schooling as
many parents subsequently followed as Inuit wecktte increasing dependencies on the

Canadian federal government.

Impacts of mainstream education

Over time the introduction of mainstream educaiiorihe Canadian Arctic led to broader
changes in lifestyle for Inuit. Annahatak (19941p-16) explains that when education was
introduced into Nunavik communities, English was tinly language of instruction, which
instigated other changes reinforced through an resipa of institutions at the community

level.

When schooling was first started in our community the government,
English was the only language used for instrudtioall subjects. | did not see
this as having any negative impact on our commuthigy because it was just
the beginning of one of many ways of seeing anatbure. There were not
many distractions from following our lifestyle archditional values. We
came home from school and continued to follow attucal ways at that time.
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But with more and more institutional developmemtghe communities, our
cultural activities evolved from traditional lan@ded to more community-
oriented processes.

Pitseolak (in Ipellie, 2007a), a decision-makertba introduction of Qallunaat education,
recalls that he felt concern that this would leadlifficult times ahead for Inuit, though, as
discussed earlier, he was torn as he also had mohisecommunity might get left behind. “I
said, If you want to, let them come. But | knewituld be the beginning of difficult times [.
..] I knew that some would learn English but tbtkters would not learn enough; that people
who went to school and learned something mighttkvemselves better than those who did
not [. . .] What | thought in my mind has come tfulgallijug (2000, p. 21) explains that
mainstream schooling has led to such difficultiesause of the younger generation being
disconnected with past Inuit cultural values. “Toeinger generation is less equipped with
knowledge of their ancestors because in schooltevg@ople do not teach them about those
things. The customs and the very social fabricguemtly damaged by the schools — to a
point of confusion.” The introduction of mainstneaschooling into Canadian Arctic
communities did accompany broader cultural changksying a role in the widespread
transformation of Inuit cultural activities to onesre akin to southern ways of living, also

creating more division between Inuit and lossesit cultural values.

Accompanying losses in Inuit cultural values, solmat express concern that mainstream
styles of education have led to the developmeninofe individualized and consumerist
values in younger generations of Inuit. As Igadjij(2000, p. 21) states, “[flamily doesn’t
seem to be a priority anymore. They are more aomeckabout themselves now rather than
their siblings, parents, and other relatives, d®&y tare mixing in the community with other
people. They seem to have lost their focus.” Owo(in Nakasuk et al, 1999, p. 26)
explains that accompanying changes in educatiait, ¢hildren tend to have a greater focus
on monetary and consumerist values, whereas valuesidered as cultural, such as being

resourceful in times of scarcity, have decreased.

All our children in Miitimatalik have been taughs d@ahough they were to
continue on to Ottawa. They are not taught the @fdife in our community.
They are not taught what to do when food becomascec They start asking,
“Do you have money?” They have no qualms aboutngstkie question. They
sure know how to ask for money now in our community/e were not like
that. We wouldn’t ask for anything. We were respé and didn’t want to
ask for anything. If we didn’t have it, then weldit have it. Children today

125



seem to think it's okay not to eat meat; as lonthayg have junk food they are
happy.

Kaukjak Katsak (in Wachowich et al, 1999 p. 193ha=s this, also emphasizing how
younger generations of Inuit tend to favor storedid food over country food. “Things
have really changed now that | have my own children] My kids, they think about money
every day [. . .] Another thing | find with my kidand money is that if | don’t have store-
bought food on the table every day, my kids aat hke have no food that day, no “real”
food.” Within the source literature, there are megsed concerns regarding an increase in
consumerist and individualist values in youngeregations of Inuit which is linked to the

introduction of mainstream schooling.

The teaching of an English-only curriculum withiraimstream education also resulted in
negative impacts. This has been tied to lossehanuse of Inuit languages. For example,
Ipellie (2007b) discusses abusive assimilation tpres in residential schools in relation to

losses in the use of Inuktitut.

The result today is that many of our youth now &peabroken English
peppered with halfhearted, fractured Inuktitut. yhige a life walking both
sides of the cultural divide and not fully in eith&hey now do their thinking
and speaking in two or more languages in theirydaoinversations. Some of
them have unfortunately lost their original langeidgrever, having spent their
formative adolescent years in government-spons@®dential schools where
they were strictly forbidden to speak Inuktitut suffer the consequences of
being caught doing so.

There are links drawn between losses in the usekandledge of Inuit languages in the
contemporary Arctic with the introduction of Englienly curriculum, originated at

residential schools and continuing in contemposatyooling.

Introduction of mainstream schooling has also ested identity confusions many were
experiencing with the introduction of wider aspestswvestern culture. Freeman (1988, p.
239-240) discusses her experience moving back @tid from a residential school to life at
home with her grandmother where she felt inhibiteoth. “At that time, | used to feel that
| was in 2 hells — one while | was in school — #sgond when | went home, because my

grandmother would not hear any other language spwkber presence in our house.” Ipellie
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(2007b) explains that such a way of living lead ynémuit to feel stuck between the two

cultures.

In these modern circumstances, an Inuk child bemogight up between two
cultures is vulnerable to mixed-messages aboutwtidture to duly follow.
They are not being given optimum opportunity beeaws unforeseen
circumstances, to become a strong proponent anal foylower of either
culture. It is this present life-dilemma that hasduced its share of modern-
day Inuit victims who are stuck in the middle ofkiso and European
cultural, intellectual societies.

As discussed in chapter 7, Taylor (1997), a psydist who has studied the impact of
colonization on minority cultural groups and Inintparticular, reinforces such a perspective.

Discussing what he terms “valueless colonialisn@yldr (1997, p. 186) explains that:

[Clolonized people have no clear portrait of maieain culture. For example,
while Inuit were no doubt overwhelmed by the visildspects of European
culture, they were never exposed to the fundameataks that lie at the core
of European culture. These values were not focesesurvival but, instead,
revolved around the acquisition of material goods.

Further it is the coupling of this ‘valueless caldism’ with a corresponding confusion in
what Taylor (1997, p. 185) terms the “heritage”tard (or Inuit culture), also a result of
colonization, which leads to profound confusionp@nsonal identity constructions.

| believe that the crisis in identity is one notradg of conflict, but a profound
confusion arising from competing cultures that #memselves devoid of
fundamental values. Inuit students, for exampdenot merely face the pushes
and pulls of their heritage culture on the one hamdi mainstream culture on
the other. Rather they confront a heritage culthet is itself a confusing
array of values and practices as a consequencelohialism. [. . .] Inuit
students, then, have their identity conflicts coommted by the fact that the
two competing collective identities are themselpesrly defined templates.

Such confusions in identity, initiated for many rfreexperiences at residential schools and
subsequent feelings of being trapped between tvtares, as discussed in chapter 7, have

led to increases in destructive social health ehgks in contemporary Inuit communities.
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Contemporary education

Contemporary education in the Canadian Arctic leashed crisis levels. As already pointed
to, half of Inuit in Canada (51%) have not completdgh school (Tait, 2008, p. 18).
Discussing reports put out by the District Educatiduthority in Igaluit, the capital of
Nunavut, Kunuk (2006) discusses drop-out rateslagxpg that for those students who are

experiencing difficulties, there is little help.

We were saddened to learn the facts about whaeyes are telling us: that

there are an unacceptably high number of studeatarlg our schools long

before graduation. Our second report looked atethstsidents who were

struggling in school. As parents, we assume that smhools are able to

provide supports for those students who for whatesason are struggling in

school. But again we were saddened to learn justfea remedial programs

are provided through the school funding formula. Mé&rned in our research

that the risk factors associated with children iegvschool early are often

present at the kindergarten to Grade 5 level, lyesd grades have no more
remedial resources available to them than the gjdates.

Reporting a conversation with an elder, Shaimai@iokNakasuk, et al, 1999, p. 139) also
expressed concern regarding schools leavers. s&kegeenagers now drop out because they
feel they are not good at anything; for exampleemviteachers tell them they can’t write.
They end up dropping out and turning to drugs dondhal.” Watt-Cloutier (2000, p. 115)
discusses her view that academic standards incAsctiools have been lowered in what she

fears are a form of structural racism.

Many will agree that this rigour and challenge ander exists in our schools
and that we have gone from the extreme of a pdistinasystem to the

extreme of a system that challenges our youthte that it undermines their
intelligence. Time and time again we hear that giudents are not learning
well in either their mother tongue or the seconagleages. The watering
down of programs, the lowering of standards andeetgtions is a form of

structural racism that we must make every attemptdp.

Despite a variety of views on the high levels ohaad leavers in contemporary Arctic

schools, the sheer quantity of Inuit not completiigh school is a point of real concern.

One area which many agree has influenced high dubpates is the continuation of English-

only or French-only curricula, initiated primarifgrough assimilative practices at residential
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schools, but which continues to be an area of gona#hin contemporary schooling in the

Arctic. Simon (2006, p. 52) expresses that logsdke language of Inuktitut continue to be
maintained through a curriculum that makes a shhifpin the language of instruction at the
grade 3-4 level, explaining that both languageghitbbecome impacted, as do levels of

confidence and completion rates.

In Nunavut and other Inuit regions Inuktitut is gatl until grades 3-4. The
language of instruction then reverts to EnglishFoench (in Nunavik). It
means starting over from scratch in terms of lagguastruction, with the end
result being poor proficiency in both Inuktitut ageglish or French. Many
Inuit students are failing by Grades 8-10, damaginaiy personal confidence.
Inuit view this also as an institutional rejectiointheir language and culture.

Similar observations prompted former justice Thonieyger's recommendation to the
Government of Canada for Nunavut comprehensivadukl education. As Berger (2006, p.
V) states, “Inuit children have to catch up, bugytlare trying to hit a moving target since, as
they advance into the higher grades, the curricld@ecomes more dependent on reading and
books, more dependent on a capacity in English ttheg simply do not have.” Qitsualik
(2000a) discusses how she views globalization tfitomedia as another danger to the

survival of Inuit languages.

While Inuit culture has survived in Arctic isolatioit is now very much a part
of the global village — mostly due to electronic di@ And it is no
coincidence that, at this time, Inuit languagesuKtiiut, Inuinnaqgtun,
Inuvialuktun, etc.) are suffering greater linguis@rosion than at any other
time in the past. The first treasure of Inuit ctéty— language — has survived
repressive bureaucrats and residential schoolregsteut is rapidly crumbling
before television, radio, and electronic print naedi

The use of English-only or French-only curricula tiee Arctic regions and impacts of
globalization continue to be contributors to lossekuit languages and low levels of school

completion rates across the Arctic.

A sense of disconnection from curriculum and scimgotulminating in low completion rates
and corresponding confusions in identity for manyitl youth, are compounded by the
exclusion of Inuit cultural values within Arctic adsrooms. Annahatak (1994, p. 17)
explains, from her perspective as a teacher, st@itigion of Inuit values from curricula mean

that these curricula do not reach students aslmasse=d more on cultural values could. “More
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often than not Inuit values are left out of schoblhave taught many lessons which | have
come to term “floating lessons.” These | find motbe connected to our cultural purposes
and | see them more for surface learning, thabikarn the physical aspects of culture (food,
clothing, tools, customs, etc.). They rarely tougbon students’ choices, decisions, and
identity.” After discussing high levels of suicides being particularly an issue for young
Inuit, Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) goes onlitik such challenges to a lack of cultural
education, stating “[t]lhat's how | see it. They ao¢ educated; they went to school, but didn't
receive an appropriate education.” ExplainingHert Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuik, 2007)
discusses how even an integration of cultural \sainé mainstream schooling may not be
sufficient, indicating rather that connecting chéid more directly to life on the land may be
required. “My children went to school, but | steppthem going. I'm just preparing them,
now, to go out on the hunt with me. | don't know iill succeed — | have three boys at
home, one girl, one adopted — and they have gaonedh the school system.” Though there
is discussion on how inclusion of cultural valuegimainstream classrooms could help to
reconnect Inuit youth with education, others sttbss education needs to be reconsidered as
it was in the past — part of a way of life.

There is also discussion that such informal aspefotsiltural ways of learning for Inuit have
decreased in connection with the introduction ofnsiaeam schooling. Elders from Pond
Inlet (1997, p. 53), explain, for example: “Eldevant the young people to listen to the older
people because they know what they are talking tabolihe younger generation is
encouraged to listen to the elders because elders bbtained wisdom and knowledge
through their own experiences and patience. Therdhe youth are expected to listen to the
older generation when they speak.” In discussirfgrinal learning opportunities, many
point to decreases in respect for elders and legraituations between elders and youth,
which are linked, oftentimes, to greater time amclf being given to a school system that is
culturally irrelevant and in crisis. As Kunuk (Bidimus & Kunuk, 2007) states, “[m]y
culture respects the elders, so we wait for whatelders have to say. But that system doesn't
work in this day and age, because we are now allpad [sic].” Some claim that the
school system is responsible for these decreasespect shown towards elders and cultural
values. As Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) goesto explain, “[w]hen you go through
the school system you lose respect. You have ne mespect for elders or the old ways. That
is what | am seeing.” Peryouar (in Peryouar & HIID97, p. 27) notes how respect now

shown to principals and school officials has repththe respect that was traditionally given
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to elders. “It is only recently that the childretopped showing respect towards their elders,
because they say now that they have to listendgthncipal of the school.” Furthermore,
Qitsualik (2003b) explains that elders tend towastaring less. “Among Inuit, there was
much more time available in the old days, so tbateone whose opinion was asked had the
right to speak at will — especially if that someomas an elder. But these are not the old
days, and many elders, now faced with time-congsaipon their opinions, simply opt for
silence.” Freeman (1988, p. 241) explains how #mahds placed on adults to participate in
a workforce has also played a role in the decre@hsaeformal intergenerational learning.
“[FJor the last twenty years or so Inuit have neally passed on their knowledge to their
children. Not by any means on purpose though. lcrawh can you be aware of your own
environment if you are working 9 to 5? Also t@lunaatsystem of education has interfered
a great deal.” Changes in time schedules of adults children was also pointed to by
Kakkiarnium (1996, p. 31). “We never get to seemthanymore and that situation is worse
for some children because they do not get home tineiir parents are asleep. Those are the
reasons why we are unable to teach them fully assheild do.” Whereas in the past,
learning for Inuit used to be informal intergenamaal learning intertwined with a way of
life, in the contemporary Arctic Inuit explain thdtese forms of learning have decreased.
Seeteenak (in Tapatai & Seeteenak, 1996, p. 23nsuizes: “We now have to try to teach

our children to hunt and fish, whereas before i wavay of life.”

Barriers to higher education

Leading on from crises at the primary and seconbtieusls of education within the Canadian
Arctic, there are also low numbers of Inuit in attance at higher educational institutions.
As mentioned in an ITK (2004, p. 10) backgroundacuwiment: “It is not surprising that there
are also a low number of Inuit who go on to conwlétade certificates, college
certificates/diplomas or University degrees givére fow number of Inuit high school
graduates.” Unpacking reasons behind low atteredahdnuit in higher education from the
source literature, we can see that Inuit are erteowng different barriers in seeking and
participating in higher education: barriers of kaueracy, barriers of distance and barriers
due to rigid identity constructions. ITK (2004, 10) articulates some main reasons for the
low numbers of Inuit participating and completinigtrer levels of education: “[S]kills are
not always at a level acceptable to many post skegninstitutions due to early drop out,

low literacy skills or the unavailability of certacourses at the high school level; as well as
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travel outside the community.” Though difficultiegith attendance and completion of
education at the primary and secondary levels dd k& difficulties in completing and

moving on to higher educational institutions, jastit is with primary and secondary levels of
education, so too are there different interplaysliifculties impacting attendance numbers
of Inuit within higher levels of education. Qitdika(1999f) mentions the difficulties in

attending tertiary levels of education while alsfiacting on the high levels of social health
challenges in Arctic communities. “Unfortunateljpere is not a lot of business in the
northern communities, so many are unemployed. Thgely angry, frustrated, and sad.
Unfortunately, many kill themselves, use drugsnkiralcohol, or sniff solvents to escape
from their unhappy lives. The children attend eletagy and high school, college or

university if they can.”

Reaching tertiary levels of education is partidylatifficult for Inuit as few courses at this
level are offered within the communities. As indezhby ITK (2004, p. 10): “Few courses at
the college level and limited courses at the Ursitgrlevel are offered in the land claims
areas.” Although there are some universities wieonaw offering degree courses in capital
cities®® many Inuit must still move away from their homemrounities to participate in
tertiary education and face barriers due to digainom family and community life. For
example in my Master’s research (Moquin, 2004,36)1one Inuk woman stated that “[t]he
[course] | was supposed to take [. . .] for eaHifdhood development last two years ago but
| didn’t go cause my parents were sick and | didvént to leave them.” Along with barriers
due to physical distance, when seeking to partieipa higher education, Inuit are also
encountering bureaucratic barriers. For example, letter toNunatsiag NewsAupaluktuq
(2002) speaks of the bureaucratic difficulties hees lencountered in attempting to gain

funding for participation in education down south:

I have written to all the Inuit organizations restileg assistance in paying for
my schooling, but have not received any fundingstemsce or advice from
anyone [...] All Inuit and Nunavut organizaticsmsd departments have said |
don’t meet the requirements to benefit from Nunaadiication. The criteria |
don’'t meet are: | have been away from home for ntloae@ a year, and | have
not applied to a post-secondary institute from ragnatown.

%9j.e. Nunavut Arctic College in Iqaluit.
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The following year, Aupaluktug (2003) wrote anotihetter toNunatsiagNewshighlighting
how he still had not received funding which raisgaestions regarding conceptions of
northern identity and entitlement: “Because | hbeen out of Nunavut for more than a year,
| would have to return home for more than three tim®mo qualify for funding [. . .] [T]here

is another side to this situation. A relative si@midne, “There are some that consider you no

longer a northerner. Inuit have also encounteipgkestioning on identity when in

attendance within tertiary levels of educationr &mample, Rojas (2000, p. 11) states:

| was simultaneously confronted with many doubtsuabny own identity as
an Inuk. One of the professors in my first yearttie Masters program
questioned whether or not | was really still ankinbaving completed a BA
program and continuing in an MA program in a Wesiestitution of ‘*higher
learning.” This question planted a seed of doulthiwime. | was devastated.
| began to seriously question my identity as arklaod | continue to grapple
with my identity.

Within the source literature, distance, bureaucrany rigid identity conceptualizations are
discussed as barriers in relation to Inuit seekmgparticipate and participating in higher

levels of education.

Barriers to higher education because of rigid deébdns of identity construction are
particularly relevant for this thesis where rigaentity definitions impeding learning has
been a noted theme. This barrier has two sidés feirst, as exemplified by Rojas’s (2000)
struggle at defining herself as both a student\aestern higher education institution and as
still Inuk, there is her own definition of her idéy as a potential barrier to participation.
Here, we can see that, in this case, Rojas findgcipating in higher education not easy to
reconcile with what she terms her Inuk identityhisTexemplifies how some members of
minority cultures feel a sense of non-belonging hwmit higher education institutions.
Secondly, as exemplified by the professor in thetguthere are members of academia —
those who feel a sense of belonging within westégher education institutions — who could
be acting to prolong, maintain or promote the esigkl nature of such institutions and
therefore perpetuate the notion that higher, foredlicational institutions belong to an
identity realm that is distinct or inaccessiblemmority cultures unless a change is made in
the student’s identity construct. Such an undedstay that only particular identities fit in’
or belong in higher education institutions can éensas exemplifying an academic discourse.

This understanding is rooted within Ball’'s (199Q, 3) definition of discourse as being
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“structured by assumptions within which any speakeist operate in order to be heard as
meaningful”, a Foulcauldian perspective. Ball (Q98. 3) goes on to confirm educational
settings as “generators of an historically spe¢ifiodern) discourse, that is, as sites in which
certain modern validations of, and exclusions frahe ‘right to speak’ are generated.”
Barriers to higher education, therefore, enacted emcountered through constructions of
identity, can be rigidly reinforced through theccilation of authoritative and dominant

discourses which bestow inclusivities and excluissi

Both connotations of this barrier discussed by R@000) in relation to her attendance at
higher education — personal conceptions of idenfitgeding a sense of belonging within
higher institutions of learning and authoritativenceptions of identity impeding certain
individuals feeling a sense of belonging within Heg education — have relevance for later
discussions. In chapter 8, | look more in deptihh@w rigid conceptions of identity can be
potentially harmful to the development of self cepitons. Further, in chapter 11, |
contemplate pedagogies which are ideal in the seémadéehey be used to teach students how
to negotiate the paradox that rigid conceptiongleftity are necessary in the world but also

harmful and potentially misleading.

Pointing towards changes in education

Despite a preponderance of views outlining theestéitcrisis in which the education system
currently exists, some Inuit still feel that Inyibuth should be participating in mainstream
education. For example, Peryouar (in Peryouar & H997, p. 25) explains that “[b]ecause
it is very expensive now, people need to be edd¢dtsupport education.” Many who
favour the participation of Inuit youth within maimeam education discuss education for
instrumentalist purposes. For example, Okalik (.99 8) states: “I am very much in favour
of our young people completing their education.e Tieed to qualify in southern technology
is always growing and will become useful to know fisture job opportunities. Inuit have a
chance at job competitions in the future only if gaung people continue and complete their
education.” Education as a necessary route to gmmaot for Inuit is a view sometimes
discussed in connection with the creation of Nuhawor example Peryouar (in Peryouar &
Hill, 1997, p. 24) explains that, prior to the drea of Nunavut, Inuit looked forward to
administering. However, with the lack of formal edtion many Inuit had at the time

Nunavut was created, most jobs ended up beingl fidienon-Inuit. “We lack the knowledge
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for administering Nunavut because we lack the rezggseducation. If we continue being
that way, we will always have to ask for someonéetp us, to aid us.” Napartuk (2002, p.
66) echoes this, and discusses how this can leadftwther exclusion of cultural values,
stating “[bJack home | see a lot of administratjgbs given to Qallunaat from the South.
They have their education, but they also have treitations. The cultural and traditional
values between the Inuit and Qallunaat are verferdint.” Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuk,
2007) also recognizes education as employmentteddout explains that there is a trend of
Inuit youth leaving Arctic communities and seekjags elsewhere. “I see three hundred kids
going to school every morning. They are after al gow have a good job. But how many
jobs do we have in Igloolik? A lot of the young pémleave, because they are given a chance
elsewhere.” Many discuss education as neededntot youth to take up the jobs in their
communities, but there are also discussions thaé pobs in the communities are required to

keep youth in the Arctic.

There are also those who draw links between disermpoent of Inuit youth and a lack of
success with education with a need to make drelstinges to the system of education so that
it is affirming and relevant. Watt-Cloutier (2008, 118) discusses how pretending that the
education system in the Arctic is alright whensdtriot further complicates the issue. “If
education does not genuinely empower children, thextending that it does will only
confuse them further. And it may even help to briir spirits because they will think it is
their fault that they can find so little meaningitin If education is done badly, then it can do
more harm than good.” And Annahatak (1994, p.eiplains that her most pressing concern
is “to find appropriate schooling to revive studgninitiative in learning and living.”
Changing the figures so that more Inuit youth amengleting education may mean

transformations in mainstream schooling systemssadhe Arctic.

Further, Inuit writers stress that low completiates in education need to be seen as a
symptom of a greater host of challenges requiringraplex host of solutions. As Annahatak
(1994, p. 15) explains, for example, it is necesgarnot look only at educational issues
when looking at restructuring schooling. “Whendmw home from school, | started teaching
small children in our language and, as a resulpyntuestions have come to me about how
best to structure Inuit schooling. They have bgasestions with no easy answers, and | see it
even as dangerous to approach these questionsnipty svith only educational issues in

mind.” It is the complexities surrounding sociaalth challenges and low educational
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completion rates in Arctic communities which hertidd need for action. As Napartuk (2002,
p. 66) states, “[t}he question of healing is com@ed there are a lot of touchy issues, but we
can’t hide from those anymore.” Watt-Cloutier (20@. 121) expresses the same urgency,
explaining that changes to the educational systeed to happen alongside broader changes
in Inuit communities for a fostering of resiliensie“We cannot wait until communities heal
before making changes to our institutions, espgdalour education systems. Many things
can be happening at the same time.” Spurred ayehyinely challenging realities of which
low education rates are seen as both a fall-outeanduse, many articulate great urgency
regarding the need to create new and more effesyrgeems of education in the Canadian

Arctic.

Summary

In this chapter, | have reaffirmed contextual fastoegarding education and schooling
spheres of the Canadian Arctic. | began with aewewof Inuit ways of learning prior to
colonization, before looking at the introduction minstream education within the Arctic
where | discussed the role of residential schoolsattlement of the Arctic. | considered
implications of mainstream education such as widegp confusions in identity, and |
considered the current situation of education eAlnctic where drop-out rates are said to be
at crisis levels. After defining how a crisis witheducation systems within the Canadian
Arctic is seen to be occurring at primary and sedeoy levels, | went on to discuss barriers
for Inuit seeking to participate and participatimghigher levels of education. | emphasized
here that barriers due to identity constructiomficgiced through dominant discourses have
particular relevance for my thesis. Finally, poigttowards changes in education, | stressed
that many articulate a sense of urgency regardingea to transform education in the Arctic

to make it culturally relevant and empowering tdiwiduals and communities.

Within this section in reaffirming the context dfet Canadian Arctic, and in this chapter
reaffirming particular aspects relevant to educeati@nd schooling spheres, there has been a
reiterated theme that historical colonization caunéis to impact many Inuit in contemporary
Arctic communities in the form of difficulties witfdentity constructions which have been
linked to manifest health problems, such as suioidsubstance abuse. In the next section,

drawing largely on this assertion, and contempdatinat “being Inuit is just a story” |
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consider that construction of self/identity withmarrative can be an act which devalues or

affirms self.
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Section 3: “Being Inuit is just a story”

CHAPTER 9: “Being Inuit is just a story”: Narratives as harmful

Introduction

In this chapter, | consider how narratives can btemtially harmful to self conceptions of
identity. | first review how many Inuit discuss @s$ of freedom to name oneself or form
one’s own identity concept as a loss particulaghgvant within the contemporary Canadian
Arctic. 1 go on to consider how narratives — paiigely those stemming from outside oneself,
but which can be internalized as self narrativesanr be harmful and misleading when
considered to be rigidly true. | begin this disias considering the applicability of
terminologies of trauma to the source literaturgarding historical colonization and
contemporary social problems in the Canadian Aratigch has the ultimate purpose of
registering a need to be wary of formalized disseuerminologies. Foucault (1989, p. xi)
explains that “the whole dark underside of the bldgd with endless unseeing dreams, are
challenged as to their objectivity by the reductigdescourse of the doctor.” Formal
terminologies on ‘trauma’ which stem from diagnostiioms located within medical and
clinical spheres are emblematic of discourse andsgailarly challenge or reduce individual,
minority stories. Referencing the source literaturereview that, like any group of
individuals, Inuit have a multiplicity of experiees and perspectives on colonization and use
of generalizing terminologies can lead to the sobeg of individual experiences into overly
simplistic narratives. | next explore the use mifit culture essentialisms, discussing how
these can be used for strategic purposes but agdighting that within idealizations of
traditional culture, Inuit stress how they tend twbe harkening back for the past as it was
lived but idealizing and aiming to re-establish +physical aspects of culture. | also consider
dangers of essentialisms, discussing how rigiditidentity or cultural constructs can lead to
some devaluing themselves, particularly when astegng of the fluidity of essentialisms is
not bound within their use. Finally | briefly codsr how Inuit point towards education for
losses of freedoms experienced through colonizatiobe restored and | draw here on the

obvious echoes with Freire’s (1973, p. 46) “eduwrats the practice of freedom”.
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Loss of freedoms

Through colonization there is a general senseltistt experienced a loss in their freedom to
live as they wished to live within the Arctic lamaass. The imagery of a boxed-in feeling
that accompanied colonization is evident in KunykisSidimus & Kunuk, 2007) contrasting

of the contemporary ties that bind Inuit to comntiesi with the earlier sense of living freely

on the land.

Now we are all sucked into one community. Earlarthis time of the year,
when the birds come, people would be scattereboube land - anywhere
they wanted to be. But we are now boxed in, becawesénave to go to the
health centre and we have to get our welfare cleeqied you need a job. It
costs twenty bucks to buy five gallons of gas, andther twenty-five bucks to
buy bullets. So we are boxed in, and are justtlieerest of the world. We plan
for our holidays.

Such losses of geographic freedoms are particukwlgent within Inuit descriptions of

historical colonization when Inuit were forcibly mex from nomadic camps to settlements.

Inuit continue to discuss a loss of spatial freedmsra factor in contemporary communities,
noting in particular individual and social healthglications of losing the ability to live freely
on the land. Referring specifically to the seti#tnof Inuit in communities, Tagoona (1988,
p. 212) discusses densities of Arctic communitgea garticular factor influencing health and
happiness. “I'm not sure that because more ateegad together it is happier than the past.
Many of us still think it was a mistake to put #ie people in one place. We know three
people together are happier than one hundred tegétiA geographic sense of freedom is
very closely tied to descriptions of Inuit identapd culture. Amagoalik (1996a) describes in
more detail this linkage, noting that a sense oéngth comes from living with a close
connection with the land. “One of the anchors to culture and our need to continue our
close relationship to our land is our food.” Setidnt into permanent communities has
impacted the close ties Inuit hold to the land Wwhias also been described as impacting the

well-being of Inuit.

Such a perspective hints towards the understaniimtgwhat has been lost for Inuit through
experiences of historical colonization and ongoimgacts is much greater than losses in

geographic freedoms. As Ipellie (1988, p. 251)cdbss in a story featuring an Inuk
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(Inuksiag) conversing with a caribou on losses reedlom, Inuit have also lost a more

ideological notion of freedom.

‘But when our whole life and everything we ownhsdatened, it strikes you in
the middle of your heart. Our very freedom is putthe edge of a cliff,
hanging only from a piece of rock three incheskhitt’s a scary feeling. And
yet there seems nothing we can do to save oursélvesthis real threat of
extinction if those geologists keep bothering usway they are doing today.
My feeling of pride for the caribou herd on thitarsd is deeply rooted in me
and | must fight for them with the hope that wel\eWVentually survive. Do
you understand what | am saying, Inuksiagq?’ ‘I dotl understand you
better,” Inuksiaq replied. ‘The situation your hasdin is a reflection of our
own. | understand you perfectly.’

As a young Inuk today, Mark (in Deschénes & Mar02, p. 6) describes in more detail
freedoms lost during her elders’ generation, algblighting a loss of choice many Inuit had
with these losses. “And there is a thing callegeffom of speech, freedom of voice,
whatever; but they didn’'t have no such freedom. @eople were told that shamanism was
bad and it was devil's work. They were treatedf éisey were savages. They lost so much
and not by choice.” Mark (in Deschénes & Mark, 200. 7) goes on to contrast what she
sees as a lack in freedom of thought and lifestytee contemporary Arctic, noting the irony
this holds because of the vastness of the Arai@ greater freedom she perceives as more
prevalent outside the Arctic and she links thiscpeted lack of freedom with contemporary

rates of suicide.

In the north, physically, you have so much spacentwe around, but your

mind has very little space. In the south, you hesgy little space to move

around physically, but your mind has so much sp&ecause you live in the

north and it’s so tight, the way of thinking is oway. The kids see, specially
[sic] through television, that there is not juseamay, there is so many ways to
live life. That situation brings a lot of crisis the youth, which is the reason
why we have the highest suicide rate in Canada.

Beyond the loss of geographic freedoms throughtevancolonization, Inuit have lost more
ideological notions of freedom. For example, withe tintroduction of E-numbers and
renaming policies, Inuit conceptions of identitydazulture were forcibly altered. Qitsualik
(2003a) explains that Inuit are a people who haentabelled from outside beginning with

colonization. “Today, “Eskimo” only reminds Inwf the days when missionaries kidnapped
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them, dumped flea powder all over them, and asdigaskimo numbers” to them, instead of

bothering to note the proper name for the culturéne individuals within it.”

Colonization in the Arctic introduced mainstreanitute, while Inuit continue to hold onto
many facets of their heritage culture in contempohauit society. Promotion of rigidities in
these identity and cultural constructs has left esdnuit feeling stuck between two cultural
identities, not feeling completely at home in eitehich has been liked to dysfunctional
dependencies. For example, Watt-Cloutier (2000,20) discusses the “use of alcohol and
drugs” as “the most popular means by which the ntgjof the people choose to attempt to
change the quality of their experience” with thelldiwing potential consequences:
“morbidity, socioeconomic costs, and, most devasgand insidious of all, loss of personal
powers and, ultimately, loss of freedom.” Kiviagrepresented in Isuma, 2006) struggle to
have Inuit — defined by Inuit themselves — recogdiwithin Canadian law represents another
aspect of loss in freedoms of identity for InuitGanada. As Qitsualik (2000b) explains, the
need to gain or the potential to lose legal stadestifying Inuit as Inuit leads to its own
various complications, but none more intrinsicallyjust than the need to attain gove

such a status in the first place.

“No, we’re not called ‘Eskimos’ anymore.” Somewhegemeone must surely
have written this stuff down. Do Inuit lose thestdtus” when they marry a
“non-status” person? And | know that governmentd arganizations have
been hashing out who can hunt and where for wieshsdike an eternity [. . .]
my suspicion is that many of the answers havengnbleammered out yet.
How did it happen that Inuit came to need an ircstom manual on how to be
“Inuit?”

Proving identity has also been explained as areisulnuit of mixed heritage, as Mark (in
Deschénes & Mark, 2002, p. 7) explains in referanckecoming a throat-singer which has
cultural relevance for Inuit. “Even though | wassesl by my grand-parents, like a pure Inuk,
some people in my community put me down becauseasd malf white. | wanted to prove
them wrong. Now I realized | did not have anybadyprove to.” These different factors
which are pointed to in the source literature, Isped losses in freedoms in identity for many

Inuit.

Historically, losses in freedom in the Arctic faruit were more overt as Inuit were moved

into communities and forcibly lost their lifestyle$ living off the land nomadically. More
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contemporary losses of freedom for Inuit tend tadbsecribed in more ideological terms as
many express feeling trapped or stuck between titores or within identity crises. Some
Inuit explain that they feel they have lost theeftem to define themselves as they wish to be
defined while others express frustration at feetimg need to prove their identities as Inuit.
These more contemporary losses in freedoms aressgut as having just as potent impacts
as Inuit struggle in regaining freedom to defineor-freedoms to not have to define —

themselves both individually and collectively.

Multiplicities hidden under discourse terminologies

Considering terminologies: Historical colonization

From a psychological perspective, a widely recogghipredictable outcome for people who
suffer horrific events is “psychological harm” othwse called psychological trauma
(Herman, 1997, p.3). Different terminologies, dative of medical and clinical discourse
communities, have been used to describe the pamwna which people experience, and the
most familiar of these is post-traumatic stres®mdisr (PTSD). The term ‘historic trauma’
tends to be defined more broadly in comparisommaoma per se or PTSD and is applied to
trauma experienced by specific groups, societiab @ritures historically that is ongoing
within these groups through intergenerational tm@asion. Transmission of trauma between
generations and over long periods of time has lieseribed under various terminologies,
“collective trauma, intergenerational PTSD, histaligrief, an acute reaction to colonialism,
intergenerational trauma and multigenerational nr@au (Denham, 2008, p. 396) and
“historical trauma transmission” (Wesley-Esquimaun&molewski, 2004). Historic trauma
is discussed sometimes as trauma that has beerdted or unspoken of” (Denham, 2008,
p. 397) or as a form of collective memory of gri@obertson, 2006, p. 10; Wesley-
Esquimaux & Smolewski, 2004, p. iii).

These terminologies have not always been useddtiae to the experiences of colonization
of Aboriginal groups in North America. Historic tn@a is a term which has tended to be
applied in relation to genocide, acts of terroriamd war trauma (Wesley-Esquimaux &
Smolewski, 2004, p. iii; Denham, 2008, p. 396). Manurces cite the Holocaust as primary
example of historic trauma (Denham, 2008, p. 39@ijthéck et al, 2004, p. 121; Wesley-
Esquimaux & Smolewski, 2004, p. 54) and Danieli989p. 1) explains how writers
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studying the effects of the Nazi Holocaust “piomekthe field of multigenerational legacies

of trauma.”

Terminologies regarding collective experiencesratima or pain, such as historic trauma,
however, are increasingly being applied to expessnassociated with colonization of
Aboriginal communities within the North Americanrtext. Whitbeck et al (2004, p. 119)
explain how a real movement in the United Statesgnawn to study historical trauma in this
context, looking to “understand intergenerationsyghological consequences of more than
400 years of genocide, “ethnic cleansing” and fdraeculturation.” Yellow Horse Brave
Heart is often cited as the first to apply the tdnistorical trauma to Aboriginal experiences
of colonization (Whitbeck et al, 2004, p. 119; Wssind Smolewski, 2004, p. 54; Denham,
2008, p. 396). In Canada, some of the princips¢aech utilizing the historic trauma model
in relation to Canadian Aboriginal communities hbsen accomplished through the
Aboriginal Healing Foundation (Wesley & Smolewsk)04; Dion-Stout & Kipling, 2003).

There are some applications of such formal termigies towards colonization experiences
of Canadian Inuit, although such applications are.rFor example, Hicks (in Johal, 2008, p.
2), principal investigator for a follow-batkstudy on suicide within Nunavut speaks of
“unresolved historical trauma in the communitias’addition to “poverty and low standards
of living” as needing to be understood in the cdesation of suicidal behavior in Arctic
communities. Ali (2007, p. 34), who summarizesKdicpresentation at thBublic Policy
Forum Seminar: Economic Transformation North of @8scribes how Hicks identifies the
applicability of such terminologies to colonizatierperiences of Inuit: “A significant social
determinant of elevated rates of suicide by Insitthe intergenerational transmission of
historical trauma, rooted in processes and evertghwoccurred (or were particularly

intense) in the initial period of active coloniatisat the community level.”

Of the sources | reviewed, most, however, recogthieegraumatic and transformative nature
of colonization without necessarily using these c#e terminologies. For example,
Stevenson (quoting Das, 2006, p. 174) charactedakmization of the Arctic under Das’s

(in Stevenson, 2006, p. 174) definition of a “cadli event,” an event that is characterized as

8 By ‘follow-back’ Hicks (2010, p. 1; p. 1) refers to a consideration of the different “risk factors and
preventative factors” behind suicide. Since suicide victims cannot be interviewed, interviews are
conducted with family members and friends to gain info on the details of the victim’s life “from birth to
death.”
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so transformative that lifeworlds and perspectigbst significantly. “[T]he transition the

Canadian Inuit experienced after WWII from a cariip to a settlement life should be
considered a “critical event” — an event transforgnexisting lifeworlds in a way that seems
“almost hostile to the continuity of time.” Suctharacterizations of the transition of life
Inuit have experienced through colonization speaktg traumatic nature though formal

terminologies derivative of medical discourse, sasthistoric trauma, are rarely used.

In the source literature, again, it was rare tal fiaferences to formal trauma terminologies
regarding colonization in the Canadian Arctic, altbh there were some. For example,
Nungak (2000b, p. 17), who wrote in reference wdxperience as part of a group of Inuit
children who were moved down south to attend schant live with non-Inuit families in a
project which administrators during the period ofonization called an ‘experiment’, states:
“[t]he results of our experiences with the Qallunaare not all negative ones. Much good
has come out of them. A thorough account of theegment, though, would also show many
dark periods in each of our lives. Post-Traum&tess Syndrome? | don’'t know.” In
another example, Carpenter (2000a, p. 8) deschi&esxperience of attendance at residential
schools as follows: “l attended two church-run destial schools in Aklavik and a federal
government educational facility in Yellowknife..[.] | experienced children starved of basic
encouragement and familial support, and filled vatinrow and resignation as a result. The
legacy of this genocidal experience was colledtisama.” Some within the source literature
do draw upon such formal trauma terminologies tscdbe the events of historical
colonization, but the majority tend to more genlgraéfer to the traumatic nature of these
historical experiences. Such an observation is ifssgnt for this thesis because it
demonstrates that a consideration of these accowointsolonization may allow for a
registering and recognizing of versions potentialternative or counter to authoritative
versions simply affirmed as true by fitting withor stemming from hegemonic medical

discourse.

Considering terminologies: Ongoing aspects of colonization as trauma

Much of the literature from Aboriginal and advocarganizations presents health and social
challenges within Aboriginal communities in Canddamany ways as manifestations, in
relation to or directly attributed to events of aakation which occurred historically. For

example Wesley-Esquimaux and Smolewski (2004, ptatg that “[m]ost Aboriginal people
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and most researchers who work with them agreethtigafpresent Aboriginal communities
are a direct result of their traumatjgast.”” Though such a statement raises the question of
whether the traumatic ‘past’ is really past, itoaldfirms the perspective that contemporary
realities within Aboriginal communities tend to lseen and considered in light of past
experiences of colonization. To elaborate on forteahinologies of trauma, the distinction
between ‘historic trauma’ and the ‘historic trauneaponse’ helps to differentiate traumatic
events of the past from ongoing traumas in Aboabgrommunities. Yellow Horse Brave
Heart has been cited as the first to make thigndisdbn and to name these terms (Wesley-
Esquimaux and Smolewski, 2004, p. 54; Denham, 2p0896) and the two terms/periods
together comprise the “historic trauma complex” ipam, 2008, p. 396). As Denham
(2008, p. 396) makes clear, however, much of ttezaliure — even for those who rely on
diagnostic terminologies of trauma — tend not ttizet these terminologies to mark clear

distinctions between past and current colonizatients and traumas.

Contemporary social health challenges existentnuit lcommunities are in many ways
described as a fall-out from past colonial histfrgster & McNicoll, 1999, p. 2; Billson,

1995; Ali, 2007; Hicks, 2006). As Billson (1995, 106) states, it is only recently that the
full impacts of historical colonization are beingcognized. “The far reaching impacts of
resettlement have come into focus thirty years dfie Inuit were moved in from the camps.
We are only now beginning to appreciate the soplercussions that followed.” Such

recognitions provide further indication that, juas is the case with more general
contemplations with regards Aboriginal groups (@scuksed in chapter 4), so too is the
terminology of ‘post-colonial’ inapplicable to exjpences of Inuit where events, such as
resettlement, are simply an example of the muchydotasting process and broader
colonization of Inuit initiated by Europeans. Qidik (2001d) explains the need to maintain
a focus on the connection between the period ofotiégl colonization (1910s-1970s

approximately) and contemporary society: “To sat those times are no longer important to
Inuit is to discount everything that Inuit are tgdar ever can be. To say that it could never
happen again is to beg for its recurrence.” Expiagirfurther, specifically referring to her

own experience at a residential school, Qitsuéi0(d) states: “Little did we know that,

long after our belongings were burned upon arrigéier we had flea powder dumped on us,
had been forbidden our real language, had beemméed and terrorized, the true struggle
would begin against depression, addiction, anddeiie- in an attempt to come home again.”

Mark (in Deschénes & Mark, 2002, p. 7) also viewstemporary social challenges within
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the Canadian Arctic as a fall-out from past eveaotscolonization, highlighting an
introduction to new foods as well. “When there ishenge, there is always a stir; there is
always an impact from that change. So, the imp@ete going through right now is
horrendous. We have diabetes, cancer, suicidseabtihis is the impact of all the changes
that were brought about by religion, food, sugar.].[a]nd it was brought to us in so very
little time.” The source literature affirms cleanks between contemporary challenges for

Inuit, such as high rates of suicide, with evemis aspects of historical colonization.

There are sources which discuss contemporary impaicicolonization in connection to
formal trauma terminologies but, as with referentoekistorical colonization, so too are uses
of these terminologies rare in the source litemtés hinted at earlier, Hicks (2006, slide 52)
makes links between present difficult realities limuit communities with colonization
experiences of the past by drawing on formal teahoigies, in identifying the
“intergenerational transmission of historical trainas a “significant social determinant of
elevated rates of suicide by Inuit.” Others do di@w on formal terminologies in the same
way, though a reference to trauma is maintainedich§ski (2006, p. 167), for example
states: “the people of pangnirtung [sic] are nargjers to trauma — both the trauma of
colonization itself and the trauma of compulsivpetitions of its original violence are too
much a fact of daily life in pangnirtung [sic].”ndit also refer to contemporary individual
and/or collective traumas specifically. Takpan(®2802) writes, for example: “It all boils
down to childhood trauma. Like | said again, | vims& mental state of being unwell. [. . .] |
went to sexual abuse counselling for three yeard,lalso went to a psychiatrist for at least
six months. | had to get lots of help from counselo While in her discussion of healing
circles, Arnakaq (1999, p. 34), described as aeneald counsellor, explains that “[p]eople
with emotional, life, and personality traumas néadheal from within. Problems like these
cannot be cured by medical doctors, psychologstqsychiatrists. Emotional pain is not
easily fixed through discussions. These have themefits, but participating in healing
circles will get to the heart of the matter.” Cemiporary social problems such as sexual
abuse in Inuit communities are often defined as$ titeexperiences of historical colonization,
though references to formal terminologies suchistitic trauma response as discussed in
the wider literatures on trauma and Aboriginal gr®uare lacking within the literature
regarding the Canadian Arctic.
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Foucault (1989, p. xi) clarifies that within diseea, which | argue formal or diagnostic
terminologies of trauma are emblematic of, “[t]lhgufes of pain are not conjured away by
means of a body of neutralized knowledge; they hmen redistributed in the space in which
bodies and eyes meet. What has changed is thé sdefiguration in which language finds
support: the relation of situation and attitudeMuat is speaking and what is spoken about.”
Certain ‘figures of pain’ become highlighted andhess put in low light. In considering
formal terminologies of trauma increasingly beippléed regarding groups with experiences
of colonization such as Aboriginal peoples in Canddsee these ‘formal terminologies’ as
originating within medical and clinical spheres amhcting a discourse which highlights as
authoritative particular accounts or languagesairha and colonization. In considering the
applicability and use of these terminologies witlihe source literature on colonization
within the Canadian Arctic, though many make refeesto the traumatic and transformative
nature of colonization and link historical colortiba to contemporary social health
challenges, most do not rely on clinical terminadsgof trauma to express realities of pain or
change. Understanding this is important for thissts as these expressions and portrayals of
colonization may relay diversities and experiengbih have not been marked as significant
by falling into discourse terminologies but arengiigant on their own merit as ‘figures of

pain’.

Being wary of labels and recognizing multiplicities

Such a perspective is confirmed by those who stressieed to be wary of easy labels for
describing colonization and current challenges witlhe Arctic as these can reduce the
variety of individual accounts under an overly gafized collective narrative such as in the
application of a historic trauma label. As Hick0Q6, slide 49) argues, blaming current
challenges onlyn the legacy of historic trauma is not helpfiWHile historical colonialism
and ongoing ‘internal colonialism’ are [. . .] inmpant contributing factors to suicide by Inuit,
we must not reduce suicide to a problem broughtiabatirely by outsiders. To do so is
fundamentally disempowering: how does such an ambrdielp communities, families, and

individuals figure out how best to heal themseles?

There is a danger when applying labels such aerlidtauma that similarity of impact and
experience of colonization for all Aboriginal peeps assumed. Robertson (2006, p. 17; p.

16-17) critiques the historic trauma model for whatterms its “pan-Indianism” in that it
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does not take into account if initial colonizatibappened “150 or 450 years ago” (or in the
case of Inuit in the Canadian Arctic, approximaély100 years ago) and that it assumes the
impact of historical trauma is universal for all &iginal people. Denham (2008, p. 395; p.
391) calls the assumption that all individuals oegp similarly to trauma “irresponsible”,
stating that “[tlhere is significant variation inoWw people experience, emplot, and

intergenerationally transmit trauma experience.”

Referring to the Canadian Arctic, there is a needcansider individual responses and
experiences of colonization and ongoing contempgonapacts. When considering factors
behind suicide, individual factors (that potentiathay also show up universally) need to be
considered alongside factors unique to the colledtistory of colonization within the Arctic
(Hicks, 2006). Further, Kirmayer et al (2003, p.Op2tress that a focus on past historical
trauma factors should not be used to mask curnitudt realities that may also influence
and potentially exacerbate historical factors witAboriginal communities. “The location of
the origins of trauma in past events may divertrdibn from the realities of a constricted
present and murky future; which are the oppresseadities for many aboriginal young
people living in chaotic and demoralized commusitieThough many sources do link
contemporary social health challenges within theti&rto historical colonization events,
there is a need to be careful not to ignore théetyaiof experiences of colonization, the
variety of responses to traumatic events and thetyaof other contemporary factors, not

linked to colonization, that also contribute toiabbealth challenges in Arctic communities.

Further, just as there is not a full consensus thatent social health challenges in Inuit
communities are a direct result of historical catation, there is, similarly, not a full
consensus that Inuit experiences and perceptioriekeobvents of colonization are always
necessarily negative. de la Sablonniere et al§2p01) question whether the “loss of self-
esteem and accompanying feelings of helplessnetshtive led to the widespread social
dysfunction that is plaguing Inuit communities”asdirect fall-out of negative experiences
and perceptions of colonization. de la Sablonneral (2008, p. 1) go on to explain that
“[s]urprisingly, and contrary to the view capturgdthe agreed-upon labels, many Inuit do
not judge colonization negatively. They do notkeiptet colonization as a series of major
negative social changes implemented by White pebpledestroyed Inuit culture.”
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There are varying opinions regarding whether evaitcolonization are considered as
positive or negative — or more complexly — by InuUBome Inuit do see aspects of
colonization with a positive lens. For example aiapik (1998, p. 19) expresses gratitude
to the government for the changes that accompdhedhove into settlements. “In 1966 we
moved to Pond Inlet because the Government bubigaschool for our children and a
number of houses for the people [. . .] We areefmato the Government for all they have
done for us. We have a much better life than vex bad before.” Just as there are examples
of Inuit viewing events of colonization in a posgéilight, so are there examples of Inuit
viewing these same events negatively. In contrasfnaviapik’'s (1998) expression of
gratitude for the change in lifestyle that accomedncolonization, Okalik (1990, p. 3)
expresses alternatively that “[m]y way of livingusry different now than the way it used to
be. And though we are provided with some comffsdsn modern culture, it isn’t the same

kind of comfort and peace that we had.”

Inuit, like any other group of individuals, haveigue experiences of colonization and

contemporary experiences in the Canadian Arctiomé Inuit describe the portrayals of

policies during the historical period of colonizatias being exaggerated in terms of the
negative consequences for Inuit, while others thel portrayals of the policy do not do

justice to its overtly oppressive nature and thgatige experiences created for many Inuit.
There is not one generalized narrative that caariessuch a diversity of experiences.

Essentialisms

Strategic essentialisms and genuine differences

Searles (2006, p. 92) notes that there is a natfdnuit cultural identity which is held by
many Inuit and non-Inuit to be a dominant notiohewe “Inuit identity continues to be based
on the memory of Inuit as “hunter-gatherers”.” Gmab (2006, p. 152) echoes this
observation, noting that help in fixating this ineagnay have come about through the long
history of anthropological writing. “Inuit idenyiteven among Inuit seems to be based almost
solely on the image of Inuit as hunters [. . .stmale-centered view may have been aided
and abetted by a century of anthropologists’ wgsifi This definition is based on a notion of
culture as static. It ties into the concept of skereotypical image of the ‘other’ popularized

and promoted through colonizing discourse. As BBalf1992, p. 312) explains, “[a]n
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important feature of colonial discourse is its dejence on the concept of ‘fixity’ in the
ideological construction of otherness. Fixity, #g sign of cultural/historical/racial
difference in the discourse of colonialism [. cgnnotes rigidity and an unchanging order.”
Griffiths (1995, p. 237) speaks of the prepondesasuad danger of representations based on
claims of authenticity of Indigenous peoples witlpopular discourse and contemporary
media through the “overwriting [of] the actual cdepty of difference.” Speaking of the
Australian Aboriginal context, Griffiths (1995, [237) explains how these dangerous
representations are “crippling to the efforts ofligenous peoples to evolve an effective

strategy of recuperation and resistance.”

But Inuit culture and identity definitions based rigid ideas of traditionality have been used
as a source of strength for Inuit politically. Asigh (1999, p. 73) notes, from the perspective
of the “colonized world”, harkening to an authentiglture or what she terms “symbolic
appeals [,] remain strategically important in poét struggles.” Claims to authenticity by
Indigenous peoples as being of political strateignportance and use have also been
recognized by other authors (i.e. Strong-WilsorQ&@@riffiths, 1995). Searles (2006, p. 90)
notes, for example, citing the use of traditionaltwe definitions by ITK, that Inuit
organizations tend to rely on Inuit identity assatrce of strength, vision and focus” where
definitions of Inuit culture are very much basedpsomotions of traditional values. This is
echoed by Dorais (1997, p. 6) who states that fiwpleasize the differences between [Inuit]
and the rest of Canadian society, some Inuit oggdioins may deem it useful to depict their

members as primarily preoccupied with traditionaisuits.”

And such essentialisms are often derived from neitogs of real differences Inuit culture
tends to have from other cultures and from the tlaat Inuit in the past did tend to exhibit
similarities in traits as lifestyles were very diamni Even those not working directly in a
politically representative capacity can work to rpade claims of the uniqueness of Inuit
language and culture. As Ipellie (1996¢) statesjvgn though our moral values are closely
related to our human cousins from all over the diowe Inuit have an entirely different
language and cultural heritage and traditions whiah never be taken away from us.”
Further, recalling the discussion of essentiabstguage regarding a trait of being ‘non-
confrontational’ (chapter 7), Amagoalik (1996a) kxps why Inuit in the past did tend to
possess such a trait. “On the land, the rules lagg.cEach family member has certain areas

of responsibility. Cooperation and sharing are mssle If it does not function in a well
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organized manner, the family could face serioussequences. For this reason, conflict is
rare.” Use of essentialisms, therefore, often sfeam recognitions of unique differences
Inuit tend to possess from others and can also $tem past conceptions of traits which
probably did tend to be more universal among lasitmost Inuit lived a nomadic lifestyle

which necessitated the development of certain cheniatic traits.

Re-establishing non-physical aspects of culture

There is still strong evidence that Inuit tradibeulture and ways of knowing are idealized
in many contemporary accounts. However, in lookimgre in depth at these accounts, and
explanations by Inuit on what is being idealizege @an begin to see some of the differences
which Smith (1999, p. 73) explains exist betweew lilee “colonized world” sees and uses
terms such as “authentic” and how “First World aaits” use these terms. As Smith

(1999, p. 73) explains, for the colonized worldjtleentic’ “does appeal to an idealized past
when there was no colonizer, to our strengths mvigng thus far, to our language as an
uninterrupted link to our histories, to the owngpsbf our lands, to our abilities to create and
control our own life and death, to a sense of lmaamong ourselves and with the
environment, to our authentic selves as a peopieriany cases, rather than idealizations of
the past indicating a desire to return to passtyfies, expressed definitions of Inuit cultural
identity in ideal terms means an idealization ahgples or values that were part of the
culture of the past. Cournoyea (1988, p. 286) esgm® how in idealizing the past, Inuit
posses an inherent awareness that actuality opdlse is not what is being talked about.
Rather it is idealization of principles such aseipendence and control. “When someone
says, ‘I want to practise [sic] my own culture,’dbesn’'t mean going back to freezing in
igloos and hunting with bows and arrows. It mesegaining the control we had over our
lives before.” When an account idealizes the pasipes not necessarily mean that the
author is indicating a desire to return to thagdtlyle. It can equally be a harkening back to
values, morals and/or principles that were a pharaid were often exhibited more strongly

within Inuit traditional culture.
And there are components of identities and culttias carry on from the past. Perhaps, in

some cases, these aspects may be so intangiblesvaa that they cannot be explained
completely to those who do not innately know orensthnd them. Amagoalik (1988, p. 209)
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distinguishes between “physical” and “non-physiqadits of culture, explaining that the non-

physical aspects of Inuit culture still exist sigbn

It may be true that the physical part of our cidthas been eroded to the point
where it can never return to its full potential.utBhe non-physical part of
culture — our attitude towards life, our respect riature, our realization that
others will follow who deserve the respect and eon®f present generations
— are deeply entrenched within ourselves. Theepies of our ancestors
within ourselves is very strong. The will to sweiis there. This part of our
culture will die a slow death, if it ever dies #t a

In expressed idealizations of the past, there témii® more of an emphasis on idealizations
of values, principles or abstract and non-physasglects of the past. Importantly, however,
some Inuit do express that getting at non-physispkects sometimes requires reconstructing
physical aspects of culture in order to truly ascee lessons therein. Qitsualik (2000a)
explains these aspects of a culture in terms dkldee’ explaining that folklore can be

assumed to be meaningless but in actuality stidhhknowledge and lessons that can only be

accessed within physical practice.

When we hear of such a loss, we tend to referuatit words such as “tragic”
or “sad” or “unfortunate,” words that are perfurrgtand reserved for meaning
things like, “Too bad, it was cute like igloos afuit coats, but it isn’t really
needed today...” And this is because folkloreosliShly assumed to be akin
to a game, a flight of fancy, a form of primitivatertainment long outdated.
But folklore, despite being derived from oral ttémh, still comprises a body
of knowledge no less vital to a culture than anydera skill. Folklore, in
particular, serves to tell the members of a cultune they are and where they
fit in amongst the rest of humanity.

Despite not wanting to return to the past as it aetsally lived, some Inuit still discuss the
need to hold onto physical aspects of culture, gggsmot always in an absolutely authentic

‘traditional’ sense but in reconstructed and comterarily adapted mannefts.

There are strongly evident concerns regarding piedeloss/survival of Inuit culture. As
Graburn (2006, p. 139) states, “Inuit are concerhalinost hypersensitive—about the
survival of “their culture”.” There are very evidegxpressions of urgency, responsibility and

ongoing efforts to preserve aspects of Inuit celtwithin the source literature. There is a

%2 j.e. Kunuk’s (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) statements on learning on the land versus learning within
schools in chapters 8 and 11.
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tendency to stress a need to re-establish non-gdlyaspects of Inuit culture integrated with
positive changes brought through modernity. Faangxe, Qitsualik (2000a) states that
“[w]hile I am ever eager for Inuit to fully modem®&, remaining unsurprised that Inuit have
exercised rapid mastery over any new technolodfesdad them, | am desperate for Inuit to
remember their past, and escape the doom of mdhyesithat have dissolved into larger
nations to such an extent that they are now baeslggnizable.” Idealizations of the past,
therefore, with aims to re-establish and integrate-physical aspects of culture with modern
aspects are emblematic of the recognition made WarH(2002, p. 76) that Inuit tend to

speak of cultural loss in terms of renewal.

Contemplating potential losses of culture, as ewidan the following excerpt from
Amagoalik (1988, p. 209), is a sad prospect fortnhagt. “Will the Inuit disappear from the
face of this earth? Will we become extinct? Wilir culture, our language and our
attachment to nature be remembered only in higbogks? These questions bring a great
sadness to me [. . .] What can be done?” But alatigsadness, many Inuit express a sense
of responsibility and proposed actions to ‘presemspects of Inuit culture as Qitsualik
(2003b) explains, referring specifically to the grtial loss of the oral tradition aspect of
Inuit culture. “[T]he loss of the oral traditiomky becomes a true tragedy if we fail to record
the knowledge that passes with the elders. We remldre blessed in that we have this one
fading chance to exercise patience, and hear tice wb tradition.” Evic (1999, p. 67) in also
expressing a need to re-establish Inuit knowledgecaaltural ways of being, points towards
education: “It is a joy to be a hunter, to be glitee have a culture, and to be happy. It is
advisable that we pass on [our ancestors’] knovded@hey taught us and passed on their
survival skills. Let us be grateful for the teaays. We would not have been able to succeed
if it weren't for them. We, in turn, have to teachr young now.” Partridge (2005, p. 48)
similarly echoes these statements, but offers siazathat the educational practices used by
contemporary Inuit in preserving or re-establishauifural knowledge cannot superficially
address this challenge but must, rather, thorougtdyntain the richness of Inuit cultural

ways and knowledge.

Without culturally relevant education and life erpaces, our children
become strangers to their own rich heritage. Odl wi survive as Inuit
remains strong. But if we don’t give our childrespls to understand their
heritage, their family ties, their living culturee risk becoming facsimiles of
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Inuit, defined by corporate branding and a vaguesseof what our
grandparents were like.

Within the source literature, accompanying manysusfeessentialisms or idealizations of the
past are recognitions that non-physical aspectsiltdre are desiretf,though some discuss a
need for reconstructions of physical aspects dloelfor this re-establishment to take place

and on this, education is pointed to as a meth@adt¢omplish this.

Danger of essentialisms

Different processes work to construct and decoostur shifting changeable identities. As
Dorais (1997, p. 5) explains: “[lJdentity is a dymic and creative process that is best
expressed through the strategies developed teeradabne’s physical, social and spiritual
environments.” What is necessary to understandhisr thesis regarding the construct of
identity is its fluidity, and that it is created camecreated through interactions. As Dorais
(1997, p. 5) states further: “These environmenty ofenge over time and space, and thus
identity is never fixed once and for all. It fluetes constantly. An individual or a group may
possess more than one identity — or develop varg@tationships to the world — without

losing his, her or its sense of self.”

But when identity constructs are promoted as fixdegy can contribute to traumatic
experience or be even more painful or difficult @acounter than the initial traumatic
experience itself for individuals. The trauma eiry labeled or of not fitting into already
constructed labels can be more harmful to self-enthgn experiences we typically regard as
traumatic. Cyrulnik (in Groskop, 2009) notes arareple of this, where those being
considered are a group of street children in ColambThey had been told that, “The abused
become abusers.” They had been more hurt by thedslailit on them than they had by their

experience.”

The construction and imposition of rigid labels feople can actually be what is setting the

conditions of disadvantage for people. McKnightNoKnight & Byzek, 1997) explains that

® There is also evidence of similar recognitions within academic literature. For example, Jack &
Phipps (2005, p. 2) point to this when drawing on the example of contemporary Indigenous peoples
making and selling crafts which reifies the concept of authenticity: “the ‘modern’ entrepreneur here is
precisely the one who is being consumed by the ‘modern’ tourist as somehow authentic and
indigenous.”
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people — through processes of labelling — can bated as victims, as being needy or as a
stereotyped ‘other’. “There are ways we talk aljmdple so that they are separated from and
less than us. Those ways usually have labelsgbatvith them — for instance, welfare
recipient, ex-convict, developmentally disabledabeling is a way of throwing someone out
of the club. You’re not one of us, you're not iA% McKnight (1995, p. 103-104) explains,
this perspective that he and | draw on is locatestiotically in “labelling theory” where
perceived deficiencies become labels applied tdaicerindividuals or groups which
inevitably have negative implications for those Wiave been labelled as deficient.

McKnight (1995, p. 25) explains further that headthd social services which work to
maintain or even create labels for people and targeple’s deficiencies function in this way
because these institutions remain afloat throughpleés dependencies on them. *“Just as
General Motors needs steel, a service econoeggs‘deficiency,” “human problems,” and
“needs” if it is to grow [. . .] This economic neé&al need creates a demand for redefining
conditions as deficiencies.” Rigid labels, definipgople as needy or victims, are imposed
onto clients of health and social service insing so that these institutions can function.
The ‘clients’ can go on to internalize these labaldd see themselves as necessarily
dependent. A reinforcing perspective on deficiemmwitably results in a self-perpetuating
system of dependence. As lllich (1972, p. 78)stéft)hese institutions provide their clients
with the destructive self-image of the psychotlee bveraged, or the waif, and provide a
rationale for the existence of entire profession®rice we understand that we are needy — or
come to believe in rigid deficiency labels insteafd seeing being different as actually
‘normal’ — we often give up ownership of personavelopment processes to institutions

which results in what lllich (1972, p. 87) termgliigtual suicide”.

Such an understanding of “dependency-producingtuisins” has already been recognized
within the Canadian Arctic by Watt-Cloutier (20@0,120), who states:

As the dependency-producing institutions contirauthtive, our people are led
to further dependencies on substances, processggliepand systems. People
can become destructively dependent on anythingishatsubstitute for wise
management and control. Organizational servicegedisas individuals often
create dependencies in order to fill their needeémeeded, to be in control of
others. Furthermore, they are often threatened my sign of growing
independence because it would eliminate their reésobeing. This makes it
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much harder for those who are dependent on thebnelmk away and regain
their freedom.

Idlout (in Johal, 2008, p. 4) similarly explainsatta dependent relationship on the state for
Inuit, originating during historical colonizatiors still impacting Inuit in the contemporary
Arctic with real and devastating consequences: e“Nunavut communities need to realize
that they were once self-reliant and independenplge that they didn’'t always depend on

government services or other organizations to take of themselves.”

Though dependencies on institutions may have aigth through labels being applied to
Inuit from those outside the culture through catarion, it is important to also critically
guestion how both Inuit and non-Inuit use and klyrigid identity and cultural constructs.
When viewed from a perspective of potentially belost, culture definitions have been
linked to challenges with mental health in the @haua Arctic context. Inuit elders within
the Ajunnginiq Centre (2006) study on suicide egpegel concern with a link between losses
in Inuit culture and values and increased ratesuafide among Inuit in the Canadian Arctic.
As Searles (2006, p. 89) notes, Inuit culture defins based on the promotion and
preservation of tradition, are supported by “anplogists and psychologists who identify
the loss of culture with both acute and chronicseges of psychological stress and other
disorders.” Billson (2001, p. 290) links Inuit tudal loss to challenges with identity and
mental health struggles in attributing social peol to a movement away from past cultural
values. “As population size and southern influerfzage increased, so have rates of alcohol
and drug abuse (even in dry communities), deviadt@iminal acts, divorce, and domestic
violence, partly because of the weakening influerafe education on old values.”
Contemplations of loss of Inuit culture have bearkdd to increases in social health

challenges in Arctic communities.

Whilst in idealizations of the past by many Inuiiete are recognitions that use of
essentialisms does not mean a return to the pastdesire to revitalize non-physical aspects
of culture, essentialisms, nevertheless the retiogniraming their use, can be dangerous to
self-conceptions. This is particularly the case mvae individual forming a self conception is
not made aware of the fluidity of such definiticensd feels that he or she does not fit’ into
promoted identity constructs. In this way, thodded definitions of Inuit culture are used

for strategic political means and as a motivationmeclaim non-physical aspects of culture
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definitions, they can also exclude and discrimingdearles (2006, p. 98) notes this:
“Promoting Inuit identity and tradition through raphors of being on the land and learning
how to survive in the natural environment raisesynguestions about the place of those who
lack such knowledge, or who have little interestle@veloping it, within Inuit society.” As
we have already seen, Rojas’s (2000, p. 3) questgasver “constructions of being an Inuk
woman who is becoming less Inuk by going to sclamal attempting to write [her] thesis” is
an example of a dilemma where the promotion oficshotion of Inuit cultural identity can
cause some, who are participating in ‘non-traddlbractivities, to devalue themselves.
Rojas (2000, p. 14) does go on to reconcile hebt$orl her Inuk identity extends to include
her experience of attendance at a western higheraéidn institution. “I validate that | am

no less Inuk although I am in a MA program in a Wasinstitution of ‘higher learning’.”

In my Master’s thesis | considered identity defors which were discussed in my interviews
with 11 Inuit women, where fixed conceptions ofrtiy were often conceptualized as a
dichotomy with the two poles being Qallunaat/modend Inuit/traditional (Moquin, 2004, p.
23, p. 190-192). In this thesis, | have reviewedvmany Inuit express similar sentiments
with regards the two cultures, some stating they f®aught between’, ‘confused’, ‘stuck’,
‘lost somewhere between’ or in an ‘identity crisi®romotion of fixed conceptions of
identity can lead some, who may not see themselsdmelonging fully in either category, to
struggle with personal identity constructions. Aswth struggles with identity have been

linked by many to high rates of social health avadies within Inuit communities.

In the Arctic context, struggles with identity halveen highlighted as especially the case for
Inuit youth. As Stevenson (2006, p. 178) explaiggpting a suicide counsellor from
Nunavut, “the youth don’t understand why they aa#ted Inuit and not living on the land.
To them being Inuit is just a story.” As Valaskakigioting Elberg, 2000, p. 86) discusses,
“the representation of ‘real Inuit’ challenges tidentity and self-esteem of younger Inuit,
whose stories of urban difficulties are “as sigrafit in understanding the life of
contemporary Inuit as some of the older storiesutbold and anguish collected in earlier
decades are to understanding the culture of thwsest” Inuit youth face particular
challenges to identity as they have had greatezsacand been more greatly influenced by
western culture and have often had less accessritade cultural activities and lifestyles

which are in many ways promoted as crucial asgeatssentialist Inuit identities.

157



Further, at times, reliance on rigid identity andteral constructs can become ideological
tools for contemporary political means where cersdories or narratives that do not coincide
with dominant or majority narratives are excludése example is the gay rights debate in
the Arctic. Reporting for an Arctic newspaper, Biga (2003) quotes Aareak, whom she
describes as a pastor with the Full Gospel Chuasltstating he “represents the views of the
majority of Inuit” when he spoke to a meeting ostanding committee on justice and human
rights” looking into same sex marriage and stated t1Q* is not about sexual orientation,
it's about survival” and that “[t]he definition ad family is a father who is a male and a
mother who is a female. It brings a natural balaheg only this relationship can produce.” In
a letter to the editor of this same newspaper, &dgek (2003) responded against these
claims stating, “[H]e, nor anyone else, asked matwiy views were on this matter [. . .] I'd
just like to say that he does not represent my siew human rights [. . .] [flor the record, |
don’t think the debate should be on gay rights, dnuthuman rights. We are all human and
deserve equality, no matter what our gender, migir sexual orientation.” Essentializing
culture and identity constructs, when relied on riggresentation purposes on issues which
are controversial within the contemporary Arctiande used to exclude segments of society

believing in viewpoints not deemed as majority.

Further, reliance on rigid identity and culturahstructs with a lack of cognizance that such
constructs are fluid and shifting, can act to massét complicate issues of practical concern.
For example, in her work as past president for Rauit, Dewar (2000, p. 4) relied upon a
description which constructs certain values as ems® for Inuit when aiming to motivate
others to assist in finding solutions to high radésdomestic violence in the Arctic: “As
Inuit, we are very tolerant and forgiving, placingich value on a person’s well-being and
personal integrity. However, our values of toleemnd forgiveness must not compromise
the rights of the victim. We must show victims eadt the same support and respect as is too
often only given to offenders.” This statement depisome of the complication which can
stem from over-reliance on essentialist understegsdof culture, as values of ‘tolerance and
forgiveness’ seen in impartial terms would not ‘gpomise the rights of the victim’. A lack

of deconstruction of these essentialist termin@eghn this particular example distorts the

*1Q or Inuit Qaujimajatugangit is defined as a broad worldview or perspective in approaching Inuit life.
“Though we tend to think of Inuit Qaujimajatugangit almost exclusively as traditional knowledge, it is
more properly defined as is: The Inuit way of doing things: the past, the present and future
knowledge, experience and values of Inuit Society” (IQ Task Force, 2002, p. 4).

158



meanings of the words and masks what forces manalacbe compromising the rights of the

victim.

“Education as the practice of freedom” %

Where constructions affirming rigid understandimgsdentity and culture stemming out of
hegemonic discourses and essentialist understadingn be harmful to self
conceptualizations, there is need for restoratiothe freedom to be able to name oneself.
Freedom, under this understanding, is having tliégyato choose what ‘label’ one wants to
fall under, or rejecting labels altogether. AsdQdlik (2003a) explains, “[i]t all really boils
down to choice, the right to accept or reject dpetabels at will, the right to be known as
one wishes to be. Is that not what freedom istau&?” | would describe freedom as having
the ability to choose how one wishes to live, toase who one wants to be, how one wants
to be defined or named, or, indeed, feeling unetared to live without having to constantly
name, label or define one’s self, people or cultubaving space to invent and reinvent one’s
self conception.

Within the source literature, there are descrifioh processes which have been or can be
used in regaining freedoms of identity. Qitsualk@0b) discusses how the process to regain
the ability to label oneself has begun through sarhéhe political work on Inuit self-
definition. “Despite the criticism sometimes |deel at it, I'm pleased at the progress toward
Inuit self-definition. Labels can be a good thingbat only when one is empowered to label
oneself as desired. Perhaps one day it will bet whb state what “Inuit” are, and all that
such a label entails.” Napartuk (2002, p. 66) b0 better education as a way to move
beyond crises in Inuit identities and losses iredi@m. “To move beyond this will require
better education in our generations. If we manage the youth of the future will be better
equipped to tackle both worlds.” Spelling out whtgining freedom would mean for Inuit,
Watt-Cloutier (2000, p. 122) explains that a leagnof particular skills are needed in the

process.

There are many advantages to freedom and indepesdehich is why much
of history is a story of people’s struggle for gezdreedom. Freedom allows
you to make more choices in life and makes it edsi@dapt to different and

% A quote from Freire (1973, p. 69) which is used as a title to this chapter section throughout.
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uncertain situations. Freedom requires skills amdsdnot just happen.
Everyone has some of these skills, but, like amy kif fithess, freedom skills
will develop or decay, depending on whether and tiey are exercised.

Mark (in Deschénes & Mark, 2002, p. 7) speaks aftlpouth feeling interested in traditional
Inuit culture activities, such as throat-singingcause of the reaffirmation of identity. “So,
when they are introduced to something that will endleir characters stronger, they go for it,
like throat-singing. They grab it, they’re hundoy it. And | guess | can say | was one of
them. It's like craving for something that will k& your identity stronger. It brought my
attention to who | am, to my identity, to my cukur A number of sources point to education
or learning for Inuit to regain freedoms lost thybuhe period of historical colonization and
lasting contemporary social problems. Such a petsge of coming to a position of being
able to name one’s reality through education hagoois links to Freire’'s (1973, p. 69)
‘pedagogy of the oppressed’ or “education as tlaetpre of freedom” where Freire (1973, p.
76) argues that people can transform states of inaization through “dialogue...between
[people], mediated by the world, in order to naime world.” | pick up on this discussion in
chapter 11, considering similarities between Ipg&itiagogies with pedagogies defined more
broadly where | discuss pedagogies ideal in they ttan be useful in teaching individuals to

negotiate binary constructs and find meaningful #tidg conceptions of self.

Summary

In this chapter, | have outlined that Inuit discas$oss of freedoms through colonization,
where losses in ideological freedoms are seen asicyarly relevant within the
contemporary Arctic. | considered the applicabiliof formal trauma terminologies,
emblematic of clinical or medical discourses to Aretic context, concluding that uses of
formal terminologies are rare but that many disdbsstraumatic and transformative aspects
of colonization in more general terms. | went orctmsider the use of essentialisms in the
Arctic as important strategically for revitalizatioof culture, but also as potentially
challenging for self-conceptualizations of identityin these discussions | stressed that
constructions of identity when conceptualized rgigharticularly when constructed outside
the self and when derivative of hegemonic discounsessentialisms, can be harmful or
misleading to individual contemplations on identity concluded this chapter with a brief

discussion pointing towards education as a placesgioring freedoms in identity.
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From this chapter, a disconnection between twagttbemes within the source literature has
become more apparent: There are strong asserhiahsige of essentialisms or idealizations
of the past do not mean a desire to return to ts# put a revitalization of non-physical
aspects of the past culture and there are equatigygsassertions of the occurrence of identity
confusion for many Inuit stemming from a lack ofnsoious promotion that identities are
fluid and not fixed. | pick up on this disconnectiand claims of education as a space for
restoring lost freedoms in chapter 11 where | amrsiideal pedagogies, after first

contemplating affirmative aspects of narrativeshapter 10.
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CHAPTER 10: “Being Inuit is just a story”: Narratives as affirmative

Introduction

Just as constructed narratives can be harmful sleading as | have considered in chapter 9,
so too can they be affirmative. In this chaptdook broadly at aspects of narratives that are
affirming to the promotion and fostering of empoment — or resiliencies — of Inuit in the
Canadian Arctic with regards colonization and comerary social health challenges.
Within the process of reading or listening to tloeirse literature | became aware that the
processes of constructing a narrative and the pseseof sharing narratives offer potential
for affirming empowering constructs of self-idewtitl first consider how the construction of
a narrative through writing is a potential process constructing identity and for
accommodating painful experiences. | next condmbev the sharing of narratives opens up
spaces for the fostering of resiliencies through pootential of dialogue. | then consider
specific discussions from the source literaturenfwog to these themes. Through my
research, | have also found that the source liuszamarratives enact resilience — or speak
back to question hegemonic truths. | discuss hbave come to see these sources speaking
to and back to hegemonic accounts through four ogsth deconstruction, the offering of

alternative accounts, reversing the gaze and sty humour.

Narrative construction

The process of continually adjusting and readjgstine’s understanding of meaning in life
through the act of narrating one’s story to oneselfi to others has been called different
terms: restorying, reframing, cognitive restruatgri narrative framing or reauthoring.
Williamson (1998, p. 180) explains, for examplattpeople make sense of their experience
by “framing it in narratives which provide explaiwais and often justifications of what is and
what has taken place in their lives.” Okri (1997,46) sums up the process of meaning-
making, stating that “we live by stories, we alae lin them. One way or another we are
living the stories planted in us early or along W&y, or we are also living the stories we

planted — knowingly or unknowingly — in ourselves.”
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These concepts of narrative construction and frgnare discussed within literature on
resilience as effective behaviours and processgiduals use in the fostering of resilience
to challenges in their lives. As Benard (20043%) explains, meaning-making “in the form
of writing or speaking one’s story is consisterdigsociated in the research with positive
health outcomes” and has been categorized as-agigihg tendency, a concept discussed as
positive for resilience within this literature. tAerapeutic function of narrative construction
is also discussed by Tester and McNicoll (1999,6).who state that “[n]arration is not only
important to research, it is, in itself, therapeuyas in narrative therapy).” Herman (1997, p
1; p. 3) also discusses the potential strength afrative therapy, explaining how
“reconstructing the trauma story” is an importaepsn the trauma recovery process and that
narrative plays a role in the “restoration of tleeial order” along with its healing potential

for individuals.

Narratives have also been identified as importatds sfor the fostering of resilience
responses to challenges experienced through cakooz This is evident in Denham’s
(2008) work with the Si John family. In this exampharratives were defined as a source of
strength, identity and resilience in that memoviese accommodated through what Denham
(2008, p. 392) terms “strategies of resilience’ttixere “embedded within the trauma
narratives” of the family. Tester and McNicoll @® p. 16) also identify the importance of
narratives as a response to colonization, emplimgsighat “[n]arration is essential to
demystifying the relations to power” and “recoveriand redefining these relations” which
are “found in historically-constituted realitiesfichare “central to the problem of young Inuit

suicide.”

Memories of challenging experiences, particularjuinatic ones, have also been identified
to tend towards anti-narrative. Denham (2008,08) 41otes that “[i]n their raw state, trauma
memories often differ from normal memories, as they lack a cohesive plot and narrative
development.” Frank (1995, p. 98) discusses chamsatives, which he describes as
narratives told during “lived chaos” where “the s@n living the chaos story has no distance
from her life and no reflective grasp of it.” Lik@enham, Frank (1995, p. 99) identifies such

narratives as those that have “no narrative seguénc

Some relate coping with a trauma experience aderkléo an ability to narrate that

experience. For this to occur beyond anti-nareatstructure, some point to a need for
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distance to reflect on such an experience. Copmiit trauma through constructing a
narrative has been identified by Denham (2008,08) 4his way: “[A] person’s ability to
manage a traumatic experience is related to hétyato place the experience into narrative
form.” Within expressions of trauma, especiallguima involving an act committed by
‘human evil’ or an unspeakable act, Herman (19%8)identified that speech patterns tend to
be contradictory. “People who have survived atresiften tell their stories in a highly
emotional, contradictory and fragmented manner.ankr (1995, p. 98) explains that
reflection is required to put difficult experiendeso narrative form: “To turn the chaos into a
verbal story is to have some reflective grasp.bf8imilarly, Weingarten (2003, p. 16; p. 16)
explains that “[reflection] allows one to witnedgetself and to withess others” and “[t]he
ability to reflect on one’s experience is a key am@fy that fosters resilience.” Having a
witness to the testimony, or a listener to theystparticularly in struggles where there has
been an element of powerlessness, can also beuh&pf coping with challenging life
experiences. Weingarten (2003, p. 16) explains‘tha capacity to witness the self is linked
to having an appreciative listener.” Sometimes, tdling of stories — hearing and having
one’s story heard or witnessing and having onessinemny witnessed — can help with the

processing of trauma or challenging experiences.

Both Herman (1997) and Kirmayer (1996) note repoessas a factor implicating the
fluctuation that is characteristic of recounted mees and experiences of trauma. Herman
(1997, p. 2) explains that secrecy can surroungintedic events due to society’s inherent
desire to dissociate and hide such events frontdhective consciousness, explaining that
“[tlhe knowledge of horrible events periodicallytiimdes into public awareness but is rarely
retained for long.” Herman (1997, p. 2) explaihattthe fluctuations in speech patterns
which can tend to occur are due to a fear with ndggannate senses of credence when
recounting horrific acts in the face of “denialpression and dissociation [which] operate on
a social as well as an individual level.” Recougsitend to possess contradictory statements
due to to-ing and fro-ing between feeling comfolalkexpressing an event as real and
something which did occur and feeling uncomfortablg@ressing that ‘secret’ to others.
Kirmayer (1996, p. 174) notes the repressive elemmrhind fluctuations in trauma
recounting, explaining the sites one fluctuatesvbet as “half-acknowledged” and “half-
suppressed” and the recountings as possessingdtiteurs of the struggle to remember and

forget.” Kirmayer (1996, p. 174) also identifiesudtuation between realism and fiction,
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stating that “constructing a fiction” is what “affts the reader the experience of complicity in

seeking out, and hiding from, memory.”

Furthermore, writing can offer a buffer from direcémory when used to recount a traumatic
event. Constructing a narrative through writingh @commodate memories of trauma as
there is more space for fluctuations between reneeimdpforgetting, realism/fantasy or
allowing for what Mitchell (1999, p. 130) terms &mepressed” to come through. It is during
the first stage of writing that, Mitchell (1999, 130) explains, one reaches that familiar place
where “one commonly discovers that one didn’'t kntwat one had such ideas or
perceptions.” Penn (2001, p. 49; p. 36) notes‘thatidea that writing is an act of discovery
is the most frequent description our clients gigeotl their writing experiences” and states
that “as the hand and eye move across the pageaakdas we write, the performance of this
process bumps events so that gaps in memory filhéw words or expressions that have
been inhibited suddenly appear and make their why the writing.” Writing, in this way,
has been discussed as a useful process for thessing of traumatic events or memories,
allowing for fluctuation and for repressed elemdntsome through in the natural discovery

process which writing can be.

Sharing narratives

The sharing of narratives is also seen as usefyldtentially fostering resilience responses to
experiences of colonization. In Denham’s (2008393) study of the Si John family, for
example, a resilience process is noted as beinitdted through the sharing of narratives
such that “a strong circle of oral traditions aratratives” is created through contributions
“by each family member to the larger family cir€lds Denham (2008, p. 393) goes on to
explain, “[t]his ethic of sharing narratives gertesaand connects a cycle of listening and
learning that culminates in sharing their wisdonthvathers.” Tester and McNicoll (1999, p.
17) explain that processes of narrative sharing lmarcathartic and empowering for Inuit
youth. “[F]acilitating the telling and sharing fuit stories offers not only considerable hope
in understanding the problem of young Inuit suicideit the possibility of generating
individual and collective experiences which arehbcathartic and empowering in addressing
the more urgent of contemporary Inuit problems.ai8tg of narratives can foster resilience
through providing forums for witnessing, which IMeapointed to, drawing on Weingarten

(2003), as facilitating the path for a self to me@'s own witness.
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Further, narrative sharing can be a process oéffiogt resilience through providing forums
for resisting and/or dialoguing on contested nareat Speaking of the Native American
context, Owens (as cited in Strong-Wilson, 2008&4). explains how claims of identity for
Indigenous peoples are necessarily always up agangng representations of authenticity.
“For Native Americans, the term ‘Indian’ is a deemlontested space, where authenticity
must somehow be forged out of resistance to théheémtic’ representation.” As Searles
(2006, p. 90) states, the same is true for InYit]here is really no consensus among Inuit
about what constitutes a more authentic lifestylavbo is really Inuit.” Constructions of
Inuit identity and culture vary considerably. As aBurn (2006, p. 153) notes, these
definitions are constantly being contested, charaysdl struggled over. “In the past forty
years of growing multicultural awareness, Inuitnessften a set of fragmented and contested
suppositions, which are constantly changing.” Tigtosharing narratives, there is space to

disagree and dialogue on contested narratives.

The sharing or publication of literature offers @pdor fostering resilience because these
narratives are potentially responsive to hegemonicontested narratives. As Valaskakis
(2000, p. 76) states:

Identity is not formed [. . .] in internal concepis of the self, but in the
adoption of changing representations and narratitreg we generate,
experience, and express in our individual and $oeigerience. These
changing images and narratives emerge in the dreac@l struggle, in which
visual and verbal stories are told. As a resdé#ntity is continually contested
and reconstructed in the discursive negotiatiorthef complex alliances and
relations that constitute community.

Strong-Wilson (2008, p. 54) notes how both Indigehand non-Indigenous scholars locate
Indigenous stories as “contested spaces for theeseptations of Indigeneity.” In sharing
narratives, resilience is fostered through bothiraorease in the capacity for collective
witnessing which can facilitate one’s own witnegsamd reflection on individual challenging
experiences and through providing sites to resmst dialogue on contested concepts of

culture and identity.
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Inuit speaking to and back to these themes

Within the source literature, there are a numbeexdmples of reflexive writing on the
process of writing and/or construction of narragias fostering resiliencies. For example, in
writing her thesis, Rojas (quoting Chrystos, 200011-12) discusses the curative aspect of
writing, offering an example of fluctuation, whehesreflects that “[sjome days | do not
know whether or not writing this thesis is keepmg ‘sane’ because | have so many bad
days, like TB, where | “cough & cough trying to geout all that comes is blood & spit.” On
other days | convince myself that it is doing medan understanding my role and position
as an Inuk woman.” Another example is offered bgnéh (in Watson & French, 2000, p. 38-
39) as she summarizes her process of writing herawtobiographical texts: “As you write,
everything that you’'ve kept down and held downdormany years comes out and you have
so many problems because of it, mainly becausewgren’t able to and weren’t willing to
deal with them. But, now you suddenly have to aa#i them, because you are writing this

book. And that's where the healing comes in.”

Where this reflection and awareness was most prasalwas in and regarding the writing
and artwork of Alootook Ipellie. Realism and fartame constant fluctuating elements in
Ipellie’s works®® Ipellie (1996d) notes that his writing was oftdarived from painful
experience. “[T[he majority of my writing derivéom some experience of pain, whether
this is personal, or that of my fellow Inuit. Ippose, if | had been born in paradise, all my
writings would be full of blissful happiness—Heavemn-earth-sort-of-life-experiences.”
Similarly viewing writing as therapeutic, as botbj& and French do, Ipellie (1997, p. 99)
explains that his writing was his therapist: “Tlezialized stories, then called “Those Were
the Days,” were a way of coming to terms with tleendns of my past. They were my real
therapist.” Like those who write of the writing pess as one of discovery, Ipellie (1996c;
1995, p. 100) writes:

| seem to be driven by unknown forces which hav&gzhthemselves on both
my shoulders. Some images suddenly show up, inse®n their own
volition, on my drawing board. What can | do buthelp them get out of their
once-eternal solitude and bring them into the \liswgald?

% j.e. See Ipellie (1993).
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The drawings came out by themselves. | really 'tdidave any control over

what happened to the final product of that imagéou let the darn thing

interpret itself. Otherwise, it doesn’t work oulf you are struggling with it,

then it doesn’t deserve to come out. | supposen Iseg this is also true of the
written word.

As a storyteller for his people, Ipellie has givasights to others, both Inuit and non-Inuit,
into how writing and art can help accommodate treegssing of painful experiences. As
Carpenter (1995, p. 54) writes, “Ipellie strugglegth the chaos. We feel the

disenfranchisement in his stories and we see thetuires in his art. Ipellie forces the
reader/viewer to interact with the truth of his gowand we identify with his need to breathe

soul over the thing that is ailing or in need dftozation.”

Many writings by Inuit are responses or reactiansdlonial ideology and experiences in the
Canadian Arctic and in this way offer a space fauitl writers to build or gain resilience
through narrative construction, and, when sham@stef or enact resilience by partaking in an
— unofficial — but ongoing conversation in reactiand response to colonization in the
Canadian Arctic. Hulan (2002, p. 61) states, ‘inwriting plays a historical role in
preserving details of past traditions, a pedagdgata in addressing and educating outsiders,
and a political role in making statements on beblhuit.” And Ipellie (in Ipellie, 1997, p.

101) explains the diverse purposes of Inuit writing

Let us write passages that will sway the centusidsimpressions that others
have about our true colours. Let us put, withootaanent’s hesitation, a voice
in the mouth of our silent mind. Let us help bheadut the songs that want to
be sung. Let us free ourselves from the chainssthatkle our imagination and
explore the unknown world that is within us. Leth&dp our silent mind speak
through the beauty of the written word. Let usphtal release it from Hell's
world of pure silence. Let us dream forever anidewr

The sharing and publication of writings by Inuiteoppotential spaces to foster resilience to
colonization and contemporary challenges as thiingrcan be responsive to colonizing
discourse.

Writings from the source literature exhibit resiloe, offer direct advice on being resilient,
explain how Inuit are resilient or speak of thedhéar resilience to colonization or ongoing
social health challenges and in this way, by behgred publicly, can foster resilience in

others. Pudlat (1990, p. 20), for example, exgldiow she has negotiated living with the

168



influence of both cultures: “I am living both wayd.try to go out on the land as much as
possible with my children. We live down there ahdt's when we feel free, that's when |
feel so close to my ancestors.” Thrasher (19830) offers inspirational advice to others on
resistance in the face of colonization over landctvibelongs to Inuit. “Just remember one
thing: many times the clouds drop tears on the mplpthen a flower grows. Many times the
ice comes back, then we have to go on our dog téamms hunting. It used to be a beautiful
life [. . .] It's we Inuit who have to stand up asdve as much land as possible. Always
remember this is our land, the Inuit country.” OkgLl997, p. 9) explains how Inuit have
been resilient to the changes brought with coldioma “[L]ots of changes have occurred
amongst the Inuit: no longer living in Illuvigatn@w houses/igloos), now living in houses;
dogteams done away with (other than for races)acep with skidoos, cars and three/four
wheeler Hondas [. . .] Inuit are coping, to thethafstheir ability.” Others offer personal
stories which offer individual ways of coping torpenal tragedies that many see as coming
out of the history of colonization in the ArcticofFexample, Qitsualik (1999c) describes her
reaction to her brother’s suicide: “I think, traglly, that what at last bought my mental
freedom was the blinding agony of my younger brndshsuicide. Compared to that, many
things paled in importance. What did | care abosb@ety that had failed him, and myself to
a degree? | realized | had a choice. To move fawar freeze forever.” By sharing writings
on resilience or by exhibiting or enacting resiierwithin writing, Inuit writers partake in an
ongoing conversation on colonization in the Camadfactic, resisting and reclaiming

identity and cultural constructs.

Questioning hegemonic ‘truths’

For this research, in reading Rojas’s (2000, pghB¥is in which she explains that, within it,
she is “venturing to open up some space to questmgeneral perception of Inuit women”, |

came to see that Rojas (2000) uses two main methodser questioning of general

perceptions: Deconstruction and offering alterreatecounts. Upon reflection on my wider
reading of the source literature, it occurred totheg there were four common methods Inuit
authors were using to question hegemonic ‘truths'deconstruction, 2) offering alternative
accounts, 3) reversing the gaze and 4) reactionanyour. Cyrulnik (in Groskop, 2009)

discusses resilience as “about abandoning the mnmf the past® Drawing on this

%" See chapter 11 for a more in-depth discussion of Cyrulnik’s (2009) notion of resilience.
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definition but seeing it in broader terms (thatilresce is therefore about abandoning any
imprint which does not or cannot define you) | ffee use of these methods which question

dominant accounts as enacted resiliencies.

Deconstruction

The first method of questioning hegemonic accouwtsich | came across was the
deconstruction of their truthfulness by questioniing language and statements made within
past academic theorizing on Inuit. Ipellie (1996&tes that “I suppose, in a certain way,
some of us Inuit, whenever given the privilege, lagee to debunk certain myths about our
culture and heritage which, over previous yearsagawhdes, may have been perpetuated by a
few ethnographers and anthropologists who cambedtctic at a time when our ancestors
were still living in naiveté, and in more, [sic]nocent times before full contact from the
outside world.” Many of the narratives that | reved did directly question dominant

accounts held regarding Inuit and the Canadiani@nctthis way.

Of the narratives that | read, it was the thesiflyas (2000, abstract) where | encountered
this most obviously where her intention was “to mpg a space in which inquisitive
dialogue is encouraged regarding the generally pgedeposition of Inuit women.” An
example of deconstruction is provided by the folluyv excerpt where Rojas (quoting

Jenness, 2000, p. 44) questions judgments ongender roles.

Jenness comments on the tasks of the genders vehdasieribed how when
“Icehouse wanted to cook, Ikpuck, forgetting th&@rof a hunter, would fill
her bag with dryads and bring her water from the.laNo eye but mine saw
his undignified conduct, and | was one of the fagrhillkpuck having
‘forgotten the pride of a hunter’ according to Jessmiwas able to accomplish
‘undignified’ tasks.

The deconstruction becomes obvious when Rojas (20063) goes on to point out how
Jenness’ own construction of gender roles supeseghonto Inuit society influenced how he
presented this aspect of his work: “It is cleamte that there was not a strict division of
labour, | suspect this attitude towards a man aptishing a task that has been viewed in
Western societies as a task that befalls women beayhe author’s view that has been
projected onto the ‘primitive peoples’ that arerfgeiooked at.”
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Another example of deconstruction is provided byiki (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) who
is a renowned Inuk film-maker who aims to “put stimmeg up on that screen that [is] true to
Inuit culture.” Explaining this, Kunuk (in Sidimu& Kunuk, 2007) states that he is trying to
“tell the story behind” the films. It becomes cldaow this work is able to deconstruct
existing accounts and offer truths more in linehwituit culture when Kunuk (in Sidimus &
Kunuk, 2007) explains how he reinterpreted an otadéiem made by Perry, the explorer, on

Inuit women standing outside the igloos when mentwet hunting:

[Perry] started to notice that every time the meul go out hunting women
would guard their huts. He writes that. That's Hwasaw it, but he was wrong,.
Being an Inuk, you know what they were doing. Thre listening. He saw
it as guarding, but they were actually standinggldrours just listening,

waiting for their men to come home. When | was gngaup, we were told to

do that. Go out and listen if they are coming.

By reinterpreting accounts of Inuit culture from buk perspective — based on previous
knowledge and memories — Kunuk and Rojas both wwdeconstruct and critically question

accounts which have been taken to be authoritgtiveé.

Offering alternative accounts

Accounts by Inuit, whether written, created as artwor presented in film, speak back to
hegemonic accounts taken as authoritative by offercounter accounts that are also
considered to be true. As Kasudluak (1988, p. $&fs “[w]hat we show in our carvings is
the life we have lived in the past right up to tpda We show the truth.” When
deconstructing gender roles of Inuit as construttgdccounts written by past academics,
Rojas (2000, p. 63) relies on an account by eldarasuk to offer an alternative view: “Like
Ikpuck, Inuit women too were able and often didisistheir husbands with their tasks.
Uyarasuk explains how Inuit women also did task$i¢tp their male partners. She says,
“And some women, if they would go hunt for animaiguld return home after being away
from the camp during the day and work on the sewihgems that they would have to get
done.” Comparing the experience of participatingaifilm produced by Kunuk, with the
experience of participating in a film produced bynfinuit, Tookalak (in Dubois, 2006, p.
36) explains how this ‘alternative’ experience Wi real thing, not just according to white

people’s imagination and stereotypes, but as waf, Isee it.” And Kunuk (in Svenson &
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Kunuk, 2002, p. 4-5) explains that in making filors Inuit culture from an Inuk perspective,

he moves Inuit — and truths as held by Inuit — ftebackground into the foreground.

It's all Inuit. It's fabulous because Inuit havewalys been put in the
background as extra actors. And if they speak titwik it didn't mean
anything, it was just a part of the show. Seallathps—how they burn,
nobody cared. They could be touching the Olymerch and nobody would
care. | was noticing a lot of this when | saw Bl@mbout the North. We’re just
background—who cares? We do.

These examples express how alternative or coumtsvuats are drawn upon to dispute

accounts regarded as dominant truths.

Reversing the gaze

Another way to question hegemonic accounts | entevad in my reading of narratives
authored by Inuit was a ‘reversal of the gaze’ lmoagh Inuit offering accounts of their

observations of Qallunaat. Grace (2000, p. 45)icoa a tendency for Inuit writers to

accomplish a ‘reversal of the gaze’ when she dessmow plays authored by Inuit insist on
the reshaping of self-other thinking, stating tttae objectifying gaze has shifted from that
of the benevolent colonizer to the critical gazetloé colonized, who, by returning the
reader’'s/audience’s gaze, assert their own subjgcand showus how to see ourselves as

non-Inuit”

Many accounts within the source literature exprésteeir observations of their first
encounter with non-Inuit or the south. For exampdéout d’Argencourt (1988, p. 231; p.
231-232) comments particularly on encounteringsingth for the first time and notices both
how the natural environment differs from the Arcand how so much of the landscape had

been constructed:

It was completely different in every way from thechAc. The land was

covered all over with amazing, beautiful green gyasd it was full of tall,

green trees. We passed by hundreds and hundrédsisés, and wee-looking
cars that, from a distance, looked exactly like tine one Suujug and | had
received from one of the white passengers.

Everything that met our eyes on the shore’s edgkeld so unbelievable! All
around us where the ship docked — the streetssitl@valks, parking lots —
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were concrete and so ugly-looking. Even the bagdiwere made out of stone
and bricks. It was hard to believe that we wesdlyeseeing what was before
us. Just to think that men had created all tHeisgd: the high buildings, some
as high as 14 stories; buildings that seemed gy ey just went on and on;
and rows of outdoor lights all along the roads.

A defamiliarization of the west or non-Inuit worlgkesent in many of these accounts, is what
serves to trigger the understanding that the gazbeing reversed and is what triggers
subsequent reflections on questioning the hegernbmsestern perspectives. Freeman (1988,

p. 238-239) forces the reader into a reversal ragpdcitly.

If I were to reverse the situation, and Inuit had tlominant culture, would
any of you decide to walk on the ice in the midofiéMay? Would you eat the
liver of polar bear? Would you keep travelling whmarertaken by a blizzard-
storm? Would you take a walk to the next mountarhgn you don’t know
that the distance is deceiving)? Would you behdWterently in front of

children who might be in their baby ways, makutulys (soft age) or
Inummariit way? Would you know the cause of sobihaviour at any given
different situation? |, for myself, now understamtittle the ways of gallunaat.

Such ‘reversing of the gaze’ or presentations of houit see Qallunaat within the source
literature, serve as triggers for the reader tolsme the western gaze on Inuit has become
hegemonic, and act in this way to question the damte and assumed authority of accounts

constructed in the west.

Reactionary humour

The final method | encountered used to questioremmegic accounts within the source
literature was reactionary humour. Some elemehtsumour or play were discussed in
reaction to being an over-researched culture oleddle group. As Qitsualik (2001c)

explains at length, in her experiences as a tramrsthe was privy to elders making up stories

— or playing with — over-questioning researchers.

Often, to get rid of such people, the elders woalticipate what the
researchers wanted to hear, telling them all soirteutrageous bunk about
Inuit. | translated for several of the elders mi$el .] [T]here was always a
mischievous gleam in the elder’s eye, so that Iceell when he or she was
pulling the researcher’s leg. [. . .] | wonder, stimes, if academics ever
realize the extent to which members of indigenautuces around the world
play with researchers — anthropologists especially.
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In another example of reactionary humour, Ipellieq7, p. 96-97) describes an example of a
satirical cartoon he created that pokes fun atettdoitative history of being over-studied
while highlighting violence experienced by InuiThis cartoon also reverses the gaze, this
time by making the history of atrocities of colaaiibn — potentially unfamiliar to those in

the west — more familiar.

| once drew a cartoon of a very friendly Inuk, drhnnot emphasize this too
lightly, as a sandwich man walking smack in the ditedof a very busy
intersection in a large Canadian city. On botlesidf the signboard was
written: I’'m Nanook from the Far North. I've corhere to dig up somebody’s
grandfather to find out what an interesting lifopke used to live in Toronto.
Have a nice day! On either sidewalk are Qallunaatkiwg to and fro,
perplexity splashed all over their faces, and stijole mark over their brains [.
..] The cartoon did give me a chuckle after cormpieit. Except that, horror
of horrors, it was also the very week that my owandfather, Inutsiag—
famous for his childbirth carvings—was being dissdcby a redoubtable
anthropological team just outside Igaluit. No, just kidding...

Similar reversals of the gaze through satirical bumare made by Nungak (2002) in his
creation of ‘Qallunology’ (the study of Qallunaat) reaction to ‘Eskimology’. Nungak
(2002, p. 96) explains:

| don’t proclaim to be an expert on Qallunaat arithivnakes them tick. But
my commentaries on Qallunology are based on hawaten, slept and
breathed their life for some years, learning themguage and tumbling along
in their tidy-squares thought processes. The liegutecollections are no more
superficial than those of the first Qallunaat, wimowittingly illustrated their
educated ignorance when they tried to describé.Inui

But with humour being used to strike back, pokednd resist truths that are dominant, when
there is a reliance on the same stereotypical itngnthat created the original violence, the
humour itself can move into reverses of that vioken The discussions of Qallunology by
Nungak have encountered charges of racism, a chaegdisputes. “These Qallunaat
described what they beheld through their lens, &s#fimology was born! Likewise,
observations on Qallunaat, based on much lessguiégsing than the above, cannot rightly
be considered racist” (Nungak, 2002, p. 96). Buh@ak’s writings on Qallunology do rely
on stereotypical and rigid identity constructs. Uiglo | recognize the violent history from
where this stems, | question in particular how tigren Qallunaat is used as a label for all
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Euro-Americans in the same way ‘Eskimo’ has beead s a label for all Inuit, and do align
with the critiques which see these particular wgs as combating racism with racid.
There are a number of examples of how humour —icp#atly reactionary humour to
colonization of Inuit by non-Inuit — act to questi@ruths’ which have become hegemonic
and authoritative within the source literature whichave read. This reactionary humour

ranges from the playful to reversals of originallgnce.

Summary

Contrasting with my aims in chapter 9, in this deap have considered affirmative aspects
of narratives specifically in reference to fostgrimesiliencies to colonization and

contemporary social problems within the Canadiantiér | discussed how the process of
constructing a narrative can promote resiliencenasative construction is a process for
meaning-making, and, in the processing of a traiengedperience, writing can be useful as
there is more space within writing for fluctuaticharacteristic of accounts of trauma. |
highlighted that the process of sharing narraticas also assist in fostering resilience
approaches to colonization and contemporary chgdleras sharing narratives is a form of
collective witnessing and it opens a space totrasid dialogue on contested constructions. |
went on to briefly consider excerpts from the seurerature on these themes. Finally, after
discussing how through my reading methodology | bahe to see the source literature as
guestioning hegemonic ‘truths’ in four main wayseddnstruction, offering alternative

accounts, reversing the gaze and reactionary hymbdiscussed that writings within the

source literature can also be considered as engetigncies.

¥ Such discussions recall Said’s (1979, p. 227) consideration of Kipling's ‘White Man’ which Said
explains “meant—in the colonies—speaking in a certain way, behaving according to a code of
regulations [. . .] It was a form of authority before which nonwhites or even whites themselves, were
expected to bend.” Said (1979, p. p. 227) emphasizes that such a conceptualization “emerge[d] out of
complex historical and cultural circumstances” which relies upon “the cultural sanctioned habit of
deploying large generalizations by which reality is divided into various collectives [. . . and] underlying
these categories is the rigidly binomial opposition of “ours” and “theirs” with the former always
encroaching upon the latter.”
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Section 4: Conversations on pedagoqy

CHAPTER 11: Conversations on pedagogy

Introduction

Working from the recurring theme that narrativessr{gid conceptualizations on identity) can
be both harmful and misleading but also potentialtiirming, in this chapter | consider
pedagogies helpful in the reconciliation of thiggupx. | begin with a consideration of
pedagogies which Inuit (within the source literatd)rdiscuss as ideal in the sense that they
are aimed towards fostering resilience throughstiaming an educational system and/or
introducing informal learning situations which c@nomote healthy communities where
social problems are reduced. In writing this settihe disconnection | discussed in the
summary of chapter 9 is brought to light again: Ugio many within the source literature
highlight that reliance on cultural binaries canmgticate confusions in identity for many
Inuit, particularly youth, there is little obvioudiscussion of a need to formally question
essentialist understandings of difference. Thispestive leads into the latter parts of this
chapter where | consider crossovers between Inditomoader learning theorists’ critiques of
mainstream pedagogies and promotion of certainguogeal ideals. Perspectives from the
broader learning theory | consider are rooted dhcal adult education: i.e. Freire’s (1973, p.
69) discussion of “education as the practice cddmen” which hooks (1994, p. 12) discusses
as “teaching that enables transgressions—a movesgairist and beyond boundaries.” After
briefly considering that similar to the critiquesny Inuit make of mainstream pedagogies,
so are there criticisms of mainstream educationemwoadly, | trace my path to ideal
pedagogies. Drawing on broader learning theory, etail five characteristics which
distinguish pedagogies as ideal: 1) the revaluihgoecalled soft skills; 2) a facilitation of
identity construct reclaiming through tolerancdreedom and ambiguity 3) a distinguishing
of these pedagogies as contextualized ways ofgjvi) an emphasis on dialogic pedagogies
where humility on the part of teacher and learrseeinphasized and 5) a promotion of

pedagogies which cultivate resilience in that ttesch learners how to negotiate the paradox

% This is not a thorough review of pedagogical programs which Inuit would like to enact or are already
enacting in the Canadian Arctic as | present only suggestions regarding ideal pedagogies that | have
derived from the source literature for this thesis.

176



of essentialist language. In the final sectionhid thapter, | consider the similarities between

these ideal pedagogies with Inuit ideal pedagagiesoted within the source literature.

Inuit pedagogical ideals

Past principles of Inuit pedagogy still ideal

Many Inuit discuss ways of learning that were pnoenit in the past when Inuit lived on the
land nomadically. Evident within these recollengoare three principles, often cited to
distinguish Inuit traditional pedagogies from maieam forms of learning later introduced.
These three principles are use of a holistic agtroaxperiential forms of learning with a
focus on observation and freedom within the leaytian creativity, imagination or invention.

From the source literature, | have come to undedstauit ways of learning in the past as
being holistic forms of learning. Holistic, firgh the sense, that, rather than consciously
transferring specific skills and knowledge fromdiear to student, the whole of the person
was impacted through learning. As Metcalfe (1988262) notes, “[tlhere are many things
that my father, grandfather and uncle taught meé khaan never forget because of their
approach and manner — the very way they presehiuselves.” Second, learning was
holistic in the sense that it was holistically cented to living and the wider interactions with
family, community and the environment. As manycdssed and as exemplified by the
following quote by Agalakti Awa (in Wachowich et, 41999, p. 28), Inuit were traditionally
taught skills necessary for their lifestyle by paseand other family members. “That was the
way it was for us. We were asked to do a lot @ things, and we would listen to our
parents. [. . .] They did this so that we couldte® survive. In the future, when we were
adults, we would have to know how to look after own children. They did this to teach us
the way.” Such skills were taught in an informalmmer so that there may have been no
conscious attention given to actuality of a leagnsituation taken place. For example, when
Igallijug (2000, p. 25) was asked who his main hesicwas in the past, he replied: “My
father. He didn’t act like a teacher, but if | adkhow things were done he would show me
and say, “Try it like this.” After a while | waske to build a small igloo while he waited at a
seal hole.” Learning was holistically intertwineath living which led to it being evidently
relevant and meaningful as well as vivid with knetlge gained having a lasting permanence
as exemplified by Annahatak’s (1994, p. 14) reatida:
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The sound and smell of the fire with moss and tamvdoods burning is strong
and good in the evening as we children cuddle undeblankets to listen to
our parents exchanging real eventful stories withsdor. The next day we
help with the chores of our camps and play aftedaarThis was the kind of
learning from our camp that | was used to. | reinenvividly the time when |
decided to make a willow snowmat on my own and,nufite successful
completion of my project, my mother asked me toegmy first mat to the
oldest elder in our camp because my Godmother weasomger living to

receive it. | cannot seem to experience momerftasnbacks of my school
days in the same way, except when | learned tongin® subway on my own.
The silent joy of having learned something and gaam to something new
was, and still is, good.

Learning processes — though not formally or evehaes consciously identified as doing so
— were aimed at the wholeness of a person and wereonnected with living and wider

interactions with family, community members and ém@ironment.

Learning was described as being achieved throwsgéning, watching/observation and then
by doing and in this way is described as expemntiSuch an importance placed on
observation was especially important traditionétly men in acquiring hunting skills and in
skills necessary for survival on the land. PerydiraPeryouar & Hill, 1997, p. 12) explains
how observation was important in hunting: “If thieild were a male, the father taught the
skill of hunting, and the child would not even heage that he was being taught because he
felt he was just being allowed to go along on atimgntrip with his father; he learned from
observing the hunt, or how to build an iglu (snow$®) and would start to try and help out.”
Such skills of observation meant the developmenpaifence and stillness which Ipellie
(1993, p. viii) explains was necessary for suceggginters. “When | was a child, my elders
taught me that patience was a human virtue. Aepresite to acquiring the skills of a
successful hunter was the ability to wait perfestijyl, in dead silence, for long periods of
time.” Metcalfe (1988, p. 262) discusses the imgoaee of observation for avoiding getting

lost:

When we got there we would stop and he’d ask ntero around and study
the place where we had come from. He always tadimat it was not good
enough just knowing where you were going. You tadknow where you

were coming from, which was why it was importangtt a good idea of the
lay of the land behind you. That way you’d nevet lpst because you could
always go back somewhere and find out where you are
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Peryouar (in Peryouar & Hill, 1997, p. 12) similadiscusses how observation was necessary
for the learning of sewing and cooking tasks faisgi “If the child were a female, they
started learning how to sew, how to prepare skimsy to handle meat and cook from
observing their mother’'s daily activities.” Obsation led to experiential learning as
children were encouraged to follow along with thaedirents and do as they were doing, as
Metcalfe (1988, p. 262) explains: “he’d always teile to start my own little fire. He
wouldn’t just sit down and instruct me how to do lHe would ask me to do as he did, step by
step.” Traditionally for Inuit, learning has beeesdribed as experiential, where observation

was cited as particularly useful.

Sources stress that there was a freedom to theirlgaalso where one was allowed to be
creative, inventive and imaginative instead ofifegeh need to obey. As Freeman (1988, p.
239) states, “we Inuit survived those harsh lardsugh tests and trying new ways.” In
describing this adaptive way of learning and gajnkmowledge, Freeman (1988, p. 239),
makes the distinction that there was a freedoneaonl what one necessarily needed to that
was lacking in mainstream styles of learning. “Fio$ all, missionaries considered Inuit
primitive and we Inuit considered their teachingsyv primitive. Everything was ‘thou
shall.” ‘Thou shall’ for the benefit of learning.Annahatak (1994, p. 13) also highlights such
a distinction, one she refers to as “obedienceugermiginality,” when she discusses the
tensions between the two cultures that Inuit haced.

The three principles highlighted as important taitintraditional pedagogies are also
described as still relevant for Inuit contemporpeglagogies within the source literature. In a
contemporary example where she participates, sit ds an observer, and later as a more
active teacher in a training exercise for southemmy cadets, Qitsualik (2002a) points out
differences between southern or mainstream instntathist ways of teaching/learning with

Inuit pedagogies.

It occurred to me, while witnessing their unforttenattempts at building a fire
with a single match (they could have multiple triest they were only allowed
to use one match at a time), that they were hadifiigulty not because fire-
building is hard, but simply because they were apghing it as though it
were a school project. In my mind, one word summthede kids up: Suburbia.
They were too used to their specific environmenivds obvious that much of
their energy went into keeping adults — along vaittult concerns — off their
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backs, to the point where they approached everyilggexperience as though
it were an equation, a process with distinct steps.

A) An adult proposes a project (eg., “Today we'oeng to learn X.”)

B) The adult asks perfunctory questions concertiegproject’s nature (eg.,
“Anyone know how X works?”)

C) The kids wait for the right answer (“right” meag whatever the instructor
wants to hear), faithfully jotting it down.

D) The kids regurgitate whatever the instructor tgda hear.

E) The lesson ends and the kids are free from teampbondage, so that they
can get on with their real lives.

What is being critiqued in this example is how itg&rumentalist learning that these students
have largely undertaken in southern Canada hagHefth without the skills necessary to
creatively approach the situation and find a sofuti Qitsualik (2002c) explains further,

defining the necessity for education to impart, ingtee calls “critical thinking”:

Classic Inuit education means teaching a child bowreat the world like a
universal tool — an object can take on any usecgwuthink of for it, as long as
it makes you live. These army cadets were strungdbecause they had been
taught to cough up specific, pre-set answers taifspepre-set questions.
Every object or action had its designated placebol was something that
one put things into, never a scoop, because ndhvadever “authorized” them
to use it as such. As any hunter could tell yooagination is crucial to
survival.

This principle of freedom for creativity, inventivess and use of imagination is a principle
highlighted as essential to past Inuit pedagogiégchvis still identified as relevant for
contemporary Inuit pedagogies. But if we look la¢ wiew portrayed, we can see that a
holistic approach, in the sense that learning bertimined with living, is also promoted as
necessary for contemporary Inuit pedagogies. Thstrumentalist style of learning has
blocked these students into particular ways ofkihigp which they only feel free to escape,
and return to ‘real’ ways of being, when the auspiof the learning/teaching interaction are
removed. Further, the third principle — an emphasi experiential ways of learning — is also
promoted for contemporary Inuit pedagogies. As@atik (2002b) clarifies:

Inuktitut teaching is completely different, becausés not about lessons or
programs. It is about tapping the children’s ndttakents, encouraging them
to use their minds in an expansive, alternative.wfay Inuk child would not

be taught to make a kamotik, for example, by beoid one day, “A sled is
made of the following materials... the pieces atetagether in the following
manner...” Instead, he or she would assist in gmstruction of a kamotik and
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participate in its use, so that the child can daywdlis or her personal sense of
what makes a sled functional.

This example highlights that three principles —eaxgntial ways of learning, a freedom for
inventiveness and creativity, and a holistic apphoa which are discussed as important to
descriptions of Inuit pedagogies from the past, atid recognized as ideals within

descriptions of Inuit pedagogies relevant to thetemporary Arctic.

Other writers from the source literature reinfotitese understandings of ideal contemporary
pedagogies. Quassa (1999, p. 17) notes that rijiijeg through paper is not as important as
learning through experience.” Similarly, in hesdission of midwifery, Apigsugtaujuq
(2000, p. 22) explains how, in the contemporaryti8rcknowledge Inuit women have on

birthing is gained through experience.

| think women must also be more vocal about givibgth in their
communities. It used to be that they didn’t hawe dourage to say “Let me do
it,” but I myself have seen that Inuit have a ptofd understanding of
birthing. Their knowledge does not come from fofr@ducation, but instead
from gradually acquired experience and by followivige advice.

Seeing experiential or informal ways of learningjust as important as formal education is
also a recognition that learning needs to be hodity integrated with living. Watt-Cloutier
(2000, p. 122) clarifies this argument: “People banwell educated even though they have
never been to school. Education is a means ohilegrand there are many formal and
informal ways to learn. Schools are just one kifidool that can help bring about some
types of learning. Schools can be very helpftihd@y are well-designed and capably staffed,
but the important thing is not the school — it ®arhing, especially learning to be

independent.”

Formal, informal? Integrated, separate?

Some sources advocate for an integration of Inedagogies into mainstream school
systems. Annahatak (1994, p. 17) mentions an exaofphon-formalized changes that can

be initiated at the teacher-led level and whichehdnad positive repercussions in her

classroom.
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| have formally observed students to be most d@tdato what could be termed
negotiated lessons within a program unit. Thesela type of lessons which
contain elders’ stories, drawings, and teachingsvarfous subjects as an
authentic root and purpose, but which can be tawghin the framework of
the school learning objectives. Once students flaeequestions of who they
are now and where they are going, it is withinrde life stories of elders that
they can make meaning of our culture and of thewasehs Inuit living in the
present.

Like this example, others also discuss the impegdanf Inuit youth having access to Inuit
pedagogies, but instead, discuss running thesarafigh and separate to formal mainstream
education. Kunuk (in Sidimus & Kunuk, 2007) disses this, emphasizing the need for
knowledge on cultural aspects, such as shamansre ttaught: “If | could design the
educational system | would design two systemsptieewe have now, and cultural education,
as a separate type of education. We are supposeéch our children our way, and they
should listen to us, which is not happening rigbtvnMy cultural education would include
learning about shamanism.” Further support for pasge and parallel type of cultural
education was mentioned by Shaimaiyuk (in Nakaswul, €999, p. 139) in her discussion of
interviews she had conducted with Inuit elders whd concerns that the loss of traditional
knowledge skills were negatively impacting youtlsoadiscussing how this education could

be made accessible to non-Inuit.

She thought it would be a good idea if they had etbing to fall back on
when they quit school, such as learning how to sewoys going out hunting
to learn how to hunt and to survive on the landhought there should be a
school for Inuit or non-Inuit where they could ledraditional knowledge and
how to survive on the land [. . .] Another eldescakaid he liked education
today, but he was worried about the men and bogause they are not being
taught how to hunt out on the land.

Though a number of sources speak to transformatmrelucational systems and learning
opportunities for youth in the Canadian Arctic, drapizing that Inuit need to be given

greater access to Inuit pedagogies, there is ray clansensus from the literature on whether
these pedagogies should be integrated into thestneam system, run as a separate system,

or maintained but better promoted as informal le@yriopportunities.
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Ideals for contemporary Inuit pedagogies

Along with the three principles considered as ideamaintain from past Inuit pedagogies
discussed within the source literature, there amsistent references to four ideals which
should feature prominently within Inuit pedagogidy: the importance of the land; 2)
bilingualism; 3) inclusion of narratives on Inuiteintity, culture, history and knowledge; and

4) inclusion of elders and their knowledge.

Drawing on knowledge regarding the land and enwvirent, and presence out on the land
were discussed as needing to be featured pronynentroposed ideal ways of learning. As
touched on in chapter 9, many Inuit identify sgabiageographic freedom as necessary for
mental health. For example, after discussing hast pedagogies had an emphasis on
observing the land, Metcalfe (1988, p. 262) ex@dhmat having access to wide open spaces
is considered as positive. “I think that's one loé reasons | get lost in a city so easily; there
IS no time to stop to look back. You can only sgaight ahead of you; there are too many
buildings blocking your view. You can relax, tajaur time, find peace and comfort in the
wide open spaces.” This sense of geographic freemminthe importance of including time
spent on the land in contemporary education foit isuevident in Kakkiarniun’s (1996, p.
26) discussion of his education in the past whiotoenpassed the “hugeness of the outdoors”
as “all part of an important learning experiend&att-Cloutier (2000, p. 124) points out that

the skills that one can learn on the land are dédfigult to be taught in a classroom.

Learning to live on the land, overcoming the diifices with intelligence,
ingenuity, patience, courage, a sense of humout, Gooperation is what
taught our spirit and shaped who we were as a pedple can teach about this
in the classroom, but we cannot acquire the spirlie only place this can be
learned is on the land, and we must find ways suenthat all youth have the
opportunity to rediscover that spirit so that tleay develop the wisdom and
inner strength they will need to meet the challsngkour rapidly changing
world.

Reclaiming health which is discussed as coming fameess to the land is argued within the
source literature as best accommodated througlerbettegration of the land within

education for Inuit youth in the Canadian Arctic.
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A second ideal discussed for contemporary pedagogithin the Canadian Arctic is an
inclusion of bilingualism. This aspect has beencimuliscussed, especially since the
publication of Berger's (2006, p. vi) report, sgeally regarding Nunavut, in which he
concluded how the failure of the educational systertargely down to the factor of both

languages not being learned well.

In my judgement the failure of the school systers bacurred most of all

because the education system is not one that wamp der a people speaking
Inuktitut. It is a bilingual system in name onlyyeothat produces young adults
who, by and large, cannot function properly in eitiEnglish (because they
never catch up with the English curriculum) or Ihtuk (because they learn
only an immature version of their first languagéobe switching to English).

One can see clearly how language, which Berger§2p0v) notes “is only one element of
identity, but it is a huge one” mirrors the largdentity confusions that many Inuit face.
After the publication of Berger’s report, many Inhsupported his proposal, but there is still a
need for wider political support. As Kunuk (20G8ates “Thomas Berger made a strong and
eloquent argument for the importance of developirgjingual education system in Nunavut.
It was as though he lifted the veil on a subjeat tas not had nearly enough political and
financial support in our schools through successmingovernments.” Kakkiarniun (1996, p.
33) similarly expressing the importance of bilinggra maintains, however, that separate
schools or courses could be more beneficial toesttsd

If there were a separate school that only taughhurktitut that the student
could go to, than they could learn more. If studemould be required to go
out of doors to attend the school that only taughiuktitut, leaving behind
the textbooks in English for the duration, it prblyawould work better. | feel
that if students are taught in combination formirfgeaught both in English
and Inuktitut) their minds are being overloaded &ndoes more harm than
good, their eyesight just worsens because thegrgdtout.

Despite there not being a consensus whether Inditr@ainstream educational systems would
be best as separate or integrated systems, thegeesment that bilingualism is an important

component for contemporary pedagogies within thea@en Arctic.

In a similar theme to that which | discuss in cleaftO regarding sharing narratives, a third
aspect often discussed as important in ideal pagiegi@s the inclusion of narratives on Inuit

culture. As Arnakaq (in Nagitarvik & Arnakaq, 20Q8 2) states: “It would be most helpful

184



if they could include traditional knowledge intoetreducational system.” Arnakaq (in
Nagitarvik & Arnakaq, 2003, p. 3) further explathsit the inclusion of traditional knowledge
helps in the formation of identities. “My studertdl me that they enjoy learning our
traditions. | was born when our old traditions &gery strong and | was able to experience
them. | know how the traditional way of life wamjr stories were more in-depth than those
we hear now. | have been told by my studentshiegrour old traditions helps them to
realize who they are.” This is echoed by Akulukj(#005, p. 5) who discusses his
experience at Nunavut SivuniksallgNS) as allowing him to better identify with thistory

of Inuit. “I had a profound attitude change whatiteending NS and started appreciating my
roots and what my ancestors had to endure to gé&twis, where we are right now. | want to
learn more about Inuit history.” As Dicker (in Satk& Campbell, 2001, p. 16) explains
regarding an educational program in Nunatsiavucivi@imed to not only reintroduce drum
dancing but to explain the greater cultural histgogrticipating in such projects allows
individuals to not only identify with the past bailso become better motivated to act for the
preservation of cultural aspects in the preserifit first |1 thought it would be a fun idea
because I'd like to do something after school,” shgs, “But when | went there, | noticed it
was more than just dancing — that the facts alduidtum being taken away five hundred
years ago and hasn’t been in Labrador since — &madip to us to bring it back to our
people”.” The important aspect of incorporatingratives on Inuit culture and identity has
already been integrated into particular programseafning within the Arctic which have

been discussed as positive for affirming concegtmindentity and culture.

A fourth aspect considered by Inuit writers as idea contemporary pedagogies is the
inclusion of elders and their knowledge. This aspgas a very strong theme running
through much of the writings where many expressmmshis theme were accompanied by a
sense of urgency and responsibility. For examgémartuk (2002, p. 66) states: “We have
so much to gain from our Elders, of our traditiony background, our language. It is urgent
that we begin to record our Elder’s [sic] knowledgew — today! It's a question of the

survival of the Inuit culture. As youth, we caniisi sit around waiting passively anymore

% Nunavut Sivuniksavut is an educational program for Inuit youth from Nunavut that strongly
emphasizes the learning of Inuit history and knowledge. As Amagoalik (2000b) explains: “The
graduates of the program have come out of it understanding their history and culture. They have
learned how they got here. They have learned how and why land claims were negotiated. They have
learned how Nunavut came about. They have come away from the program feeling more comfortable
about their place in Nunavut, Canada, and the rest of the world. They have come out with pride in
their culture and identity.”
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either; we need to start documenting our Elderig] [&knowledge today.” Similarly,
Apigsuqgtaujuq (2000, p. 22) explains that “[w]e musach out to our elders and listen to
what they have to say — and not just about midwjféut also about raising children,

principles of marriage, in-law kinship in general.”

Though there is consensus on the need for the lenysl of elders to be included within
contemporary pedagogies, different perspectivest eagain, relating to this, on whether
mainstream and Inuit systems of education shoulohtegrated. Napartuk (2002, p. 64-66)
makes a clear distinction between formalized edoicatersus the knowledge and education

that needs to be gained from the elders.

| don’t mean any offense or disrespect to our Edeith what I'm about to
say — at all, but it's a fact that the adults ahdeEs won’t be around forever,
and that the older generation has less formal éduncthan the youth of today.
Formal education means the Qallunaat-style edutatystem. This system is
important, but what is equally important is that &lders and parents begin to
think about passing the torch.

Peter (in Nakasuk et al, 1999, p. 131) expressesalternate view that elders and their
knowledge should be integrated — or even substitutewith the mainstream system of
education. “l also learned how we need to incaf®the elders into our education process.
They were the ones who passed on knowledge anéstmd they should be put back into
their rightful place as our educators.” Qitsug@003b) emphasizes that in considering the
knowledge of elders, one needs to also considemgainathe holistic aspect of Inuit
pedagogies — that the way elders teach tends tbdieway of life. “Elders are experts on
one thing: life. They represent a peculiar combamaof life experience and acute awareness
of that experience. Their magic lies in the wayytkak, the way they teach.” This fourth
aspect of inclusion of elders and their knowledgthiw pedagogy within the Arctic was

emphasized strongly within the source literature.

Wider critiques of mainstream pedagogies

In this section, | detail critiques of mainstreadueation within broader learning theories
which | recognize as similar to the critiques Irhatve made with regards the introduction of
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mainstream education for Indit.These wider critiques are rooted in radical addlication
theory which originated in the Latin American cotit@.e. Freire, 1973; lllich, 1972) but also
include learning theorists from the North Americére. hooks, 1994; Shor, 1992) and
European (i.e. Westwood, 1991) contexts which rdacthegemonic structures within
education, which have been directly or indirectiffuenced through the roots of radical adult

education, and which are located in community-basgormal or popular education spheres.

To clarify, | am discussing mainstream educatiomgemeral terms which | see as becoming
increasingly commodified, instrumentalized, andemfve of a technical-rationalistic model
at all levels. A prominent criticism of mainstreaducation is that knowledge is considered
primarily according to a technical-rationalistic deb so that intellect is equated with
academic knowledge. Robinson (2001, p. 7) explains

As the technological revolution gathers pace, etilicaand training are

thought to be the answer to everything. They lwéwe have to understand
the question. Educating more people — and to ahnmigher standard — is
vital. But we also have to educate them diffesentlThe problem is that

present expansion is based on a fundamental mispbon: the confusion of

academic ability with intelligence.

lllich (1972, p. 54) critiques how such a narrovewi of intellect means that mainstream
educationalists tend to see knowledge as needirge tquantified and taught according to
institutional standards. “The institutionalizedlues school instills are quantified ones.
School initiates young people into a world wherergthing can be measured, including their
imaginations.” Rationalistic thinking is prioritidewithin mainstream educational settings,
while imaginative thinking and emotion become maatjzed. Dirkx (2001, p. 67) explains

that “[p]Jopular notions frame teaching and learnasglargely rational, cognitive processes,
and understand emotions as either impediments tmotivators of learning.” When intellect

is equated as ‘academic ability’ which is increghinbecoming knowledge which is

guantifiable, what can become marginalized arenkyai so-called soft skills, i.e. those

considered as relying more on imagination and esnoti

*1j.e. Qitsualik’s (2002a; 2002b; 2002c) critiques of mainstream forms of education in the first section
of this chapter and critiques discussed in chapter 8 particularly in reference to the introduction of
mainstream forms of education in the Arctic.
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Further, there is a predominant view that learmimgst occur institutionally, and such an
understanding has been discussed as leading tonmaadification of education where the
learner is increasingly considered a consumer dinst a learner second. Such a perspective
has clear parallels with Inuk writer Watt-Cloute(2000, p. 122) discussion of schooling as
only “one kind of tool that can help to bring ab@oime types of learning.” Finger and Asun

(2001, p. 12) explain in more detail that:

[T]he school, and schooling more generally, havquaed, or been granted by
the state, annstitutional monopolyover education. As a result, they have
managed to make everybody believe that learning remult only from
schooling. This devalues all other forms of leagpiin particular learning by
means of naive and vernacular tools. Knowledgeemhuatation then becomes
an economic commodity which one consumes or is aidtered.

When the learner considers herself or himself aaower first, ownership of and agency over
one’s own personal development, growth or leariegome externalized so that personal
autonomy and individually unique creative abilitage given less emphasis as dependence on
institutions takes their place. This point of dission recalls my earlier discussions within
chapter 9 on institutional dependencies createzlifir constructed deficiencies. lllich (1972,
p. 57) elaborates: “People who have been schoawa do size let unmeasured experience
slip out of their hands. To them, what cannot Basured becomes secondary, threatening.
They do not have to be robbed of their creativitynder instruction, they have unlearned to
“do” their thing or “be” themselves, and value omipat has been made or could be made.”
This is also discussed as the ‘instrumentalizifigéducation whereby learning is no longer
favoured for its own sake, rather the learner casa® learn only according to what is
needed or ‘instrumental’ in passing assessmentgaming skills for employment. Freire
(1998, p. 111) discusses this as “the bureauctetizaf the mind” explaining that this is

done in the name of freedom while authentic, peakfyreedom is actually being undermined:

[O]ne of the signs of the times that frightens mehis, the insistence, in the
name of democracy, freedom, and efficacy, on asphyg freedom itself

and, by extension, creativity and a taste for ttheeature of the spirit. The
freedom that moves us, that makes us take riskbeiilsg subjugated to a
process of standardization of formulas, models regawhich we are

evaluated.

With a dominant view that learning can only occuthi institutions, and with learning

within institutions increasingly becoming commoedi where a learner is a necessary
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consumer, the excising of emotion, imagination @néativity from education becomes

bureaucratized.

In my critiques of mainstream education, | drawdor@inantly on theory which has stemmed
from adult education where | consider the broadesighation of this term which

encompasses alternative or radical forms of legrainall levels. Adult education originated
as a radical alternative to mainstream views ofcatlon. Finger and Asun (2001, p. 13),
paraphrasing lllich, explain that adult educatioigioated not as the ‘teaching of adults’ but
as an alternative approach to all levels of edanatiffering alternatives to instrumentalist

practices of education where technical-rationaligiews of knowledge predominate.

According to lllich, adult education is the altetima to this state of affairs. In
other words, adult education m®t the portion of traditional education which
caters for adults. Rather, it is an alternativethe very processes of
institutionalization, commodification and expertacy. Adult education is
thus synonymous with learning, as opposed to foedatation.

The term ‘adult education’ which can be used asaé for the critical learning theorists that
| draw on in my critiques of mainstream education dor my promotion of pedagogical
ideals is drawing on a broad designation of thentbeyond ‘teaching for adults’ and more

akin to radical and alternative forms of learning.

| further acknowledge, however, that ‘teaching &olults’ spheres of education, including
universities, are part of the increasingly commiedif and instrumentalized trend of
mainstream education increasingly evident in mpsieses of formalized education. Adult
education originated as a radical standpoint tonsteeam forms of education for all, children
or adults, so that the “ideal of humanising develept through individual and collective
emancipation” (Finger & Asun, 2001, p. 119) una=lideal adult education. However, a
contemporary view of adult education as ‘teachimmgadults’ has taken hold and falls in line
with mainstream forms of primary and secondary Ikewé# education where instrumentalist
methods dominate and where education is becomiageasingly commodified. This is
evident in university-level education where recenitl the United Kingdom, for example,
plans to further commodify university education @deen discussed. Curtis (2009, p. Al)
discusses these new plans as “part of a consunaelutien in higher education” where
“[s]tudents should be treated more as paying custserh University education is a case in
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point, but such commaodification is affecting matgaching for adults’ sectors. Finger and
Asun (2001, p. 124) explain that “mainstream achdtication is no longer pursuing the
project of emancipation and social change. Raittegriginally emancipator practices now
become distorted, instrumentalised and countermtoa”

If we return to look specifically at the Arctic dext, where mainstream forms of schooling
were introduced through colonization and are culyeghe predominant forms of education
within Arctic communities, we can see that Inuiv@deen forced into a system of education
which is critiqued widely outside of the Arctic. sAooks (1994, p. 12) states: “There is a
serious crisis in education. Students often dowwanit to learn and teachers do not want to
teach” while Shor (1992, p. 10) states that “[cl@inds in school and society now limit
[students’] development.” Shor (1992, p. 12) fertlexplains that “the creative and critical
powers” of students go “largely untouched” and tHall democratic society needs the
creativity and intelligence of its people. The &t need a challenging education of high
guality that empowers them as thinkers, communisatind citizens.” Discussing the Arctic
educational system, this is also highlighted by tZdbutier (2000, p. 119): “Our present
education system in the remote areas is doublyldssdaged. We are using a degraded copy
of a system that not only does not address oursnesda people, but that no longer
adequately addresses those of its own people.thdiremaining sections of this chapter |
discuss pedagogical ideals of learning theoristh perspectives focussed outside the Arctic

context and then look at crossovers between thébkdmuit promoted pedagogical ideals.

Tracing my path to ideal pedagogies: False binaries not false difference

Within my review of the source literature, | hawaed reliance on essentialist understandings
of culture and therefore dependence on a binaagioekship between the cultural and identity
constructs of Inuit versus the west. When | make ¢bnclusion, | emphasize that individuals
do not create constructs alone. As Elenes (20039p) explains, “[iJdentity formation is
never a project that any subject constructs byefferilentities are co-constructed by the
subject and society at large; whether the subgestarked as “inferior,” “deviant,” “passive,”
or unmarked (the “norm”).” Further as | discussvhauit authors draw on this binary, | am
cognisant that Inuit are responding to binary teotogies of difference that existed and were
imposed on Inuit through colonization, thereforavdng on essentialisms in reactionary and

strategic manners as part of “the struggle to coostlternative identities” (Elenes, 2003, p.
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202). Like Elenes (2003, p. 202) explains regardimomen and people of color”, Inuit “did
not at first constitute themselves as differentieyl were constituted as such by patriarchy
and colonialism.” | emphasize as well how relianoesuch binaries is widespread, as hooks
(1994, p. 28) states: “what we are witnessing tadayur everyday life is not an eagerness on
the part of neighbours and strangers to develop@dwerspective but a return to narrow
nationalism, isolationisms, and xenophodia.” logze as well that within this thesis in
learning to critically question terminologies amdspeaking of different cultures, | have also
put weight on the well-tread, overly simplistic ledmmonly used binary terminologies of

difference.

Despite there being clear suggestions that promaticessentialist understandings of culture
further difficulties for some Inuit — particularlyouth — there is a predominant reliance on
essentialist understandings of culture within déstons of pedagogies promoted as ideal
within the source literature. Aiming for this raseh to be ethical and respectful to Inuit, |
have felt wary expressing this conclusion. As Bsaf2006, p. 90) notes also, encountering
the use of fixed identity and cultural construcésm e a source of dilemma for researchers
working with Inuit. “As an ethnographer of Inuibgety and culture, | feel caught in a
dilemma of how best to study and represent Inahidly. Should | do what Okalik Egeesiak
does and treat Inuit identity as a source of sttengsion, and focus? Or should | treat it as a
resource for political power (and perhaps subgrenllarity) that may in fact work against
the interests and needs of some Inuit?” But aavelpreviously discussed, and as Searles
acknowledges (2006, p. 90), answering such quesiimpinges on how we conceptualize
identity. If we conceptualize identity and cultuas constructs — fluid, multi-faceted and
interactive — these concepts can be seen as dbittebveen being a source of strength for
some while equally challenging for others. Stilhave felt cautious regarding my own
positionality as a non-Inuk researcher making judgts and conclusions about Inuit — a
positionality that is fraught with a history of d&jpation of ‘others’ beginning in judgment
and one where some feel | should have little t&kmawledge. With regards learning styles
and pedagogies of Aboriginal peoples, for examplatt-Cloutier (2000, p. 116) cautions
that “[u]ntil relevant quality programs have beanpilace in our schools for some time, and
until benchmark studies are carried out to deteentire effectiveness of such programs, it
would not be wise for non-Aboriginal people to clmgle anything about Aboriginal learning

and schooling.”
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But true to the listening methodology that | hatterapted to employ in this research, | have
come to a position of non-neutrality and having stiimg to say. Freire (1998, p. 107)

describes listening as follows:

True listening does not diminish in me the exerakmy right to disagree, to
oppose, to take a position. On the contrary, ih isnowing how to listen well

that | better prepare myself to speak or to situmyself vis-a-vis the ideas
being discussed as a subject capable of presehdisteming “connectedly”

and without prejudices to what the other is saying.

It is through the integrative dialogic methodologggun with listening, that | have come to

learn that | need to claim my non-neutrality anecgamy position.

Reinforcing and not questioning essentialisms withis thesis would be akin to furthering
stereotypical thinking discussed in chapter 3 athical. | would be “privilege[ing] culture
and thereby difference” which Westwood (1991, pl)istates “giv[es] rise to accounts of
black people’s lives (but not theirs alone) whictegent their cultures as aberrant or
pathological, as exotic and at a great distanae fitee classes or regions within which they
live.” Such a perspective dismisses the contenmp@ad immediate realities and hybridities
that — along with cultural ways of being and knogvin are also components of lives of
Indigenous peoples. In this way, this would be inglyon the “overly simplistic
understanding of cultural knowledge production -uaderstanding that positions Indigenous
communities as if they exist in some isolated cam@thout any cross-fertilization of ideas

from other cultures” and vice versa (Langdon, 2Q0%).

Through carefully revealing essentialisms as damgethrough a dialogic methodology, | am
also carefully not following “[n]either elitism ndrasism” (Freire, in Freire & Faundex, 1989,
p. 48) as | attempt to draw together and intedvath theoretical and practical knowledges as
well as hegemonic and ‘other’ knowledges (which dvéda discussed as a posture of
empathetic criticality in chapter 6). As Freira ffreire & Faundez, 1989, p. 48) explains
further, “[jJust because | am not elitist, it doast follow that | am “basist”. And because |
am not basist, it does not follow that | am elitisBuch a perspective as | attempt to
demonstrate is needed for lateral meetings betwleese different domains of knowledge.
As Faundez (Freire & Faundez, 1998, p. 49) expld[b$ecause neither naivety, nor
spontaneity, nor rigorous scientific thought wihamge reality. Changing reality involves
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bringing these two forms of knowledge together sdoaachieve a greater knowledge, which
is the true knowledge that can translate itseld iattion to change reality. The division

between these two forms of knowledge destroys asgipility of understanding the whole

or of changing the whole.” Such a perspective iregthumility on both sides.

In this vein, then, | am advocating that we use ¢ardrawing on binaries and fixed identity
constructs as promotion of rigid notions of idgntan be dangerous. Elenes (2003, p. 202)
explains that “[t]he “reality” is that even thoutfirese differences are socially and politically
constituted, they are meaningful.” Awareness thitural and identity labels and categories
are constructs does not negate some of us feeteggyre to fit into these. Those of us who
do not can struggle. There are many quotes thraughes thesis that affirm the difficulties
Inuit have faced with identity constructs, whileapker 2 affirms some of the difficulties |
have faced with them. There are places and timlesravessentialisms are drawn on
ironically (as there is awareness of the falsityhaf essentialism in those who use them) for
strategic purposes, and particularly for margiregigroups these strategic essentialisms have
been necessary for political resistance, reclaimmsgtories and empowerment over
subjugation. However, there are dangers that sleeamd promotion of essentialisms leads
very easily to exclusion and division, either thgbunon-awareness of the falsity and ironic
use of the construct and therefore individualsifgebound to try to fit within them or
through unnecessary division between individualsd acultures created by false

understandings of difference.

Understanding that binary terminologies of diffases are false does not mean that
differences do not exist, however. Difference gplaxically, is the one thing that we all have
in common. McKenna (2003, p. 432) explains thisatiy have feared that difference only
divides; it cannot bind peoples together under pagonal rubric. Yet if we understand
difference as the common cultural reference poinbacomes the basis for unity—a
paradoxical concept that has proven difficult faany to grasp.” So returning to the Arctic
context and re-examining the binary of Inuit versius west, we can see that Inuit and the
west are different but so are Inuit and Inuit arestvand the west. We all differ in unique
ways from a ‘norm’. Such an understanding doessmaboth over differences so that we
cannot recognize that some — through race, cladsgander — have been privileged while
others have been subjugated but it does mean lbaating individuals to either side of

binary terminologies of difference is simplistic e@@mplex, multiple and shifting identities
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will not neatly — and certainly not always — fitansimplistic boxes. As Westwood (1991, p.
172) explains, recognition of our hybridities mednst falling into the traps of simple

comparisons between cultural groups.” All indivathi are different from each other, and
though we can connect through the commonality afdéeifferent, there needs to also be
recognition that labels, categories and constracstoo simplistic to describe the multiple
and complex world. Instead, as McKenna (2003 3p) €xplains, we need to “acknowledge

the multiplicity of difference and to acquire ad@nce for ambiguity.”

Ideal pedagogies

Revaluing ‘soft’ skills and creativity

Recalling critiques which highlight that mainstreaucation tends towards a rationalistic
and instrumentalist model which has become burasimed through a predominant view that
learning must occur institutionally, many argue far reintegration of creativity and

imagination into education. This would ostensiblyan that education could be more
inclusive to other intelligences, those potentialigtinct from intelligence measured and

defined as academic ability. Robinson (2001, gxplains:

For years academic ability has been conflated waitdlligence and this idea
has been institutionalized into testing systemsangwations, selection
procedures, teacher education and research. Assalt,r many highly
intelligent people have passed through educatiefinfg they aren’'t. Many
academically able people have never discovered ttteer abilities. We have
developed institutions and intellectual hierarcloashe assumption that there
are really two types of people in the world, acaeamd non-academic: or as
they are often called by common sense, the ablerenigss able.

Such a dominance towards a technical-rationalestv\of academic ability and subsequently
intelligence, has been accommodated by what Robi(&a01, p. 8) terms “a wedge between
intellect and emotion in human psychology; and leetwthe arts and sciences in society at
large.” Robinson (2001, p. 7) explains furthertthdoere’s more to intelligence than
academic ability and much more to education thaweldping it.” Similar to earlier
discussions affirming that we are all diverse withltiple identities is the understanding that
we are also diverse in our intelligences. Robin&fl91, p. 103) explains that “it is better to
avoid formal categorising and to recognise thatliigence is multifaceted.” Mainstream
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education tends towards excluding other types o¢lligence — those which are not
measurable or quantifiable while privileging a teichl-rationalist perspective of
intelligence. But as Dirkx (1997, p. 79) explairfbubbling just beneath this technical-
rational surface is a continual search for meangngeed to make sense of the changes and

the empty spaces we perceive both within oursedwesour world.”

To transform perceptions of pedagogy away from tl@gow view, Robinson (2001, p. 9)
argues that there needs to be a broadening of @jenaderstandings of intelligence to
acknowledge how diverse intelligence can be. “Hunmaelligence is richer and more
dynamic than we have been led to believe by forazaldemic education.” Expansion of
notions of intelligence beyond those deemed as eswmally valid within mainstream
formalized education means addressing “the linoteti of a monocultural system of
education” for members of both minority and majordultures (Barnhardt & Kawagley,
2005, p. 10). This also means recognizing that dagac ability is not the same as
intelligence” (Robinson, 2001, p. 81) but rathet]‘fs essentially a capacity for certain sorts
of verbal and mathematical reasoning.” Broadenirgindions of intelligence means
revaluing characteristics of our selves considesisd'soft’ — emotional and imaginative
aspects — which have tended to be side-lined tlrabg equating of intelligence with
academic ability. Robinson (2001, p. 139; p. 1&g)lains that “[e]motional intelligence is
recognized increasingly as an essential dimendipersonal development and social ability”
though “[tlhese so-called soft skills have been toong ignored or badly dealt with by
education.” Expanding understandings of intellggenmeans reconsidering that these so-
called soft skills, such as an individual's “emai@, imaginative connection with the self and
with the broader world” can be areas in which toumd “personally significant and
meaningful learning” (Dirkx, 2001, p. 64).

Such expansions in definitions of intelligence ats®ans a recognition that creativity occurs
in all fields — even those thought of as technradibnalist — and that all truly creative

processes rely to some degree on so-called sdi$. dRobinson (2001, p. 10) explains that
there is a predominant misconception that cregtigitassociated only with the arts, though

creative abilities occur in all pursuits.

The truth is that creativity is not a separate pathe brain that lights up only
in certain people or during particular activitieSCreativity is possible in
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science, in technology, in management, in businassjusic, in any activity
that engages human intelligence. People are mattice in general but in
doing something concrete. Different people havgedint creative strengths
according to the pattern of their intelligences.]. Real creativity comes from
finding your medium, from being in your element.

When learning in any field there can always belament of creativity. Creativity is present
when new knowledge, any ‘type’ of knowledge, isanted. To be creative, we often need to
draw on ‘soft’ skills such as emotion and imagioati Robinson (p. 155) explains:
“Creativity is not a purely intellectual process.i$ enriched by other capacities and in
particular by feelings, intuition and by a playfalagination.” These ‘soft’ or ‘artistic’ ways
of thinking may be considered alternative to techhrationalist abilities; however, if
revalued and reintegrated into formalized maingtreaucation, such skills could also prove

beneficial to technology and scientific pursuitsasel.

For learning to be creative, imagination is reqiiia@d imaginative processes tend to require
fluidity, ambiguity, openness and freedom. | hagl the truth of learning in this manner
within this thesis, as highlighted in chapter 6. Myderstanding of this has been influenced
by reading Milner (1984, p. 163; p. 164) who stdkese is a need for a “setting” in “which it
is safe to be absent-minded”, a physical settingre/tiwe are freed, for the time being, from
the need for immediate practical expedient actmd “a mental setting, an attitude, both in
the people around and in oneself, a tolerance megung which may at moments look very
like madness.” But others also highlight the nfsedsuch tolerance of imaginative freedoms
for learning to be creative. In a practical example ‘Training for Transformation’
handbooks for community workers (Hope & Timmel, 2DWhich are based upon Freire’s
work, exercises for envisioning a new society aigcussed. Hope and Timmel (2007,
preface) stress that “it [is] essential to chalkeaggroup to express their vision of the society
they long for, as this develops energy and hojgshor (2002, p. 9) emphasizes that learners
need to be able to explore to create when he staéd[i]t is an educational culture that has
a greater focus on becoming than on being, places ralue on the imaginative than on the
factual, assigns greater priority to valuing thamteasuring, and regards the quality of the
journey as more educationally significant thangpeed at which the destination is reached.”
Dirkx (1997, p. 83; p. 85) also acknowledges thiseew he discusses that nurturing soul in
adult education means encouraging “engagementthétiunconscious through imagination,

creativity and intuition” and “unlike the ego, whigrefers logic, predictability, and order,
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the soul thrives on open spaces.” Robinson (200138) explains that “[c]reativity involves
a dynamic interplay between generating ideas ankinggudgements about them” where
“[ifmaginative activity is the process of genergtirsomething original: providing an
alternative to the conventional or routine.” Creatiearning involving imaginative processes

therefore requires tolerance of ambiguities, opssmad absent-mindedness at times.

Reclaiming identity through creative learning

Looking at transformative learning where that whitchinsforms — or that which is being
created — is an identity construct for the persodeugoing the learning, we can begin to
recognize how such pedagogies are ideal in that ¢he allow individuals to name their
identity for themselves. Boyd and Myers (19882§1) argue that education must promote
“personal transformations as one of its major dilReturning to Milner (1984, p. 154) as an
example of transformative learning though she dumsuse this term, she explains that in
learning to paint creatively where she broke “fiesn the urge to make a mechanical copy
and a new entity had appeared on my paper” these“avéeeling that the ordinary sense of
self had temporarily disappeared” accompanying léésning.  Further, Milner (1984, p.
155) notes that she experienced an emerging ofwvasease of self which came from her
learning, stating “there is a plunge into non-d#faiation, which results (if all goes well) in
a re-emerging into a new division of the me-notane in which there is more of the ‘me’ in
the ‘not-me’ and more the ‘not-me’ in the ‘me’.” irkx (1998, p. 4) also explains
transformative learning as learning which allowdividuals to be freed from “the presence
of coercive forces or factors within our personald asocio-cultural contexts” which
“constrain the degree to which we can be who ortwieaare.” Recalling earlier discussions
of Inuit encountering challenges accompanying ifgetrapped between rigid constructions
of identity, we can see that creative learning, niehthere is tolerance for imaginative
processes which involve freedom and ambiguity mstwicts, can be ideal pedagogies for the

invention of new identity constructs.

But concepts, namings or meanings are not so mumebrgent through such learning
processes as they are in a constant process ofg@geand re-emerging which again
facilitates a rejection of fixity of identity constcts. Milner (1984, p. 154) identifies that “if
there is to be a new psychic creation” throughniegy, moments of “blankness” are an

“essential recurring phase” questioning, “[i]s @trpossible that blankness is a necessary
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prelude to a new integration?” It follows that bfankness is recurring through such
processes of learning then emergent integratiorst negur as well. lllich (1972, p. 57-58)

articulates the need for the promotion of thesm#oof learning within institutions:

[Plersonal growth is not a measurable entity. sltgrowth in disciplined

dissidence, which cannot be measured against ahyrany curriculum, not
compared to someone else’s achievement. In sachifhg one can emulate
others only in imaginative endeavour, and followheir footsteps rather than
mimic their gait. The learning | prize is immeaathle re-creation.

When we contemplate learning processes as caphfaeildating conceptual fluidity and re-
emergence, we can see how such spaces facilitasformation in our relationships to
culture and identity. Rather than seeing these besd fand absolute, such pedagogies
“deconstruct the notion of a unified subject anskeasialist notions of culture” (Elenes, 2003,
p. 206). A practical example of such a pedagodlas developed by Rosenberg (2003; 2010,
2:20; 2010, 1:55) where he teaches a language of-viobence (or nonviolent
communication) to replace the “language of domordtiwhere people are classified “in
terms of what they are” which he claims is tauglstrpredominantly in the world where “a
few people who claim to be superior dominate othe&kdarge part of this pedagogy has to
do with becoming aware that we live by fluid andftstg narratives. Within Freire’s (1973;
p. 69; p.167) discussion of “education as the praaf freedom”, he explains that subjects
“namethe world in order to transform it.” If there igrtscious tolerance of ambiguity and
imaginative freedoms in construct formation and scoous awareness that we live by
narratives, individuals are better positioned tmaand re-name themselves and their world

in affirming manners.

Contextualized ways of living versus decontextualized activities

In the contemplation of pedagogy as a process giwrathich we form identities, we are also
contemplating pedagogy as a way of being or liimdghe world. Connecting individual
processes of learning with our relationship to wnald around us, Dirkx (1997, p. 83)
explains that “[[Jearning is not simply a prepawmatifor life. Itis life, the experience of
living. Coming to know ourselves in the world amolw we make sense of the other within
this world are critical aspects of learning [. ledrning is understood as a process that takes
place within the dynamic and paradoxical relatiopst self and other.” Such a discussion of
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pedagogy as a way of living is also highlightednivitingold’s (2000) contrasting of learning
as “enskilment” (where “learning is inseparablerrdoing, and in which both are embedded
in the context of practical engagement with thelaigingold, 2000, p. 416)) with Levan’s
‘culture of acquisition’ theory of learning. Thiseory is explained as “the theory of learning
long favoured by cognitive science (and by Westmtocational institutions), according to
which effective action in the world depends on pha&ctitioner’s first having acquired a body
of knowledge in the form of rules and schematacfurstructingit” (Ingold,, 2000, p. 216).
Ingold (2000, p. 416) goes on to further explais thstitutionally preferred form of learning
as “separated from doing, the application of aaguiknowledge.” In my contemplation of
ideal pedagogies, | also see as ideal, Ingold’®@pfirst definition of pedagogy, where the
learner exercises personal freedom in choosing shagctically relevant to their way of life
as opposed to pedagogies determined by authonties upon consulting standardized rules

and norms, prescribe activities which are decontdided from a learner’s life.

Such a perspective of ideal pedagogy as a conleeddavay of living offers further insight
to earlier discussions on destabilizing the domieawithin educational institutions on a
technicist-rationalist paradigm where instrumestdtrms of learning are privileged. Where
| discussed that there is a lack of a clear re¢mgmithat creativity is a quality which is
necessary in all pursuits, Ingold (2000, p. 127iyraé as much: “[T]he subsequent growth of
industrial capitalism, coupled with concomitant cbes in the division of labour, led in a
whole range of fields to the decomposition of skilto the components of creative
intelligence and imagination on the one hand, andime or habitual bodily techniques on
the other.” We can see that with this decouplingatwremains — ‘routine or habitual bodily
techniques’ or decontextualized activities — cancbesidered as largely instrumentalist
skills. And Ingold (2000, p. 416) further argueattivithin the theory of learning favoured by
institutions, “[i]t is implied, moreover, that a thp of context-free, propositional knowledge —
namely a technology or, more generally, a cultueetdallyexistsas such as is available for
transmission by teaching outside the context of”’usuch an argument expands earlier
discussions on the dominance of a monoculture withducational institutions where
‘culture’ has been essentialized to the point thhs come to be seen as something which
can be decomposed and thought of as parts — atit@sti— equally relevant to learners no
matter the context. Based on essentialist undetstgs of culture, there exists within such a
theory an inherent assumption that all culturesnd avery individual's sense of culture

within a monocultural ‘west’ — can all be well sedv by this decontextualized and
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standardized notion of pedagogy. Reclaiming igealagogies as those which alternatively
take into consideration an individual learner's qua context through contemplating

pedagogy as a contextualized way of living can lislpeconsider what it is we lose when we
subscribe to the belief that standardized, dectunéixed pedagogy can serve the diversity of

individual learners who exist.

Dialogic pedagogy

Turning to dialogue as an ideal pedagogy, we retarthe discussion of the necessity for
imaginative freedom within learning processes. Biditen we consider that freedom is
mediated by one’s (dialogic) relationship with therld — or one’s own context — we can
begin to see that freedom is tempered through sliglogues. Within ideal pedagogies,
though there is a need for tolerance of freedomadrs@ntmindedness as | discussed earlier,
which is necessary for imaginative processes chanatic of creativity, it is naive to think
that such freedom cannot easily fall into chaoshat ambiguity is enough for individuals
and communities to become empowered. Freedom Imeusititigated to not be distorted. As
Freire (1998, p. 99) explains, “[o]ut of respeat fikedom | have always deliberately refused
its distortion. Freedom is not the absence oftimMWhat | have sought is to live the tension,
the contradiction, between authority and freedomasdo maintain respect for both. To
separate them is to provoke the infraction of on¢he other.” Returning to the practical
example of the handbooks on ‘Training for Transfation’, there is similar recognition that
imaginative freedom is not enough. Hope and Tim{2@07, preface) state “that vision is not
enough. To bring about change effectively, one nalst have good administration and
management.” Explaining this tempering of freedoithw pedagogy, Freire (1998, p. 33)
states that “[o]ne of the essential tasks of tlaeheng process is to introduce the learners to
the methodological exactitude with which they skicagpproach the learning process, through
which the objects of learning are knowable.” Bustcertainly does not mean a return to a
standardized ‘banking’ system of education. Ratkiegre needs to be space for “making
mistakes, taking risks, being curious, asking qaest and so on” (Faundez in Freire &
Faundez, 1989, p. 41). Again highlighting a pradtiexample of this form of pedagogy
through the ‘Training for Transformation’ handbopk$ope and Timmel (2007, preface)
recognize that the ‘good’ management they discsgsremised not on “hierarchical, top-
down structures to which most of us are accustonted”’rather on the creation of “new

forms of management which are consistent with tle&efs and values of democratic
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participation.” What is needed within such ideatlpgogies is a more complex and flexible
“rigorous methodological curiosity anxious to exgldhe limits of creativity, persistent in the
search, and courageously humble in the adventéirg, 1998, p. 33). And it is this last
aspect of pedagogical ‘methodological rigour’ whish key to mediation of individual
freedoms through dialogue — humility of both thacteer and the learner. Again, Freire
(1998, p. 108) defines this for us, “[hJumility ot made of bureaucratic rituals. Humility
expresses, on the contrary, one of the few ceragitihat | am sure of, namely that nobody is
superior to anyone else.” Individual freedoms misttempered through dialogue where

humility is key for ideal creative pedagogy.

Humility, defined as a crucial aspect of ideal ppatgy and a critical disciplining of freedom,
when present, marks spaces of learning as trulpgi@* And it is the presence of humility
and mutual respect on both sides of the pedagogrioakss which facilitates transformative
pedagogy. Such an understanding is particularlyomant for teachers as McKenna (2003, p.
436) explains: “As teachers in a classroom, eitiiercan participate in a passive collusion
with the culture of passivity or we can attempt decome agents of transformation.”
Teachers facilitating and leading this process t&ide students to “also become agents in
this transformation” (McKenna, 2003, p. 436). Ahd through such a dialogic pedagogy —
with humility on both sides — where understandimmjsdifference can be transformed.
McKenna (2003, p. 436) explains that when a teacherommitted to the creation of a
classroom as a dialogic space for learning theyhatging “to forge an active culture that
acknowledges the true catalytic power of differeand we can transform our understanding
of difference.” Freire (1998, p. 108) explains,nmore personal terms: “If | consider myself
superior to what is different, no matter what it lisam refusing to listen. The different
become not an “other” worthy of any respect, buthas” or “that” to be despised and
detested. This is oppression.” Truly ideal pedgem® for inclusive education need to not
only embrace and accommodate difference but tramsfonderstandings of difference.
McKenna (2003, p. 435) states that “[w]e must astselves as feminists and as educators,
“What is our objective in the classroom?” Is it ‘lexpose” students to a new angle on

Western culture or is it to transform their and oatationship to culture?” It is the

*2 | was first introduced to some of the ideas promoted by Freire (1973) including the importance of
humility on the part of teachers and learners when | attended a secular course on development at the
end of my undergraduate degree at the Cuarnavaca Centre for Intercultural Dialogue on Development
in Cuarnavaca, Mexico. The courses offered there, which follow principles of dialogic pedagogy, are
an example of practical implementations of some of the ideal pedagogies | discuss.
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component of humility on both sides which can eadhiat learning processes are dialogic
and can lead, therefore, to respectful contemplatd ‘others’ and transformations in

understandings of difference.

Just as understanding individual transformativenieg means understanding that concepts
and namings are articulated and rearticulated, ssadhere a need to understand that
transformations in consciousness which emerge gfiralialogic processes of learning are
constantly emerging and re-emerging. Change isaobteved through such pedagogy in a
permanent manner. Rather, understandings arelgartidentative. McKenna (2003, p. 438)
explains this: “Consciousness-raising connotesrengeent transformation of consciousness.
The illuminations | am seeking are at their beghsient. They may appear for a brief time
and then retreat. The classroom, like the boidex,transitory space. The transformation of
culture is not secured; at best it can be activat&lich an understanding is reflective of our
true natures as human beings as Freire (1998,)peXgBains: “Far from being alien to our
human condition, conscientization is natural tofiinished” humanity that is aware of its
unfinishedness. It is natural because unfinishesing integral to the phenomenon of life
itself.” And to return us to the beginning of tldscussion, understanding our partiality is
what facilitates the possessing of humility necasta pedagogy to be transformative. Shor
(in Shor & Freire, 1987, p. 50) explains: “We red®p ourselves with the students. The
illuminating process renews the educator to keemgdat. If he or she only brings
illumination to the classroom, the teacher can lgaget burned out. Militancy means
permanent re-creation.” Contemplating dialogic gggyy as an ideal pedagogy therefore,
means understanding that transformations in ouenstandings of difference — changes in
consciousness achieved through dialogic proceddearning — are necessarily tentative and

partial and therefore ongoing processes of change.

Pedagogies of resilience for negotiating essentialisms

A number of authors have affirmed that we constougtidentities through narrative. King
(2003, p. 2) states that “[t]he truth about storsethat that’s all we are” while Okri (1997, p.
46) explains that “[w]e live stories that eithewvgiour lives meaning or negate it with
meaninglessness.” Cyrulnik (2009, p. 146) highbghdw narratives external to the self also

factor into identity construction, stating that]ié gaze of others has the power to shape us.

Such a basic idea becomes of obvious importanoetions of self-esteem when we consider
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that “[i]f we change the stories we live by, quitessibly we change our lives” (Okri, 1997,
p. 46). Similar to discussions in chapters 9 andifil&ve understand that we live through
narratives, or conceptualizations we create orake from interaction with the world, we can
begin to understand why labels or constructionspranwe to be difficult to a person’s self

conception and subsequently a person’s resiliemtigets challenges.

While Cyrulnik (2009, p. 49) acknowledges that atives are necessary, he further explains
that conceptualizations can be misleading: “We redgories: classifying, delineating and
separating can help us to think by shaping thectbjihat we imbue with certain qualities.
We see the world more clearly when we have conedipad but they can be misleading [. .
J- In the real world, everything is muddled upeatwer.” As | have discussed in chapter 9,
constructions or labels arising out of traumatitseges in life can be just as damaging as the

trauma events themselves. To review, Cyrulnik @0 130) states that:

[1]t is not only the direct effects of the trauntzat have to be repaired; the
effects of how the trauma has been represented alsgsbe repaired. All too

often, academic discourse says, ‘You're finisheduYvere damaged during
your early childhood, and science shows that thmadge cannot be undone.
What is more, you are the child of genetically iideparents. Worse still, you

have so many social handicaps that you have nomdasbe optimistic.” So a

trauma born of a social representation aggravdiesdirect effects of the

trauma itself.

Cyrulnik (2009, p. 131) goes on to explain thattr@auma’s biological effects can often be
repaired because the brain is so plastic. In centthe effects that can be attributed to an
academic discourse can only be repaired if ourasaditscourse can be changed, and that can
take several years or even several centuries.” 8xplanations help to confirm that if we
live by narratives, and if, in our conceptualizagsoof identity, we are also influenced from
conceptualization from the wider world, there anees when exterior conceptualizations can

override, in sometimes damaging manners, self qite on identity.

In considering that difficulties in life bring immdeate traumas as well as corresponding
labels or narratives which can also prove challeggo encounter, it is helpful, Cyrulnik

(2009) argues, to rely on a concept of resilienbekwtakes into consideration such narrative
influences. Resilience, as defined by CyrulnikQ20p. 51), is nhot something absolute that
we have or do not have. Rather it is a way ohtjvthat we knit together. “Resilience is a
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mesh and not a substance. We are forced to knsetuass, using the people and things we
meet in our emotional and social environments.aiing on such a conceptualization means
approaching challenges in life with eyes more o&®ing not only the traumatic events
themselves as challenging to overcome but alsacdhneesponding narratives as potentially
needing to be overcome. Weingarten (in DenborougWeéingarten, 2005, p. 73) confirms
this in discussing how to help someone negotiagir ttesponse to a traumatic episode,
stating: “If we are going to ease somebody’s respdn trauma, then it is essential that we
not only respond to the more obvious meanings @fetrent, but that we also understand and
engage with the particular meanings that the eliasthad to [the individual].” Resilience
then, as conceptualized by Cyrulnik (2009) is seen,as a positive characteristic and not
just as a response to a challenge in life, but agyof living where challenges in life are
better negotiated through a recognition of nareatnfluences.

Drawing on such an understanding in pedagogicaigewe can see that a particular aspect
of living, greater awareness of the paradox of mssesms (that narratives are relied on for
meaning-making but they can also potentially benthak), can be taught. Though not
discussing pedagogy specifically, Cyrulnik (2009285) confirms this, stating “the feeling
of selfhood, which is shaped by the gaze of otheasy be reshaped and reworked by
representations, actions, commitments and nargative contemplation of the role which
pedagogy can play in helping individuals negotielt@llenging or traumatic episodes by
revealing that narratives which we rely on are mewoestructions has obvious links to
Foucault’'s (quoted in Ball, 1990, p. 1-2) discussad revealing the concealed workings of
discourse and power relations as within ‘the rdieam intellectual’ as follows: “My role —
and that is too emphatic a word — is to show petpe they are much freer than they feel,
that people accept as truth, as evidence, someeth@rhich have been built up at a certain
moment during history, and that this so-called ern@k can be criticized and destroyed. To
change something in the minds of people — thagsrtihe of an intellectual.” Understanding
resilience as a way of living where we can be taugiw to create a coherent sense of
selfhood despite encountering traumas — inevitgidyt of life — relying at times on
essentialisms but also on conscious acknowledgethahtessentialisms can be potentially

damaging or misleading can be considered as ahpddagogy.
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Recognizing connections

Through recognizing that rigid differences betweahural groups are false, we begin to see
that there are other similarities beyond the comatiynof difference which can be used for
connection. McKenna (2003, p. 435) states thdefflyg a crossroads does not imply a denial
of difference; rather it promotes an articulatidrdidference. It means living without borders,
but it also means living as an intersection oftla# border spaces that define: race, class,
gender, sexuality, ethnicity.” As | have placedfadent texts in conversation within this
thesis, | came to see that many of the promotedgmagical ideals from the perspectives of
Inuit are promoted by learning theories located enbroadly also as ideals. Such a
perspective recognizing such crossovers is not near example, Watt-Cloutier (2000, p.
118) connects the terminologies of Inuit wisdom dlifélong learning’, explaining that
“[p]eople are “empowered” when they have learnedctmtrol the development and
maintenance of their own powers — when they knowtwi do to continue their learning and
development without being told what to do. Edursatall this lifelong learning. Our Elders
call this wisdom.” But as Watt-Cloutier (2000, @9) goes on to emphasize, Inuit need to
assess which parts require reinvention and whicts paight work as they are for Inuit. “We
have no choice but to find our own way. This daes mean that we should ignore the
educational methods and accomplishments of thehSolitere is no point in reinventing the
wheel if a wheel is called for. However, we mustaide to assemble the parts into a whole
that meets our needs.” In this section, | pull togethe strands of this chapter thus far and
look from my perspective on these connectionswitht an intent of prescribing solutions to
social health challenges in the Arctic but with thepe that, through such recognition of
similarities between different perspectives, thése some transformation in how we

conceptualize difference.

Recognition of the first characteristic of my déised ideal pedagogies: the revaluing of
diversities and so-called soft skills is clearlyidant within Inuit ideal pedagogies as
exemplified within Qitsualik’'s (2002a, 2002b, 2092tiscussions of teaching fire-building
according to Inuit pedagogy (as | have detailethatbeginning of this chapter). Through
considering broader learning theory, | have argined there is a need for a revaluing of
‘soft’ skills such as emotion and imagination assth are key to creative processes no matter
the pursuit one is learning. Ingold (2000, p. 4%ipilarly discusses ‘enskillment’ and

explains that when we are not able to learn thradmhg or through “a palpable engagement
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with the world” we must undertake an “activity dfiet special kind [which] we call
imagining” Qitsualik (2002c) confirms this connection to inpedagogy when she states
that, “[a]s any hunter could tell you, imaginatiencrucial to survival.” Qitsualik (2002c)
also highlights how creativity comes through reeomplation afforded by imaginative
processes: “These army cadets were struggling becdney had been taught to cough up
specific, pre-set answers to specific, pre-set tiues Every object or action had its
designated place. A bowl was something that otehings into, never a scoop, because no
one had ever “authorized” them to use it as such.”

Though there was obvious recognition that a tolezasf imagination was highlighted within
discussions of Inuit ideal pedagogies within tharse literature, the second characteristic |
highlight within my discussion of ideal pedagogi@s tolerance for freedom in identity
constructs) is not as clearly discussed. Qitsy@l02b) identifies that “Inuktitut teaching [. .
.] is about tapping the children’s natural talemiscouraging them to use their minds in an
expansive, alternative way.” But where | discusefiom with regards identity constructs,
relying on Milner (1984) and definitions of transfmative learning, | highlight a need for
tolerance of ambivalence, a need for freedom frooercive forces or factors’ and freedom
from classifying language so that learners can segkdentity constructs which work best
for themselves. This perspective recalls Searl@90¢, p. 91) discussions where he
acknowledges that despite there being no consemsughat constitutes Inuit identity, there
are many who believe it is tied closely to tradifibpursuits, and where he argues that some
Inuit may not feel they fit within such a definedltaral construct. “Many Inuit believe that
outpost camps symbolize a more authentically lexistence, because they resemble, to
some extent, how Inuit lived prior to their disgatent to government-built and government-
run towns and settlements.” Such a perspectivensistent with the disconnection | have
found within the source literature: Despite thesty recognition that some Inuit are facing
challenges with identity linked to high levels obcgl problems, within Inuit ideal
pedagogies promoted within the source literatuereths a lack of clear articulation that
essentialist language needs to be relied on moedutly. With challenges and, particularly
youth suicide at such high levels, a more consciolesance of ideological freedoms could
be helpful for those individuals who are strugglimgh confusions in identity in the Arctic

context.
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With the third characteristic of the ideal pedagsdi have discussed, contextualized ways of
living versus decontextualized activities, a velgac link exists with Inuit ideal pedagogies.
In her discussion of Inuit pedagogy, Qitsualik (20D emphasizes that “[a]n Inuk child
would not be taught to make a kamotik, for exampiebeing told one day, "A sled is made
of the following materials... the pieces are sgetber in the following manner...” Instead, he
or she would assist in the construction of a kaknartid participate in its use, so that the child
can develop his or her personal sense of what mekk functional.” Kublu, Laugrand and
Oosten (1999, p. 8) also stress that Inuit prefarrling as intertwined with living, stating
“[e]ven today, modern Inuit students often fincldry texts describing traditional customs
and practices b